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MORNING HOUR DEBATES

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the
order of the House of January 21, 1997,
the Chair will now recognize Members
from lists submitted by the majority
and minority leaders for morning hour
debates. The Chair will alternate rec-
ognition between the parties, with each
party limited to not to exceed 30 min-
utes, and each Member except the ma-
jority and minority leader limited to
not to exceed 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. BoNIOR] for 5 min-
utes.

UNFAIR LABOR PRACTICES
CHARGE UPHELD BY FEDERAL
COURT

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, | want to
show a headline in the Detroit Sunday
Journal. It says, “Guilty, Judge Rules
Paper Calls Strike. Ten Unfair Labor
Practices Charge Upheld.”’

For almost 2 years now, over 2,000
families in Detroit have been on strike
or have been locked out by the two
largest newspaper chains in the coun-
try, the Detroit News and the Detroit
Free Press, represented by Gannett and
Knight-Ridder, 2,500 families, not able
to support their families, feed their
families, live a normal life. This strike
has torn apart our community.

But it is the community that came
together over this period of time cul-
minating in the verdict that was hand-
ed down by this Federal judge that said
that these two large national corpora-
tions, Knight-Ridder and Gannett, vio-
lated, violated and were guilty of
breaking the law and unfair labor prac-
tices.

What was the response to that? Well,
the response, Mr. Speaker, was that
last weekend Action Motown put to-
gether a teach-in at Wayne State Uni-

versity that was packed, overflowing
crowds. The next morning we went out
and we protested at the homes of the
CEO’s who lived in Grosse Pointe. We
protested at the police station in Ster-
ling Heights, MI, where those police of-
ficers engaged in brutality against the
workers who were striking at the
plant.

Then, Mr. Speaker, after these ac-
tions, over 100,000 people, we expected
50,000, but over 100,000 came out and
marched in the streets of Detroit cul-
minating in a rally in downtown De-
troit where speakers from all over and
workers from all over the country
came. They came from Hawaii; farm
workers came from California; steel-
workers came from Pennsylvania;
teachers came from New York, stand-
ing together in solidarity with their
brothers and sisters who are trying to
give their children the hope and the
dignity of being afforded the oppor-
tunity to be represented in this soci-
ety.

We are losing our economic democ-
racy, if we indeed have ever had it in
this country. Little by little, benefits
for people are being chipped away.
They are being taken away in terms of
health benefits. Mr. Speaker, 3,500 Kids
a day in America lose their health in-
surance because these types of corpora-
tions, the transnationals, the multi-
nationals, the big corporations, are
dropping health insurance. They are
losing their pension benefits. Wages for
80 percent of our people in this country
have been frozen for about the last 20
years. The top 20 percent are doing
well, but the rest are lagging behind.

So, Mr. Speaker, we said in this
march and in this rally that we are
coming together. It is happening all
over the country. It is an untold story
out there that people are organizing,
whether it is in California with the
strawberry workers or the poultry
workers in North Carolina. Mr. Speak-
er, whether it is textile workers in the

South or manufacturing workers or
steelworkers in West Virginia or Ohio,
or those at Caterpillar in Decatur and
in western Illinois, people are coming
together to recognize what is happen-
ing in this economy. Those in the top
are doing very, very well, but the other
80 percent of America is struggling.

So, | want to commend those who put
on Action Motown, those who came to-
gether to organize on behalf of their
brothers and sisters. They made a dif-
ference. They made a big difference.
The Free Press’ and the News’ circula-
tion has dropped by more than 50 per-
cent since the strike began. Since the
strike began, it has dropped more than
50 percent. They have lost over a half a
billion dollars.

When people act in unison, they have
power. What we have to do is empower
the people, the workers. They have a
voice and they should be heard and
they were heard this past weekend.

So, | want to say to the Tom Bray’s
and the Joe Stroud’s and the Jaske’s
and the Vega’s and the Giles’s and all
the top executives at Knight-Ridder
and Gannett: Obey the law, obey the
law; you have been found guilty. Put
those people back to work so they can
take care of their families so we can
bind the wounds in our community.

Mr. Speaker, this is not me speaking;
these were community leaders that
were there. There were religious lead-
ers there. There were labor leaders
there. There were people who want to
bind the wounds in our community.
Obey the law. They were proven guilty.
They should obey the law and put these
people back to work.

TRIBUTE TO IDAHO NATIONAL
GUARDSMEN KILLED OR IN-
JURED IN FLOOD RELIEF EF-
FORTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CoL-
LINS). Under the Speaker’s announced
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policy of January 21, 1997, the gen-
tleman from Idaho [Mr. CRAPQ] is rec-
ognized during morning hour debates
for 3 minutes.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. Speaker, in recent
weeks, lIdahoans have banded together
to save homes and neighborhoods and
communities from encroaching flood
waters. We face what is literally the
flood of the century and maybe the
flood of the last 200 or 300 years.

But, Mr. Speaker, | am saddened to
report that last week during the assist-
ance efforts, two Idaho Air National
Guardsmen were killed and one seri-
ously injured when the helicopter they
were in crashed. Maj. Don Baxter and
1st Lt. Will Neal were killed when the
helicopter they were in went down.
CWO Shelby Wuthrich survived the
crash and was pulled from the wreck-
age by a local citizen, Sherry Lang.

Major Baxter had just taken com-
mand of the Idaho National Guard op-
erations to assist in the flooded areas.
His brother tells me that Don died
doing what he loved most, flying and
serving other people.

Will Neal also was an exemplary
guardsman and was enthusiastic about
assisting others in trouble. | was able
to visit with Shelby in the hospital
this last weekend, and the doctors are
still determining the extent of his inju-
ries and rehabilitative efforts; but he
has a tremendous will and spirit, one
that will help him to come to resolu-
tion with this tragedy.

| also want to commend all the oth-
ers who responded to the crash site.
Their quick response is a strong testa-
ment to the community’s spirit.

The thoughts and prayers of all Ida-
hoans are with the families of these
three men. They were performing a
great service, working for the good of
the community and helping others in
trouble when this tragedy occurred. |
know that all the Members of the U.S.
House of Representatives will join me
in sending their prayers and in keeping
their thoughts and prayers focused on
these men and sending our condolences
to the Baxter, Neal, and Wuthrich fam-
ilies. Truly, this is the kind of rugged
individualism, the Kkind of integrity
and character that Idahoans and Amer-
icans exemplify when facing disaster
threats.

AMERICANS FAVOR TAX RELIEF
FOR MIDDLE CLASS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. MILLER] is recognized dur-
ing morning hour debates for 3 min-
utes.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, later this week, this Congress
will make a choice about the future of
America. As we debate the tax bill, we
will have to make a choice between the
Republican plan that assumes that the
rich do not have enough money and
that working families have too much,
or we can choose the Democratic plan
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that believes what we ought to do with
the tax cuts is try to help working
families educate their children, take
care of their children, provide for child
care, and reinvest in America. Those
are the two visions: The Republican
plan that will give people who earn
more than $250,000 an average benefit
of $27,000 and will cost people that are
earning $17,000, $18,000, and $20,000 real
money.

That is the difference in a vision of
America. To take people who now have
done very well in the stock market and
decide that, when they had no expecta-
tions of capital gains, we should pro-
vide them a reduction on the profits
that they make, while we should not
provide tax relief to low-income work-
ing Americans.

That is the choice and a vision of
America. We have got to decide wheth-
er or not we are going to use the re-
sources that we have saved as a result
of the balanced budget efforts that we
have made over the last 5 years, wheth-
er or not those should be shared with
working families in this country, or
whether or not they ought to be lav-
ished on the rich who simply do not
need it. It is a matter of how we use
those resources and how we promote
families.

We clearly know in this Congress
what the American people want. They
have said it over and over again in the
polls that they want us to use the re-
sources of the country to improve the
educational opportunities for their
children, to reduce crime, to protect
the Medicare benefits for the elderly,
and to balance the Federal budget. But
that is not the choice that the Repub-
licans are taking this week.

In fact, what they are doing is racing
to pay back those who have supported
their campaigns by lavishing reduc-
tions in capital gains tax, estate tax
and getting rid of the corporate alter-
native minimum tax which says that
for those large corporations that have
huge write-offs, even they must pay
something for the privilege of being in
America. Then we will go back to the
days when corporations pay no taxes
no matter how much money they
make. That is not equity. That is not
fairness. That is the not the choice of
the American people.

Mr. Speaker, we need to provide more
equity, we need to provide more fair-
ness. The No. 1 thing that the Ameri-
cans demand of their Tax Code is fair-
ness so that we know that everybody is
contributing their fair share to making
this the greatest country in the world.
But that is not what the Republican
tax bill does. The Republican tax bill
heads off in another direction. It de-
cides that those who are the wealthi-
est, those who are the richest should
get the most, and those who are work-
ing hard, young families to raise chil-
dren, should get the least. Somehow
that just is not fair.
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TAX CUTS SHOULD GO TO MIDDLE
CLASS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentlewoman from
Michigan [Ms. STABENOW] is recognized
during morning hour debates for 3 min-
utes.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. Speaker, | rise
also to strongly support the middle-
class working families of my district in
Michigan getting a tax cut at the end
of this week. When all is said and done
and we have debated fully the question
of who should receive tax relief this
week, my vote will be with the middle-
class working families in my district.

Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased as a
new Member from Michigan to have
been a part of this historic balanced
budget agreement, and in that agree-
ment we carved out a net $85 billion to
be given in tax relief. The question now
before us is where that goes. While we
came together in a bipartisan way on
the issue of balancing the budget, we
now see great philosophical differences
as to where to put tax relief. This is
where the big split in terms of vision
between the parties comes.

The Republicans voted a bill out of
committee that targets the relief, the
majority of the relief, to those receiv-
ing more than $250,000 a year with the
outdated notion that, if you give to the
wealthy, it will trickle down to all of
us. That happened in the 1980’s and did
not work.

The policies of the 1990’s under Presi-
dent Clinton have been to focus dollars
directly into the pockets of middle-
class workers and those who are work-
ing hard to get into the middle class,
and | truly believe that is how we pro-
vide economic stimulus in the country
and that is how we make sure that
those who need tax relief receive it.

Mr. Speaker, the people in my dis-
trict would like some tax relief help in
sending their children to college. They
want to make sure once they are there,
they are not penalized; that they can
protect the equity in their home and, if
they sell it, they will not be taxed.
They are concerned about child care
for their children, that they receive
some help for child care; that if they
have a small business that they have
worked all their life for, that the cap-
ital gains relief will be targeted to
small businesses; and, if they pass
away, that the estate tax relief will be
targeted to small businesses, family-
owned businesses and family-owned
farms.

Mr. Speaker, I want very much to
take that tax relief and put it directly
in the pockets of people who are work-
ing hard to care for their families,
working hard for a good quality of life
and people who have worked hard all of
their lives to contribute to create jobs
in the community and to contribute to
a business or a family-owned farm.
That is the way we will keep this econ-
omy in America going. If we do not
have a strong middle class, we will not
have a strong economy.
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The people in my district are tired of
seeing the majority of tax breaks go to
those at the top. People working hard
every day deserve tax relief, and | am
going to be fighting all this week to
help make sure that they are the ones
that receive it.

DEFICIT REDUCTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. STUPAK] is recognized
during morning hour debates for 3 min-
utes.

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, when |
first got here back in 1993, it was Au-
gust of 1993, the Democratic President
and the Democratic House put forth a
deficit reduction plan. At that time we
did not receive any votes from our
friends on the other side of the aisle.
We received no Republican votes.

Mr. Speaker, that deficit reduction
plan that we passed in 1993 has worked.
The deficit of this country was 290-
some billion dollars. We are now down
to $67 billion. We are on the verge of fi-
nally balancing this budget. Many of us
feel, since we are so close to balancing
this budget, that there should be no tax
breaks until we actually balance the
budget. Unfortunately, because of
agreements made, we are going to have
a balanced balance agreement, at least
we have a blueprint, and now we can
see the problems developing in that
blueprint. Now we have two tax bills.
One would give huge breaks to the
wealthiest 5 percent of this country
while working families struggle to
make ends meet.

Mr. Speaker, underneath this 5-year
balanced budget plan we have one bill
for entitlement reform and one bill for
tax breaks. But if we are going to give
tax breaks, they must be limited, they
must be targeted, and they must bene-
fit families. Unfortunately, the GOP
tax plan benefits the wealthiest 5 per-
cent of this country. By that | mean
those people who make more than
$250,000 a year.

On Monday, Mr. Speaker, the New
York Times warned that the GOP plan
would, and | quote, ‘““Shower tax cuts
on the Nation’s wealthiest families.”
But as conservative political com-
mentator Kevin Phillips, who worked
in the Reagan White House, warned
last week, he said that the Republicans
are determined, quote, ‘‘to slash the
capital gains tax, the estate tax, the
corporate alternative minimum tax,
and some other provisions important
to those people who write campaign
checks.” He said that on the Morning
Edition of National Public Radio on
June 19.

Last Sunday, this past Sunday,
President Clinton urged Republicans
instead to work with Democrats and
pass a tax bill that, quote, ‘““‘meets the
real needs of middle-class families pro-
viding help for education, for child
rearing, and for buying and selling a
home. That is the kind of targeted tax
relief we should have.”
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Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, the Re-
publican tax bill has and will have a
devastating impact on working fami-
lies. This week we are probably going
to have this debate even more on the
House floor. This week the Center for
Budget and Policy Priorities finds that
the combined GOP tax bill and budget
bill gives a $27,000 a year annual wind-
fall to the top 1 percent of this coun-
try. The top 1 percent gets a $27,000
windfall, and the bottom 20 percent of
American families will lose, will lose,
Mr. Speaker, $63 under the Republican
tax plan.

TAX FAIRNESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. OLVER] is recognized
during morning hour debates for 3 min-
utes.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, in the next
few days we are going to learn some-
thing about tax fairness here in Amer-
ica. We are going to learn something
about the heart and soul of the two
major political parties, my party, the
Democratic Party, and the other party,
the Republican Party. We are going to
learn who each of those parties defends
and who each of those parties serves
and who each of those parties is willing
to fight for.

Mr. Speaker, almost 2 months ago,
the President and the budget leader-
ship from the two major parties
reached agreement on a balanced budg-
et by the year 2002, and they agreed on
a tax cut, to boot, in that process. Now
there is a lot of disagreement as to ex-
actly who is supposed to get that tax
cut, but the amount of the tax cut is
agreed upon by both parties over a 5-
year period and a 10-year period.

Let me put that at family level.
There are roughly 100 million families
in America, and the agreement calls
for roughly $100 billion of tax cut over
5 years. That is roughly $1,000 per fam-
ily.

Now, the Democratic Party and the
Republican Party have different plans
for how that tax cut is supposed to be
given to the American people, and I
want to compare the Republican plan
with the Democratic plan by treating
20 families, just 20 families across the
income scales, from the lowest income
level to the highest income level,
where under the agreed plan there is
roughly $2,000 to be distributed to 20
families.

Mr. Speaker, in the Republican plan,
the highest income single family
among those 20 families, out of the
$20,000 that is to be distributed, would
get about $8,000 out of that. And if we
add the next three families to it, so we
have the four highest income families
out of the 20 spread across the whole
spectrum of American life, they would
get almost two-thirds of the tax reduc-
tion. Four families out of 20, 20 percent
of the families, would get two-thirds of
all of the tax reduction.
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In the Democratic plan those same
four families would get $6,000 among
those four families, or about 30 percent
of the tax reduction. At the other end
of the scale, the eight families at the
lower end of the income brackets,
which represent 40 percent of all Amer-
icans, they would get zero out of the
Republican tax reduction plan. In the
Democratic tax reduction plan, they
would get almost 25 percent of the tax
reduction.

TAX BREAKS FOR THE WEALTHY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. PALLONE] is recognized
during morning hour debates for 3 min-
utes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, some-
times a cartoon says it all, and over
the weekend a cartoon appeared in the
Home News and Tribune and the As-
bury Park Press in New Jersey and its
message was right on target. It shows
two characters from the TV show *“The
Simpsons” both reading the newspaper
with the headline, “GOP Tax Plan”’;
but Mr. Burns, as a representative of
the rich, says, “Excellent,”” while
Homer Simpson, as the symbol for the
middle class, can only respond by say-
ing “Duh.”

This really sums up the way the
American people will react to the tax
bill being pushed by our Republican
colleagues. If taxpayers happen to be
wealthy, if they are somebody who
does not have to worry too much about
making ends meet or paying for their
kids’s education, then this plan is for
them. If, on the other hand, they are
part of the vast majority of the Amer-
ican people in the middle class or the
lower end of the income scale and they
could use a little help, well, under the
GOP plan they are just out of luck.

Another generalistic analysis ap-
peared in yesterday’s New York Times
under the headline ‘“‘Study Shows Tax
Proposal Would Benefit the Wealthy,”
with the subhead, “Wider gap is seen
between rich and poor.”” The Times re-
ports that the 5 million wealthiest
families in our country would gain
thousands of dollars, while the 40 mil-
lion families with the lowest incomes
would actually lose money, with the ef-
fect of widening the already growing
gap between the richest and the poor-
est families as a result of the Repub-
lican tax plan.

The Times article cites a study that
was conducted by the Center on Budget
and Policy Priorities of the tax plan
approved by the Republicans last
month in the House Committee on
Ways and Means. And although the
Committee on Ways and Means’ Repub-
lican staff disputes the Center’s study,
the Republican staff calculations con-
veniently cover only the first 5 years
before the big tax breaks for the
wealthy start to kick in well into the
next century.

The rapid growth of these provisions
favoring the wealthy, phased in later



H4226

to hide their true extent, indicates
that the revenue cost for this Repub-
lican tax scheme will explode in the
outyears threatening not only the bal-
anced budget that the Republicans
claim to support, but also threatening
vulnerable programs such as Medicare
and Medicaid.

Mr. Speaker, | have to say that far
more outrageous than these tax breaks
for the wealthy is what the Republican
tax plan does to the least affluent
working families, those struggling just
to get in or stay in the middle class.
The Republican bill denies a $500 child
tax credit to more than 15 million
working families because it does not
let them count the credit against their
payroll taxes. Those are the taxes that
are deducted from a worker’s pay-
check.

Some of our Republican colleagues
have claimed that working families
who qualify for the earned income tax
credit are welfare recipients and, Mr.
Speaker, this is an outrage. The people
who qualify for the earned income tax
credit are working people, as the words
““‘earned income’ attest.

No less a conservative than Ronald
Reagan himself praised the EITC as a
great incentive for helping people
make the transition from welfare to
work. And | have to say, Mr. Speaker,
this week we are trying to illustrate,
as Democrats, in human terms the im-
plications of the Republican tax
scheme.

I have in New Jersey a woman named
Debra Hammarstrom, a resident of
Toms River, New Jersey. She is the di-
vorced mother of two children. I am
going to continue this later, Mr.
Speaker, because | am very opposed to
this tax plan.

HOW RELIABLE IS THE CONSUMER
PRICE INDEX?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. STEARNS] is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to talk about something that has
received a great deal of attention
today, and that is the consumer price
index, or CPI. Basically, what I am
doing today is calling for a hearing
here in Congress so that we may better
understand it.

The CPI is known to most Americans
as the most notable measure of infla-
tion. A number of Federal Government
programs are regularly adjusted to ac-
count for changes in the CPI, including
the Social Security, veterans’ benefits,
Federal retirements, and the income
tax rate schedule. The CPI is also em-
ployed in the private sector as a price
or lease escalator.

Unfortunately, the CPI, which has so
many important consequences for all
Americans, is also greatly misunder-
stood. Most Americans do not know
what the CPI stands for, much less how
it is calculated and what its con-
seguences are.
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As a matter of brief instruction, the
CPIl is a Bureau of Labor Statistics
measure of inflation. Established by
the BLS in 1913, the CPI is based on a
number of sample surveys. The surveys
estimate the purchasing power and pat-
terns of typical households, the shop-
ping patterns, the prices on goods and
services purchased by these house-
holds. In short, it is a Labor Depart-
ment check on 71,000 different items at
22,000 different retail outlets.

Because of its enormous base and its
political neutrality, the CPI has al-
ways been considered reliable. As a re-
sult, the CPI permeates every aspect of
our daily lives and is embedded in near-
ly every essential Federal budgetary
matter. It is estimated that changes in
the CPI affect the incomes of over 70
million Americans.

Mr. Speaker, given this far-reaching
effect, consensus over the accuracy of
the CPI results in inevitable turmoil.
All of a sudden Americans are either
richer or poorer, benefits are either
overstated or understated, income
taxes are maladjusted, the poverty line
is incorrect, and on and on and on.

Such a scenario is not only confusing
but troubling. Unfortunately, such is
the current climate. Last year the cele-
brated Boskin Advisory Commission is-
sued a Senate-ordered report that esti-
mated the CPI overestimates inflation
by 1.1 percent per year. Instantly,
Americans are wealthier, taxes are too
low, the economy has been growing
faster than we thought, and the budg-
etary world is just a little bit rosier.

Or is it, Mr. Speaker?

Certainly, the CPIl is not perfect.
How can the commission measure in-
flation without an error? The answer is
simple. They cannot. It is generally un-
derstood that the CPI is not perfect,
that it does, in fact, overstate inflation
to some degree. Nevertheless, it is fool-
ish to assume that the error is fixed at
1.1 percent. Probably it is much lower
some years; much higher in other
years.

The CPI is a complex measure of the
real rate of inflation. As such, it is not
an accurate cost-of-living measure. Put
simply, the CPI is not subjective, while
the cost or benefit of living is.

Economists cannot put a price or a
cost on quality-of-life issues. For ex-
ample, it is obvious that medical care
is more expensive than it was 30 years
ago, but it is also better. Diseases are
better understood and easier to diag-
nose. Surgery is less dangerous and we
simply live longer and healthier lives.
So while the costs may have increased,
so did the benefits or goods.

In simple terms many of the goods,
although the same in theory, are truly
quite different; a comparison of apples
to oranges.

This is just one of a number of appar-
ent blind spots on the CPI, blind spots
that are recognized by everyone includ-
ing the Boskin Commission. So while
the Boskin report certainly recognizes
deficiencies of the CPI, it also notes
the folly in attempting to put an exact
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figure in the change in the cost and
quality of living. Those who point to
the report as evidence of a need to ad-
just the CPI are quick to point to the
CPI's admitted deficiencies, but are
slow to point out that the discrepancy
is inherently subjective and impossible
to calculate.

Lawrence Katz, a Harvard University
economist and the former top econo-
mist at the Labor Department, warns
against quick adjustments in either di-
rection. He warns that it is ‘“‘logically
inconceivable’ that the bias has been a
consistent 1.1 percent for an extended
period of time. In other words, infla-
tion and the standard of living are
going up but not at the same rate and
not even at the same pace.

To say the least, we should be very
careful about what we are doing. It
would be far better for our country if
we were to return the debate surround-
ing CPI revision to the economists and
to the universities where it belongs.
Congress should instead address the
real problems that face our Nation by
balancing the budget and paying off
the national debt.

Nevertheless, Mr. Speaker, | urge my
colleagues to consider and to study the
CPI in great depth and, Mr. Speaker, |
call for a hearing here in Congress so
that the American people can better
understand the experts.

WHO BENEFITS FROM THESE TAX
CUTS?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentlewoman from
Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO] is recog-
nized during morning hour debates for
5 minutes.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, this is
an important week in the House of
Representatives. There is going to be a
discussion and a debate and a vote on a
tax cut. Democrats and Republicans
are supporting tax cuts. | will repeat
that. Democrats and Republicans are
supporting tax cuts. The issue and the
discussion and the debate will be
about, from these tax cuts, who bene-
fits? Who are the people in this country
who are going to be the beneficiaries of
this tax relief or these tax cuts?

In fact, Mr. Speaker, there is a dif-
ference between the Republican tax cut
proposal and the Democratic tax cut
proposal. The Republican tax proposal
hurts working, middle-class families.
That is the truth, plain and simple.
While my colleague on the other side of
the aisle will stand in the well of this
House and say otherwise, it is not, in
fact, the truth.

Here are the facts about the Repub-
lican tax proposal. Let me just men-
tion recent, within the last couple of
days, newspaper articles that talk
about these tax proposals. Quote: Be-
fore Congress votes on anything, how-
ever, it should get its facts right. The
Republicans present bogus, false,
bogus, wrong tables suggesting that
their tax package is fair. The tables
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stop before the cuts that favor the
wealthy on capital gains, inheritance
taxes, and retirement accounts take
hold. The tables suggest that the mid-
dle-class reaps most of the benefits, but
independent analysts say that about 50
percent of the cuts will go to the rich-
est 5 percent of taxpayers.

Further newspaper account: The
changes in Federal tax and benefit
policies now working their way

through Congress would eventually be
worth thousands and thousands of dol-
lars a year to the 5 million wealthiest
families in America, while the 40 mil-
lion families with the lowest incomes
would actually lose money, a new
study shows. The effect would be to
widen the gap between the richest and
the poorest families, a division that
has been growing for the past 20 years.

Mr. Speaker, working and middle-
class families are going to be given the
short end of the stick from the Repub-
lican tax cut proposal. Two-wage-earn-
er families who now have a child care
tax credit, these folks are going to be
penalized. These are two people in the
work force who take advantage of a
child care tax credit because they have
to send their children for child care.
They are going to be penalized by the
Republican tax cut proposal.

The Republican bill hurts working
families by denying minimum wage to
those who are struggling to make the
transition from welfare to work. In-
stead of being rewarded for work, peo-
ple are going to be treated as second
class citizens and not be paid the mini-
mum wage. The Republican bill hurts
students by providing $15 billion less
for the education initiatives, for the
HOPE scholarships, that were promised
in the budget agreement. Middle-class
working families are going to be hurt.

Mr. Speaker, who is benefiting from
these tax cuts? Big business and the
wealthy under the Republican tax pro-
posal. It helps big business by scaling
back something called the alternative
minimum tax by $22 billion. This was a
tax that was supposed to ensure that
the largest corporations in this coun-
try pay at least some tax. But now the
Republicans want to scale it back and
phase it out completely for some busi-
nesses. That means that some busi-
nesses would have a zero tax obliga-
tion.

Further, over half of the benefits, as
I have said, go to the top 5 percent of
America. These are the facts. Again,
Mr. Speaker, do not take my word. Re-
publican pundit Kevin Phillips, a con-
servative political commentator, has
said, ‘‘Republicans are determined to
slash the capital gains tax, the estate
tax, the corporate alternative mini-
mum tax and some other provisions
important to the people who write the
campaign checks.” Mr. Speaker, it
clearly identifies who they want to
help.

TFk)le Democratic package is focused
on middle-class families. It provides
the majority of its benefits to families
who are making less than $100,000 a
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year. It also includes $37 billion for tax
credits to help students to pay for col-
lege. It provides relief to small busi-
nesses, homeowners, and farmers in the
form of targeted capital gains and es-
tate tax cuts. Finally, the bill does not
allow for the explosion of the deficit in
later years.

Mr. Speaker, in this budget debate, it
is clear whose side the Republicans are
on: big business and the wealthy. In
fact, it is the Democrats who can say
and stand with pride and talk about
how we are trying to provide tax relief
for those people, working middle-class
American families, who every single
day are getting up and going to work
and paying taxes and therefore need to
have tax relief so that they can afford
to raise their kids, educate them, pay
for their health care, and help to pay
for their retirement security.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There
being no further requests for morning
hour debates, pursuant to clause 12,
rule 1, the House will stand in recess
until 10 a.m.

Accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 37 min-
utes a.m.) the House stood in recess
until 10 a.m.

0O 1000
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore [Mr. RADANOVICH] at 10 a.m.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

Help us, O God, to experience anew
the gift of Your blessing so that each
hour becomes an hour of grace and
each day becomes a day when our spir-
its are refreshed. Enable us, O gracious
God, to put aside the burdens and dif-
ficulties and errors that have held our
spirits captive and free us to be good
custodians of the resources of our land
and be faithful guardians of the worth
of every person. With gratefulness and
with thanksgiving, we offer these
words of prayer. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to clause 1, rule I, 1 demand a vote on
agreeing to the Chair’s approval of the
Journal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the Chair’s approval of
the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore. announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.
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Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, | object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I, further pro-
ceedings on this question are post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. TRAFICANT 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.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain ten 1-minutes from
each side of the aisle.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1515

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, | ask unanimous consent to remove
my name as a cosponsor of H.R. 1515,
the Expansion of Portability and
Health Insurance Coverage Act of 1997.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

CHINA MFN

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | rise
this morning to urge my colleagues to
join me in support of House Joint Reso-
lution 79, to disapprove the extension
of most-favored-nation status to China.

The Chinese have enjoyed most-fa-
vored-nation status for more than 17
years, yet they continue to turn a blind
eye to unspeakable human rights viola-
tions; they continue to proliferate
weapons of mass destruction to coun-
tries such as Pakistan and Iran and
other countries which support terror-
ism. They continue to blatantly violate
our existing trade agreements. Still,
there are those who would argue that
the way to solve these problems is to
extend MFN status and to maintain
the status quo.

Mr. Speaker, we have tried leading
by example and the Chinese Govern-
ment has made it abundantly clear
that they are not willing to change.
Mr. Speaker, Americans should not be
forced to accept the cavalier conduct of
the People’s Republic of China. | rise to
urge my colleagues to vote yes on
House Joint Resolution 79.
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ALS RESEARCH

(Mr. CAPPS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, yesterday,
along with my colleague, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. GILMAN], |
introduced a bill to help persons suffer-
ing with ALS, or as it is more com-
monly known, Lou Gehrig’s disease.

ALS is a progressive disease that cur-
rently afflicts 30,000 Americans each
year. Our bipartisan bill will make
Medicare more accessible to them, cov-
ering drugs to treat ALS symptoms.
The bill will also double Federal fund-
ing for research.

The terrible nature of ALS was
brought home to me recently through a
very close friend of mine, Tom Rogers
of Santa Barbara, CA, who is coura-
geously fighting this disease. Tom was
an inspiration to me well before this
ever happened, but he is an able and
compelling legislator whose heroism
during this time has been an inspira-
tion to our entire community.

It is to my good friend Tom Rogers
and others suffering with ALS across
the country that the gentleman from
New York [Mr. GiILMAN] and | dedicate
this effort. Mr. Speaker, | ask my col-
leagues to support this critically im-
portant legislation.

IN SUPPORT OF THE BUDGET
RECONCILIATION PACKAGE

(Mr. BLILEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to speak in favor of both the bal-
anced budget and tax cuts. In other
words, | am here to speak in favor of
the reconciliation package which we
will be considering later this week.

Before Republicans took control of
Congress, it was thought impossible to
both balance the budget and cut taxes.
However, this week we will begin to
consider the excellent tax bill of the
gentleman from Texas, Chairman Ar-
cher, which accomplishes both objec-
tives. This bill provides for a $400-per-
child tax credit next year which will
increase to $500 per child in 1999.

My colleagues remember this $500-
per-child tax credit, do they not? It is
the same tax cut that President Clin-
ton campaigned on in 1992 just before
he passed, without one Republican
vote, the largest tax increase in Amer-
ican history. It is also the same tax cut
which Republicans campaigned on in
the Contract With America in 1994.
However, unlike the President, we
made good on our promises. We made
good last year, when the President ve-
toed the first balanced budget in more
than 25 years and we are making good
on this promise this week when the
House votes on the spending reconcili-
ation bill.
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TAX CUTS SHOULD TARGET
WORKING FAMILIES

(Mr. MCGOVERN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, this
week Congress will be voting on two
very different tax proposals, a Repub-
lican bill and a Democratic bill. As we
debate the substance of these bills, we
must answer a very simple question:
Who benefits?

The Republican tax bill directs near-
ly 60 percent of its benefits to the top
5 percent of all taxpayers, those with
an average income of $250,000. At the
same time, the GOP bill eliminates the
minimum tax that corporations are re-
quired to pay, denies the per-child tax
credit to 15 million working families,
and skimps on tax relief for college
students. The New York Times has
noted that the Republican bill “‘barely
eases the strain on middle-class fami-
lies, while showering the rich with ben-
efits.”

I support the Democratic alternative
tax cut. The Democratic tax cut tar-
gets nearly three-fourths of its benefits
to middle-income working families,
those with incomes less than $58,000 per
year. Most important, it provides the
full $1,500 education tax credit that
President Clinton has requested.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my Republican
colleagues to abandon their massive
windfall for the wealthy, and to target
tax cuts to the middle-income working
families who deserve a break.

FIGURES PUBLISHED BY JOINT
COMMITTEE ON TAXATION

(Mr. HUTCHINSON asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker,
every time there is a tax cut proposal,
Republicans stand up and explain that
the tax cuts would mainly go to the
middle class, while the liberals argue
exactly the opposite, that the tax cuts
go mainly to the rich. Who is right?

I will explain the arguments and let
the American people decide. According
to Republican figures and according to
the figures published by the non-
partisan Joint Committee on Taxation,
76 percent of the tax cuts in the Repub-
lican tax cut proposal go to people
earning less than $75,000. I will repeat
that. Seventy-six percent of the tax
cuts go to people earning less than
$75,000 a year.

Now, it is important to look at the
assumptions used in this calculation. If
the household earns $75,000 a year, that
should be scored as a household earn-
ing $75,000. But according to liberal
thinking, and scoring using tricks and
bogus numbers, a household only earn-
ing $45,000 a year is scored as earning
$75,600 per year. That is imputed earn-
ings that cooks the numbers. Now, you
decide who is right.
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IRS MICROMANAGING AMERICA’S
UNDERWEAR

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, an
IRS manager in Florida has imposed a
new rule: No cotton clothing below the
waist. One IRS agent said, ““It is so hot
down here, | am roasting my buns off.”
Unbelievable, the IRS is now micro-
managing America’s underwear. Think
about it. Liens on leotards, the seizures
of BVD’s, foreclosures on pantyhose, on
and on and on.

There is one good thing, Mr. Speaker:
Now the IRS is finally getting a dose of
their own medicine. How does it feel?
How do they like losing their shorts,
like the rest of us? Maybe now the IRS
will realize that having your assets
seized is not all it is cracked up to be,
Congress.

In closing, | recommend the follow-
ing therapeutic advice to the IRS:
Take two aspirins and two trays of ice
cubes down your jockey shorts and see
what it is really like. You will have a
better sleep and you will feel better in
the morning.

LIBERAL DEMOCRATS, MEET
SEINFELD

(Mr. HEFLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, can my
colleagues imagine a conversation be-
tween George Kastanza and Jerry
Seinfeld about tax cuts? The level of
absurdity would compare to what | am
hearing on the House floor today about
trying to give a tax cut to those who do
not pay any taxes.

Now, everyone familiar with Seinfeld
knows that George can have a rather
warped view of reality at times and
Jerry likes nothing better than to
point out his distorted views. Can you
just imagine out-of-work George, be-
fore he got hired by the Yankees, say-
ing how he feels cheated because he is
not getting a tax cut? Then Jerry
would ask, ‘“‘How could that be?”” He
would ask, ‘“How much taxes do you
currently pay?”” And George would say,
““Zero.”” And Jerry would say, “‘In other
words, you pay no taxes but you want
a tax cut.”” And George would say, ‘“‘Ex-
actly.” And that is when Jerry would
say, ‘‘Oh, boy.”

And there we have it: Liberal Demo-
crats, meet Jerry Seinfeld.

REPUBLICAN TAX PLAN BENEFITS
WEALTHY

(Mr. MILLER of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, | think the Republicans have
finally discovered what their tax cut
plan does and they are going through
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contortions this morning to try to ex-
plain it otherwise.

As the New York Times said yester-
day, the study shows that the proposal
would benefit the wealthy. Five mil-
lion of America’s wealthiest families
would get most of the benefit, and 40
million working families would lose
money at the end of the year or get lit-
tle or no benefit.

These are families who wake up and
go to work every morning and try to
provide for their family and pay taxes.
But under the Republican plan, they
would not be entitled to share in the
tax cut, they would not be entitled to
share in the benefits of the struggle to
balance the budget in this country.

Instead, what the Republican plan
would do and what every study shows,
it would take most of the money and
give it to families who are earning over
$250,000 a year, who would get $27,000 in
benefits. In fact, they would get more
benefits than the salary of the 40 mil-
lion families at the lower end.

TAXPAYERS OF AMERICA WANT
TAX RELIEF

(Mr. JONES asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, most
Americans do not feel that they are
getting good value for their tax dollar.
If people felt that the Government used
their tax dollar wisely, to benefit those
that truly need the help, they would
not resent paying their share of the
taxes.

But when the Government takes
more and more of our money each year
and all we get in return are more failed
programs, more Government waste,
and more money that goes straight
into the pockets of special interests,
that is when the taxpayer feels cheat-
ed.

The liberals have forgotten that the
average working family spends more on
taxes than the same average working
family spends on clothing, housing, and
food combined. The taxpayers want to
be sure that their hard-earned tax dol-
lars are being spent wisely and that
they are helping their fellow citizens,
who truly need the help.

Mr. Speaker, the taxpayers of Amer-
ica deserve tax relief. It is time to give
the taxpayers tax relief.

O 1015

FICA TAXPAYERS SHOULD BE
INCLUDED IN TAX RELIEF

(Mr. HOYER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, | rise to
talk about Jerry Seinfeld and George
Kastanza and those people who do not
pay taxes. The Republicans believe if
you do not pay income taxes, you do
not pay taxes. | ask 50 percent of the
working  Americans, hard-working
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Americans who only pay FICA, 7 per-
cent off the top gross, ‘““Do you pay
taxes?”’

Mr. Speaker, | have three daughters,
two of whom are in that category.
They pay taxes. That is what the Presi-
dent is talking about. That is what
Democrats are talking about. Yes, they
ought to be included in tax relief, be-
cause those hard-working Americans
are earning just enough to stay above
water, and they need help; not the
folks who are making $75,000, $150,000,
$275,000 and $500,000. But in addition to
that, Mr. Speaker, watch out. Watch
out. Because what this tax bill does is
it starts to really hit in the seventh
year in terms of undermining our abil-
ity to get the deficit under control. In
the second 10 years, it explodes in
terms of tax benefits for the wealthiest
in America and the deficit will be paid
by the poorest working Americans in
America.

AMERICA NEEDS TAX RELIEF TO
REMAIN LAND OF OPPORTUNITY

(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, few issues
are more closely linked to the idea of
freedom than the issue of taxation. If
America is to remain the land of oppor-
tunity, it can only be so if the people
are free, free from a government that
stands in the way of Americans pursu-
ing their dreams. My family came to
Kansas as immigrants in 1893. They ar-
rived virtually penniless. But they
knew that through hard work, the sky
was the limit. They followed the Kan-
sas motto, ‘“Ad astra per aspera,” to
the stars through difficulty. Like oth-
ers, they came to America to escape
limits on their freedoms, whether reli-
gious, economic, or political, and they
came to pursue their dreams.

But when a government takes more
and more of the fruits of our labor, it
becomes more and more difficult to
pursue our dreams. The Government’s
power to tax Americans, to take away
from our dreams, has grown too great.
It is time to cut back on the Govern-
ment’s power. It is time to bring back
the idea that America is the land of op-
portunity.

TAX CUTS FOR ALL AMERICANS

(Mr. GEJDENSON asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, the
debate here is rather simple. The ques-
tion is, as the elected representatives
of the people of this country, is it our
responsibility to make it easier for
those who are walking into the show-
rooms where they sell Mercedes or peo-
ple who are trying to buy a Ford Escort
and send their Kkids to school?

If we listen to our friends in the ma-
jority party, the Republicans, they be-
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lieve that we were sent here to cut
taxes for the top 1 percent by tens of
thousands of dollars. The estimates are
in news reports that the top 1 percent
will get a $27,000 tax cut while the bot-
tom 20 percent will actually lose
money on the proposal that came out
of the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. Speaker, this country is the most
productive, wealthiest country in the
world because we have provided oppor-
tunity at all levels of our economy, not
just continuously shifting the burden
to the poorest working people in Amer-
ica. Tax cuts and making it easier for
middle-class and working people are
what this Congress ought to be about.

REJECT MFN FOR CHINA

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, |
urge my colleagues to reject most-fa-
vored-nation trade status for China. An
increasing volume of evidence signals
that this policy of engagement has
failed to create democratic changes in
China, nor has it helped our own na-
tional interest.

While we blindly extend MFN to
China, that Communist regime contin-
ues its aggressive foreign policy. China
challenges all measures of civilized
international behavior. It has sold
chemical weapons and missiles to ter-
rorist nations. Domestically, the Com-
munist regime that rules China contin-
ues to treat its citizens with ruthless
brutality. Any type of religious events
are brutally brought down by the re-
gime. Catholic priests have been mur-
dered; women are forced to have abor-
tions.

Even President Clinton admits that
the human rights situation has not im-
proved despite assurances that engage-
ment will improve the lives of the Chi-
nese.

While China reaps the benefits from
trade with the United States, we have
a $40 billion trade deficit with Com-
munist China with no evidence that it
will decrease in the near future. Both
Democrat and Republican administra-
tions continue to stubbornly praise a
one-way engagement by the United
States. The United States can do much
better.

COMPETING TAX CUT PROPOSALS

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, the
Democratic tax cut program says to
families who work and who pay taxes,
“Yes, you are entitled to a tax cut, to
a child tax cut.” That is what we will
provide for you. The Republican tax
proposal says to the richest corpora-
tions of this country, “We will lower
your tax obligation and in fact many of
you will have a zero tax obligation.”
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That is what the Republican tax pro-
posal says.

Do not take my word for it. Listen to
conservative political commentator
Kevin Phillips:

““Republicans are determined to slash
the capital gains tax, the estate tax,
the corporate alternative minimum
tax, and some other provisions impor-
tant to the people who write the cam-
paign checks.”’

Mr. Speaker, those are not my words
but a conservative Republican political
pundit who says those. In addition to
that, tonight my Republican colleagues
have scheduled a million-dollar fund-
raising dinner on the eve of the vote
for their tax cut proposal. It makes
perfect sense. Rich contributors will be
able to thank the Republicans for
crafting a program that helps them.

REPUBLICAN TAX PROPOSAL

(Mr. MICA asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, we hear
countless speeches today about taxes.
We hear that the debate over taxes is
about fairness, it is about special inter-
ests, about the struggles of the middle
class, about the American dream,
about compassion and about justice.
Yes, this debate is about all those
things. But from my way of looking at
things, this debate is principally about
freedom. It is not a difficult concept. It
is not an idea that requires an ad-
vanced degree or lengthy training. It is
simply this. If you let people keep
more of their own money, they will
have more freedom to live their lives
as they see fit. Letting people keep
more of what they earn will allow
Americans to save, to build a better fu-
ture for themselves and their families,
and to realize the American dream.
That is what the Republicans have pro-
posed. No more, no less.

PASS TAX RELIEF BILL FOR
TAXPAYERS

(Mr. WELDON of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | have heard of people with a poor
sense of direction, but this is ridicu-
lous. Apparently there are some people
in Washington who cannot tell the dif-
ference between money that comes out
of your pocket and to Washington, and
money that comes from Washington
and into your pocket.

Taxpayers send money to Washing-
ton. Washington sends money to people
on welfare. In the first case, the direc-
tion of the money is out of your pock-
et. In the second case, the direction is
into your pocket. A tax cut is when
less money comes out of your pocket
and goes to Washington. If no money is
coming out of your pocket, you are not
sending money to Washington, DC.
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I almost feel | am in the middle of an
idiot test. Taxpayers are never con-
fused about the direction their tax
money is going. Let us stop this non-
sense about giving a tax cut to people
who do not pay income tax. Let us pass
the tax relief bill for American tax-
payers.

SUPPORT A BILL TO PROTECT
KIDS AGAINST TOBACCO USE

(Mr. BISHOP asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Speaker, today we
will introduce a bill to protect our Kids
against tobacco use. It is called the To-
bacco Use by Minors Deterrence Act
and it will stop access by children to
tobacco. It is a model law tying health
funds for States to their efforts to keep
tobacco away from our Kids. It outlaws
the sale to or possession by kids of to-
bacco products. It requires parental no-
tification of violations by Kkids. It pro-
vides civil fines and loss of driver’s li-
cense for kids who are caught. It pro-
vides loss of license to sell by retail
outlets for repeated infractions. It re-
quires training of employees, posting of
notices, lock-out devices for vending
machines. In short, it provides for a
shared responsibility by Kkids, families,
law enforcement, and retailers to pro-
tect the health, safety, and welfare of
our kids against tobacco use while pro-
tecting the right of informed adults to
make a choice.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
consider supporting this. It is a win-
win situation. It protects our Kids
against tobacco but at the same time it
protects a legal product with adult
choice.

TIME TO CELEBRATE FIRST TAX
CUT IN 16 YEARS

(Mr. SMITH of Michigan asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, 4 years ago when 1 first came to this
Chamber, the debate was whether or
not to increase taxes on Americans in
this country by $250 billion over that 5-
year period? Tomorrow | think we all
should celebrate, Republicans and
Democrats, because Congress is passing
the first tax cut in 16 years. We talk
about whether it is for the rich or the
poor, but it seems to me that some of
our focus should be on what is going to
be the kind of tax incentives that re-
sult in better and more jobs that pay
more, that allow the individual to have
a larger paycheck and increase their
standard of living.

Here is my opinion. This country be-
came great because we had a system
where those that worked hard and tried
and made an effort and saved and in-
vested ended up better off than those
that did not. Now we have got people
suggesting we should have a tax sys-
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tem to level the playing field, to pun-
ish those that saved and invested and
to reward those that did not. We should
celebrate our tax cut tomorrow. That
gives tax cuts to working American
families.

INTRODUCTION OF BILL ENCOUR-
AGING TECHNOLOGY IN THE
CLASSROOM

(Mr. VENTO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, today |
rise to recognize the fact that along
with the gentlewoman from Maryland
[Mrs. MoORELLA], | am joining in co-
sponsoring a bill dealing with tech-
nology, technology in the classroom
for the 21st century.

I am pleased to join in this bill. |
think it is very important, not just to
have the computers and the hardware
there. Of course, | think so many class-
rooms across the country do not even
have a telephone in them these days
when we talk about computers. The
fact is that having the hardware and
having this good hardware in the class-
room is important, but we also need to
teach teachers to use that particular
technology, teach both those that are
in college today and those that are in
the classroom.

I noticed one of the most important
experiences | had as a young educator
fresh out of college after doing well
enough in college was the fact that I
was awarded National Science Founda-
tion scholarships. That enabled me to
teach in many areas and to improve
my ability to teach at that time in the
1960’s. Those experiences were very val-
uable to me, and | think this bill that
we are introducing, the Teacher Tech-
nology Act, will be valuable to stu-
dents in the 21st century and teachers.

REPORT ON H.R.
CONSTRUCTION
TIONS ACT, 1998

Mr. PACKARD, from the Committee
on Appropriations, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 105-150) on the
bill (H.R. 2016) making appropriations
for military construction, family hous-
ing, and base realignment and closure
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1998,
and for other purposes, which was re-
ferred to the Union Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RADANOVICH). All points of order are re-
served on the bill.

2016, MILITARY
APPROPRIA-

RIEGLE-NEAL CLARIFICATION ACT
OF 1997

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 1306) to
amend the Federal Deposit Insurance
Act to clarify the applicability of host
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State laws to any branch in such State
of an out-of-State bank, with Senate
amendments thereto, and concur in the
Senate amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments, as follows:

Senate amendments:

Page 2, lines 2 and 3, strike out “‘Clarifica-
tion”” and insert ““Amendments’’.

Page 2, line 5, before ““‘Subsection’ insert:

(a) ACTIVITIES OF BRANCHES OF OUT-OF-
STATE BANKS.—

Page 3, strike out lines 3 through 7 and in-
sert:

““(3) SAVINGS PROVISION.—NoO provision of
this subsection shall be construed as affect-
ing the applicability of—

“(A) any State law of any home State
under subsection (b), (c), or (d) of section 44;
or

““(B) Federal law to State banks and State
bank branches in the home State or the host
State.

Page 3, after line 10 insert:

(b) LAwW APPLICABLE TO INTERSTATE
BRANCHING OPERATIONS.—Section 5155(f)(1) of
the Revised Statutes (12 U.S.C. 36(f)(1)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

“(C) REVIEW AND REPORT ON ACTIONS BY
COMPTROLLER.—The Comptroller of the Cur-
rency shall conduct an annual review of the
actions it has taken with regard to the appli-
cability of State law to national banks (or
their branches) during the preceding year,
and shall include in its annual report re-
quired under section 333 of the Revised Stat-
utes (12 U.S.C. 14) the results of the review
and the reasons for each such action. The
first such review and report after the date of
enactment of this subparagraph shall encom-
pass all such actions taken on or after Janu-
ary 1, 1992.”.

Page 3, after line 10 insert:

SEC. 3. RIGHT OF STATE TO OPT OUT.

Nothing in this Act alters the right of
States under section 525 of Public Law 96-
221.

Amend the title so as to read: “An Act to
amend Federal law to clarify the applicabil-
ity of host State laws to any branch in such
State of an out-of-State bank, and for other
purposes.”.

Mrs. ROUKEMA (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, | ask unanimous consent
that the Senate amendments be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from New Jersey?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the original request of the
gentlewoman from New Jersey?

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, | would take this
opportunity to acknowledge changes
that were made in this time-sensitive
legislation by the other body.

| yield to the gentlewoman from New
Jersey [Mrs. ROUKEMA], the sub-
committee chairman, for an expla-
nation.
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Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, on
May 21, 1997, the House considered H.R.
1306, the Riegle-Neal Clarification Act
of 1997. It was considered under suspen-
sion of the rules. The bill passed the
House unanimously and without con-
troversy. This bill had strong biparti-
san support and clarifies the ambigu-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

ities of the Riegle-Neal interstate bill
and preserves the dual banking system
by allowing an out-of-State branch of a
State bank to offer the same products
allowed in its home State as long as
the host State banks or national bank
branches in the State may exercise
those same powers.

In addition, the bill provides that the
host State law will apply to those out-
of-State branches to the extent that it
also applies to national banks.

This bill does not authorize, and I
stress this, does not authorize new
powers for State banks. It preserves
the right of a State to decide how
banks it charters and supervises are
operated and what activities those
banks can conduct.

On June 12, 1997, the Senate passed
H.R. 1306 with the following amend-
ments: First, retitles the bill as the
Riegle-Neal Amendment Act of 1997;
second, ensures that a Federal law that
applies to a State chartered bank also
applies to branches of that bank and
other States; third, requires the Comp-
troller of the Currency to include in its
annual report to Congress a review and
report of actions taken with regard to
the applicability of State law to
branches of national banks, including a
review of all such actions taken since
January 1, 1992; and fourth, and finally,
it preserves a State’s right to opt out
of the Depository Institutions Regu-
latory and Monetary Control Act of
1980. That act authorized State char-
tered banks to charge interest rates
comparable to those available to feder-
ally chartered banks.

H.R. 1306’s intent was to provide par-
ity between national and State char-
tered banks in an interstate environ-
ment as well as to ensure the viability
of the dual banking system is unaf-
fected by the Senate’s changes and
those changes are acceptable, it is my
understanding, to both the majority
and the minority members of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.

It is essential that this legislation be
enacted into law as soon as possible.
On June 1, interstate branching be-
came effective in 48 of the 50 States. In
the interstate environment that now
exists, State banks will be at a distinct
disadvantage to national banks if we
fail to take this action today. Failure
to remedy this disadvantage will cer-
tainly have a negative and counter-
productive effect on our dual banking
system.

Mr. VENTO. Further reserving the
right to object, Mr. Speaker, the House
passed H.R. 1306 on suspension calendar
on June 1. The deadline for State ac-
tion to Ilimit interstate branching
within the States was June 1, and al-
though we are a bit tardy, this bill is
no less important to maintain the via-
bility of State bank charters today,
than it was in May.

As has been explained by the sub-
committee chairman, the title was
changed, the application of Federal law
to out-of-State State banks is further
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clarified. A State’s right to opt out of
the Depository Institutions Deregula-
tion and Monetary Control Act was
preserved, and, importantly, as this
measure does not impact the Comptrol-
ler of the Currency’s administration of
national banking law resulting in the
preemption of State laws when such
preemption is warranted for national
banks, thus opening up preemption ca-
pabilities for out-of-State State banks,
the Senate amendments propose that
an annual report be required of the
OCC to show when and where preemp-
tion of State law took place in a pre-
vious year.

Mr. Speaker, I have no objection to
this, and | urge support for the bill.

Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, |
would like to take this opportunity to acknowl-
edge that changes were made to this time-
sensitive legislation by the other body, and
would yield to the subcommittee chairwoman,
Mrs. ROUKEMA from New Jersey, for an expla-
nation.

Continuing my reservation, the House
passed H.R. 1306 on the suspension calendar
in an attempt to enact law prior to June 1,
1997, the deadline for State action to limit
interstate branching with the States. Although
we are a bit tardy, this bill is no less important
to maintain the viability for the State bank
charter today, than it was in May.

As has been explained, the title was
changed; the application of Federal law to out-
of-State State banks was further clarified; a
State’s right to opt out of the DIDA [the De-
pository Institutions’ Deregulation and Mone-
tary Control Act] was preserved; and, impor-
tantly, as this measure will not impact the
Comptroller of the Currency’s administration of
national bank law resulting in the preemption
of State laws when such preemption is war-
ranted for national banks—thus opening up
preemption capabilities for out-of-State State
banks—the Senate amendments propose that
an annual report will be required of the OCC
to show when and where preemption of State
law took place in the previous year.

Mr. Speaker, | will not object to moving this
bill which will help preserve a healthy dual
banking system. | withdraw my reservation to
object and ask my colleagues for their support
on this measure, H.R. 1306 as amended.

Mr. Speaker, | withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RADANOVICH). Is there objection to the
original request of the gentlewoman
from New Jersey?

There was no objection.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

AUTHORIZING EXTENSION OF AU-
THORITY TO USE THE ROTUNDA
FOR CEREMONY COMMEMORAT-
ING THE PLACEMENT OF THE
PORTRAIT MONUMENT

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that the authoriza-
tion contained in House Concurrent
Resolution 216, which was passed in the
104th Congress, relating to the use of
the rotunda for a ceremony to com-
memorate the placement of the Por-
trait Monument in the Capitol ro-
tunda, be extended into this, the 105th
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Congress, subject to concurrence by
the Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

Mr. HOYER. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, and | will not ob-
ject, but if there is any further expla-
nation necessary, | will yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, since the
Portrait Monument was actually
placed in the rotunda in the 105th Con-
gress we had created an opportunity
for a ceremony in the 104th. Given the
rules since the 104th expired, there is
no current ability to hold a ceremony.
What we are asking for is to bring that
ceremony authorized in Concurrent
Resolution 216 into the 105th, based
upon concurrence by the Senate.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, | withdraw
my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

CORRECTIONS CALENDAR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is
the day for the call of the Corrections
Calendar.

The Clerk will call the bill on the
Corrections Calendar.

FEDERAL BENEFICIARY
CLARIFICATION ACT

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1316)
to amend chapter 87 of title 5, United
States Code, with respect to the order
of precedence to be applied in the pay-
ment of life insurance benefits.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 1316

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

SECTION 1. DOMESTIC RELATIONS ORDERS.

Section 8705 of title 5, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) in subsection (a) by striking ‘““(a) The”
and inserting “‘(a) Except as provided in sub-
section (e), the’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(e)(1) Any amount which would otherwise
be paid to a person determined under the
order of precedence named by subsection (a)
shall be paid (in whole or in part) by the Of-
fice to another person if and to the extent
expressly provided for in the terms of any
court decree of divorce, annulment, or legal
separation, or the terms of any court order
or court-approved property settlement
agreement incident to any court decree of di-
vorce, annulment, or legal separation.

““(2) For purposes of this subsection, a de-
cree, order, or agreement referred to in para-
graph (1) shall not be effective unless it is re-
ceived, before the date of the covered em-
ployee’s death, by the employing agency or,
if the employee has separated from service,
by the Office.

“(3) A designation under this subsection
with respect to any person may not be
changed except—

“(A) with the written consent of such per-
son, if received as described in paragraph (2);
or

“(B) by modification of the decree, order,
or agreement, as the case may be, if received
as described in paragraph (2).
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‘“(4) The Office shall prescribe any regula-
tions necessary to carry out this subsection,
including regulations for the application of
this subsection in the event that 2 or more
decrees, orders, or agreements, are received
with respect to the same amount.”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the bill is considered
read for amendment.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A
SUBSTITUTE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the amendment rec-
ommended by the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform and Oversight.
The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute: strike out all after the enacting
clause and insert:

SECTION 1. DOMESTIC RELATIONS ORDERS.

Section 8705 of title 5, United States Code,
is amended——

(1) in subsection (a) by striking ““(a) The”
and inserting ‘“(a) Except as provided in sub-
section (e), the’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

““(e)(1) Any amount which would otherwise
be paid to a person determined under the
order of precedence named by subsection (a)
shall be paid (in whole or in part) by the Of-
fice to another person if and to the extent
expressly provided for in the terms of any
court decree of divorce, annulment, or legal
separation, or the terms of any court order
or court-approved property settlement
agreement incident to any court decree of di-
vorce, annulment, or legal separation.

““(2) For purposes of this subsection, a de-
cree, order, or agreement referred to in para-
graph (1) shall not be effective unless it is re-
ceived, before the date of the covered em-
ployee’s death, by the employing agency or,
if the employee has separated from service,
by the Office.

“(3) A designation under this subsection
with respect to any person may not be
changed except——

“(A) with the written consent of such per-
son, if received as described in paragraph (2);
or

““(B) by modification of the decree, order,
or agreement, as the case may be, if received
as described in paragraph (2).

‘“(4) The Office shall prescribe any regula-
tions necessary to carry out this subsection,
including regulations for the application of
this subsection in the event that 2 or more
decrees, orders, or agreements, are received
with respect to the same amount.”.

SEC. 2. DIRECTED ASSIGNMENT.

Section 8706(e) of title 5, United States
Code, is amended——

(1) by striking ““(e)”” and inserting ““(e)(1)"’;
and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

““(2) A court decree of divorce, annulment,
or legal separation, or the terms of a court-
approved property settlement agreement in-
cident to any court decree of divorce, annul-
ment, or legal separation, many direct that
an insured employee or former employee
make an irrevocable assignment of the em-
ployee’s or former employee’s incidents of
ownership in insurance under this chapter (if
there is no previous assignment) to the per-
son specified in the court order or court-ap-
proved property settlement agreement.”’.

Mr. MICA (during the reading). Mr.
Speaker, | ask unanimous consent that
the amendment be considered as read
and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?
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There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. Mica] and the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. CuUMMINGS] each
will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. MicaA].

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, today and at this time
is a time we have designated for tech-
nical corrections. This is a procedure
that was instituted by the Republican
leadership when we assumed majority
control of the Congress, and it is an ef-
fort to try to expedite legislation tech-
nical in nature but necessary for the
conduct of business both for the Con-
gress and in the operation of our Fed-
eral Government, and that is the pur-
pose of our proceedings here this morn-
ing.

Today we take up a bill in rapid
order. It has moved through our Sub-
committee on Civil Service and
through the full Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight to the
floor today in rapid time and was in-
troduced by the distinguished gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. COLLINS].
And let me say, Mr. Speaker, that this
bill, H.R. 1316, addresses an inequity in
the Federal Government Employees
Group Life Insurance program.

Under current law, domestic rela-
tions orders such as divorce decrees or
property settlement agreements do not
affect the payment of life insurance
proceeds. Instead, distribution of the
proceeds is controlled by statute. When
the policyholder dies, the proceeds are
paid to the beneficiary designated by
the policyholder, if there is one, or to
other individuals specified by statute.

H.R. 1316, which again is introduced
by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
CoLLINS], amends the law to require
that the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment should pay the proceeds in ac-
cordance with certain domestic rela-
tions orders or court-approved property
settlements. This is similar to the
law’s treatment of retirement annu-
ities, which the Office of Personnel
Management must also allocate in ac-
cordance with divorce decrees.

The bill also allows courts to direct
an employee to assign the policy to a
specific individual identified in a do-
mestic relations order or court-ap-
proved property settlement agreement.
Thus, employees will not be able to
frustrate these orders by terminating
the policy.

Mr. Speaker, the technical correc-
tions made in this legislation, H.R.
1316, provide a greater protection for
former spouses of Federal employees
and children of previous marriages.

This bill has a broad bipartisan sup-
port, and | want to take just a moment
to commend the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. CuMMINGS], the distinguished
ranking member of the Subcommittee
on Civil Service, for his work and lead-
ership in expediting this legislation. |
also want to thank other members of
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the committee, including the gentle-
woman from Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA],
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
PAPPAS], our vice chairman, and others
who are not on the committee, the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. WoLF], the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. DAvIS],
and others who have supported expedit-
ing of this legislation to benefit our
Federal employees.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | support H.R. 1316,
which does nothing more than make a
technical correction in the Federal
Employees Group Life Insurance Pro-
gram. | want to thank the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. CoLLINS] and the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. MicaA],
our distinguished chairman, for their
leadership in bringing this very impor-
tant measure to the House floor today.

As the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
MicaA] indicated, this bill simply en-
sures that a domestic relations order
issued by a court is considered a bind-
ing designation of a beneficiary by an
employee’s agency or the Office of Per-
sonnel Management. Under current
law, domestic relations orders such as
divorce decrees or property settlement
agreements do not affect the payment
of life insurance proceeds. Instead,
when the policyholder dies, the pro-
ceeds are paid to the beneficiary des-
ignated by the policyholder, if any, or
to other individuals as specified by
statute.

Because an employee could still frus-
trate the court order by terminating
the policy, the bill was amended in
committee to allow courts to direct the
employee to assign the policy to a spe-
cific individual.

I also want to take time, Mr. Speak-
er, to recognize those people in our
committee on our side. Of course, the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. MicA] has
already recognized the members on the
Republican side, but the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. ForD] and the
gentlewoman from the District of Co-
lumbia [Ms. NORTON] were also very in-
strumental in bringing this resolution
to the House floor as swiftly as we
have.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. CoLLINS], the distinguished au-
thor of this legislation.

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Florida for yield-
ing me this time.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1316 will amend
the Federal Employee Group Life In-
surance Act and ensure that there is a
level playing field between State laws
that govern private insurance and Fed-
eral statute that provides guidelines
for life insurance policies held by Fed-
eral employees.

This legislation will clarify that a
domestic relations order, issued by a
court, is considered a designation of
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beneficiary in the event that no des-
ignation of beneficiary has been filed.

Currently, if a Federal employee dies
without properly naming a beneficiary
for their life insurance policy, the law
provides a strict prioritized list of indi-
viduals that are eligible to receive the
benefits of that policy. Unlike most
State laws, the Federal Code does not
provide for consideration of an existing
court decree that may link that policy
to a beneficiary as a part of a settle-
ment agreement. There are real in-
stances where this inequity in Federal
law is causing confusion for Federal
employees who are beneficiaries. This
legislation will correct this inconsist-
ency and ensure that a court decree is
given appropriate consideration.

The Department of Health and
Human Services, the Child Support Di-
vision and the Office of Personnel Man-
agement have reviewed the legislation
and do not oppose this change. | have
appeared before the Corrections Advi-
sory Group chaired by the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. CamP] and have
their support, and during the 104th
Congress this is actually part of the
Omnibus Civil Service Reform Act as
reported by the committee, and addi-
tionally the legislation was favorably
reported by the Subcommittee on Civil
Service, Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight.

My thanks to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. Mica], the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. BURTON], and the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. CUMMINGS]
and the committee group, committee
members, for their support and work
on this bill at the subcommittee and
committee levels.
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| appreciate the opportunity to bring
this bill, H.R. 1316, before the House for
consideration and urge my colleagues
to support this important legislation.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. HOYER], dean of the Maryland
delegation, who has worked over the
years on these issues and played a
major, major role in this House.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
CUMMINGS], the distinguished ranking
member, for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support
of this legislation and congratulate the
gentleman from Georgia for bringing
this forward. | regret that 1 did not
focus on it earlier, for | would, and
have discussed with the committee, an
additional what | believe to be also a
technical correction.

This deals with life insurance; it does
not, however, impact the annuity pay-
ment of a survivor that would also be
part of a domestic relations divorce or
domestic agreement resolution. As a
result, | want to thank the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Mica], chairman of
the committee, and the staff, as well as
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
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CUMMINGS], both of whom | have talked
to about this problem.

It was too late in the cycle and we
would have slowed this bill down, but
we did not want to do that, because
this is effecting an excellent solution
to an existing problem. But I want to
thank the chairman for agreeing to ad-
dress this issue in future legislation. It
is my understanding that there will be
some legislation coming along, either
in July or shortly thereafter, and | be-
lieve this is an important step forward,
but I believe the spouse, in a resolution
of a case dealing with the annuity as
opposed to life insurance, finds them-
selves in exactly the same situation as
it relates to their ability, pursuant to
court order, and/or pursuant to agree-
ment, particularly when that court
order incorporates an agreement of the
parties. It seems perverse that we do
not have the same kind of positive
dealing in that instance.

So | congratulate the gentleman
from Georgia. | thank the chairman
and the ranking member for their
agreement to address that issue as
soon as possible.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, | re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

I would like to comment that | have
committed to the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. HOYER] who indeed is a
leader in civil service issues, to address
the problem he has enumerated on the
floor today. We look forward to work-
ing with him as we move new legisla-
tion through the Congress.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 5 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. CAMP].

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, as chairman
of the Corrections Advisory Group, |
am pleased to again appear before the
House under the Corrections Calendar
to correct an unintended consequence
of current law.

Passage of this bill will once again
place the scissors of efficiency on the
hunt for redtape.

My distinguished colleague from
Georgia, Mr. CoLLINS, a fellow member
of the Committee on Ways and Means,
introduced H.R. 1316 on April 14, 1997,
to correct what we all agree was an un-
intentional byproduct of Federal law
affecting Federal employees.

There is a law of physics that says
for every action there is an equal and
opposite reaction. Unfortunately, there
is no law that says these reactions
must be beneficial.

Currently when a Federal beneficiary
dies, the Federal life insurance benefits
are granted to the individual named as
beneficiary. If, however, no beneficiary
has been named, there may be uncer-
tainty and turmoil that can result. So
in these trying times, families are
often faced with difficult decisions on
benefits and are made to face court
challenges from others who seek to
take advantage of the Federal employ-
ee’s inaction in naming a beneficiary.

Unfortunately, under current law,
State domestic relations orders such as
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divorce decrees or property settlements
do not affect the life insurance pay-
ments of Federal employees if no bene-
ficiary has been named. So the net ef-
fect of current law can punish children
and family members because of the
benefactor’s failure to designate a new
beneficiary.

H.R. 1316 could require the Office of
Personnel Management to pay the Fed-
eral employee’s insurance proceeds in
accordance with State domestic rela-
tions orders. This would make sure
that, in the event that no beneficiary
had been named, the life insurance ben-
efits are granted to family members
and children as based on State court
orders. This small change will ensure
that family and children are cared for.

I want to thank the chairman and
ranking member of the subcommittee
and | want to thank my colleague, the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. COLLINS].
This is the second bill reported by the
corrections committee to be considered
on the House floor. The first, the nurse
aide training bill, was introduced,
passed by the House and Senate and
signed into law in 2 months.

It is the unique quality of the correc-
tions committee that brings these bills
to the floor in a streamlined way.

The committee works in a bipartisan
manner. We work with the committee
chairs who handle these issues and we
are able to forge a consensus among
Members and bring needed improve-
ments and changes to the House floor.
This legislation before us today enjoys
strong bipartisan support, and again |
commend my colleagues for introduc-
ing this improvement to our Nation’s
laws.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
adopt this bill.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

I want to address a few issues that
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. MIcA]
spoke on. First of all, I want to thank
the chairman for the bipartisan way in
which he has worked with myself and
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
HoYER]. | think it is extremely impor-
tant, the issues that he has brought up.
And in that spirit of bipartisanship
which we have shared since | have been
the ranking member, | just want to
thank the gentleman again for his co-
operation, because | know it is a major
issue for the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. HoYER] and many other people
throughout the Nation.

Mr. Speaker, this noncontroversial
legislation passed the House last year
as part of the omnibus civil service
bill. That comprehensive legislation
was not enacted. Therefore, it is appro-
priate that we bring forward this bipar-
tisan bill, and | urge my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle to vote favor-
ably.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self the balance of my time.

Just in closing, | would like to also
thank again our ranking member, the
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gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
CUMMINGS], for the bipartisan manner
in which this legislation has been han-
dled. 1 am pleased that we could par-
ticipate in this Corrections Day in this
manner and make a correction to legis-
lation in a bipartisan fashion. It shows,
first, that the Congress does work; and,
second, that the government system
does function when we see a problem
that can be corrected, when we are all
rowing in the same direction.

So | am pleased again for the leader-
ship provided by the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. CoLLINS] in introducing
this legislation and the bipartisan sup-
port we have had in passing this legis-
lation today, bringing it before the
House.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RADANOVICH). Pursuant to the rule, the
previous question is ordered on the
amendment recommended by the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and
Oversight and on the bill.

The question is on the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and (three-
fifths having voted in favor thereof)
the bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, | ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 1316, the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

DISAPPROVAL OF MOST-FAVORED-
NATION TREATMENT FOR CHINA

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to the order of yesterday, | call up the
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 79) dis-
approving the extension of nondiscrim-
inatory treatment—most-favored-na-
tion treatment—to the products of the
People’s Republic of China, and ask for
its immediate consideration in the
House.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The text of House Joint Resolution 79
is as follows:

H.J. RES. 79

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the Congress does
not approve the extension of the authority

June 24, 1997

contained in section 402(c) of the Trade Act
of 1974 recommended by the President to the
Congress on May 29, 1997, with respect to the
People’s Republic of China.

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr.
LAHooD]. Pursuant to the order of the
House of Monday, June 23, 1997, the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CRANE],
and a Member in support of the joint
resolution each will control 1 hour and
45 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. CRANE].

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter on House
Joint Resolution 79.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent to yield one-half of my
time to the gentleman from California
[Mr. MATSuUI] in opposition to the reso-
lution, and I further ask that he be per-
mitted to yield blocks of time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman from California [Mr. STARK]
in favor of the resolution?

Mr. STARK. | am, Mr. Speaker.

I ask unanimous consent that | be
yielded half of the time and that | be
permitted to control that time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent to yield half of my time
to the distinguished gentleman from
Kentucky [Mr. BUNNING], and that he
in turn be permitted to control that
time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent to yield 15 minutes
to the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SoLoMON], chairman of the Committee
on Rules and that he be permitted to
control that time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Kentucky?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Ilinois [Mr. CRANE].

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposition to
House Joint Resolution 79 because re-
voking China’s MFN trade status
would have the effect of severing trade
relations between our two countries.
My firm belief is that the free ex-
change of commerce and ideas offers
the best hope we have to project the
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light of freedom
China.

In deciding whether to continue MFN
trade treatment for China, we must
keep two objectives firmly in mind:
First, improving the well-being of the
Chinese people; and, Second, protecting
the U.S. national interests with respect
to a country that possesses one-fifth of
the world’s population and exploding
economic growth.

This year we have the added respon-
sibility of ensuring that United States
policy does not undermine the transi-
tion of Hong Kong from British to Chi-
nese sovereignty. All would agree some
of the world’s most flagrant abuses of
human rights and violations of reli-
gious and political freedom occur in
China.

My message today is simple. Change
is not coming quickly to this huge na-
tion, but historic advancements are
being made. For 20 years after the
Communists seized power in 1949, China
was largely isolated. This was the era
of the Great Leap Forward, when 35
million died of starvation and the Cul-
tural Revolution, which saw hundreds
of thousands of Chinese killed in politi-
cal purges and forced internal exile.

Since the economic opening of China
by Deng Xiaoping in 1980, living condi-
tions in China have improved vastly.
To give some perspective, in 1980, 260
million of China’s 1.2 billion people
lived in absolute poverty.
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In 1993 that figure was reduced by
about 40 or over 40 percent to $160 mil-
lion. Chinese citizens can now seek out
their own jobs, move around the coun-
try, and discuss political matters, as
long as they do not directly challenge
the Government.

Focusing on freedom of worship for a
moment, the virulently antireligious
policies of the 1960’s and 1970’s have
given way to a society that is open in
large measure to the Christian mes-
sage. Concerned that a few United
States Christian organizations are ac-
tively advocating the revocation of
MFN, a huge coalition of Christian
missionaries and evangelical groups
with years of experience actually serv-
ing in China have sent a powerful mes-
sage to Congress. Their view is that by
severing trade relations in China, it
would result in a backlash against the
Christian ministry in China, seriously
harming their ability to reach the Chi-
nese people.

Many would say today that preserv-
ing most-favored-nation status puts
profit ahead of principle. This view-
point contradicts what can be observed
in the relationship between economic
development and the expansion of de-
mocracy. Taiwan, South Korea, Singa-
pore, and Hong Kong, to name a few
Asian tigers, experienced economic
success and rising living standards
after opening their economies to inter-
national trade. In these countries, the
elimination of severe poverty and the
emergence of a middle class came well
ahead of democratic political reform.

into Communist
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President Lee Teng-Hui of Taiwan
has said:

Vigorous economic development leads to
independent thinking. People hope to be able
to fully satisfy their free will and see their
rights fully protected. And then demand en-
sues for political reform . . . the model of
our quiet revolution will eventually take
hold on the Chinese mainland.

Clearly China is a special case, but
expanding United States commercial
relations with China makes Chinese
citizens less dependent on the central
government for their livelihoods and in
a better position to strive for freedom.
As wealth is distributed throughout
Chinese society, so is political power,
away from the central government.
Americans doing business in China
have contributed to prosperity and at
the same time they are continually
able to transfer the values and ideals of
freedom and democracy through direct
contacts.

While preserving MFN trade status
for China offers hope for improving the
welfare of the Chinese people, it is also
squarely in the United States national
interest. With a fifth of the world’s
population, China’s emergence as a
global power early in the next century
is a development of immense historical
significance. Sharing borders with
more countries, 14 to be exact, than
any other country in the world, a
peaceful China will be key to preserv-
ing stability in the Asia-Pacific region.

In order to protect national security
interests into the next century, the
United States must develop a policy
that encourages China to be a friend
and a valued trading partner, rather
than an adversary isolated by com-
prehensive economic sanctions. Con-
fronting China by revoking MFN would
be interpreted by the Chinese leader-
ship as an act of aggression. This would
further strengthen the hand of those in
China who oppose further reform,
prompting behavior we seek to avoid.

If House Joint Resolution 79 were en-
acted into law, relations with the Gov-
ernment of China would deteriorate to
the point that virtually all United
States influence for the good would be
lost. United States businesses which
need a presence in China to support a
successful Asian strategy would with-
draw. Mirror trade sanctions would
threaten the paychecks of 180,000 U.S.
workers whose jobs are directly de-
pendent on exports to China. Our for-
eign competitors in Japan and Europe
would move briskly into the void cre-
ated by this bill.

The alternative strategy which | sup-
port is to maintain trade relations and
preserve a basis upon which to nego-
tiate improvements in our relationship
with China. Ambassador Barshefsky’s
successful resolution of the section 301
case against China for failing to pro-
tect United States intellectual prop-
erty rights illustrates the value of pre-
serving normal trade relations. Armed
with the authority to raise tariffs in a
selective, calibrated manner, Ambas-
sador Barshefsky threatened $2 billion
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in targeted trade sanctions directly
tied to specific, well substantiated vio-
lations. The result was an agreement
by the Chinese Government to shut
down 32 pirate plants and a commit-
ment to undertake expanded enforce-
ment drives in regions where violations
of United States intellectual property
rights are known to be the highest.

Finally, the unanimous view of lead-
ers in Hong Kong, from Governor Chris
Patten to the respected activist and
chairman of the Hong Kong Demo-
cratic Party, Martin Lee, is that any
reversal in China’s MFN status would
strike a devastating blow to the terri-
tory.

In 1996, over 56 percent of China’s ex-
ports to the United States and 49 per-
cent of United States exports to China
passed through Hong Kong. Denying
MFEN to China would threaten 70,000
jobs in Hong Kong. At this extraor-
dinarily delicate time, the people of
Hong Kong deserve our steady and
strong support for renewing China’s
MFN status.

Mr. Speaker, we should continue to
participate in the dramatic and his-
toric change that is taking place in
China, so we can help shape it in our
favor and in a way that supports our
allies in Hong Kong and Taiwan in
their struggle to preserve freedom. The
Reverend Billy Graham, whose son Ned
labors as a missionary in China, wrote
last week:

I am in favor of doing all we can to
strengthen our relationship with China and
its people. China is rapidly becoming one of
the dominant economic and political powers
of the world, and | believe it is better to keep
China as a friend than to treat it as an ad-
versary.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘“‘no’’ on
House Joint Resolution 79.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, it is my
privilege to yield 9 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from California [Ms. PELOSI],
who has been a leader on the issue of
trying to bring human rights and rea-
sonable policy to China.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, | will start by saying
that we all agree that the United
States-China relationship is an impor-
tant one, and that we want a brilliant
future with the Chinese people, dip-
lomatically, culturally, economically,
politically, and in every way. However,
the administration’s policy of so-called
constructive engagement is neither
constructive nor true engagement.

President Clinton has said promoting
Democratic freedom, stopping the pro-
liferation of weapons of mass destruc-
tion, and promoting U.S. exports are
pillars of our foreign policy. In each of
these important areas, the administra-
tion’s policy of so-called constructive
engagement has not succeeded. In fact,
there has been a marked deterioration,
not improvement, under the adminis-
tration’s policy.

Certainly, we must have engagement.
But | contend that our engagement
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must be sustainable engagement, en-
gagement that enables us to sustain

our values, sustain our economic
growth, and sustain international secu-
rity.

In my remarks this morning, Mr.
Speaker, | want to debunk three myths
about MFN and trade and human
rights.

The first myth is that United States-
China trade is a job-winner for the
United States. This is an out-and-out
hoax. This year President Clinton stat-
ed trade with China supports 170,000
United States jobs. That is the exact
same number he cited last year. In
1995, it was 150,000 jobs, in 1994, it was
150,000 jobs, in 1993, it was 150,000 jobs.
This is an economy with 127,850,000 peo-
ple. This represents one-eighth of 1 per-
cent of jobs in America and it is not
growing, while our trade deficit contin-
ues to grow.

United States jobs are being lost
through the Chinese Government’s
practices of requiring technology and
production transfer. The Chinese Gov-
ernment is carefully and calculatingly
building its own economic future by ac-
quiring United States technological ex-
pertise. It allows into China only the
goods it wants, and then through man-
datory certification of the technology
by Chinese research and design insti-
tutes, the technology is disseminated
to Chinese domestic ventures. Not only
does this practice not benefit U.S.
workers who are left behind as the
companies lose their own market
share, but we are surrendering our own
technology in the meantime.

As a condition of doing business in
China, United States companies are
often required to agree to export 70 to
80 percent of their production there.
This, too, translates into a loss of U.S.
jobs.

In the realm of intellectual property
piracy, as Members know, despite the
agreement the piracy is rampant, to
the cost of $2.6 billion in 1996 alone.
And that is not even figured into the
huge trade deficit, which is projected
to be $53 billion this year.

Others say that the jobs that are cre-
ated in the United States are in the
production here that goes to China for
assembly. Not so. Do not take my
word, but the word of Ken Lodge, the
manager of Hewlett-Packard’s Beijing
subsidiary, when he says, ‘““‘Over time,
the use of North American suppliers
will be turned off.”

Experts tell us our intellectual prop-
erty is our competitive advantage. We
see what the Chinese are doing to our
intellectual property. It is estimated
that 97 percent of the entertainment
software available in China is counter-
feit. It is interesting that since 1996,
Chinese capacity to produce pirated
products has increased dramatically. In
conclusion, the United States-China
trade relationship is a job loser for the
American worker.

Second, China is halting its prolifera-
tion of weapons of mass destruction,
myth No. 2. The truth is that China
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continues to proliferate dangerous
weapons of mass destruction tech-
nology to Iran, Libya, lraq, Syria, and
other dangerous countries, destabiliz-
ing regions of strategic importance to
the United States. The transfer of this
technology is a threat to United States
troops based in the Persian Gulf, and a
threat to the security of Israel. We
spend billions of dollars to promote the
Middle East peace, and that peace is
jJjeopardized by this export policy on the
part of China, which we are choosing to
ignore.

In the case of Iran, 15,000 service men
and women are within range of the C-
802 missiles recently transferred by
China to Iran. The C-802 batteries will
give Iran a weapon of greater range, re-
liability, accuracy, and mobility than
anything in their current inventory.
This missile technology is in addition
to biological and chemical warfare
technologies recently transferred to
Iran from China.

Mr. Speaker, I want to call to my
colleagues’ attention this quote, this
cover piece from a report from the Of-
fice of Naval Intelligence, March 1997.
It states:

Discoveries after the gulf war clearly indi-
cate that Irag maintained an aggressive
weapons of mass destruction procurement
program. A similar situation exists in Iran,
with a steady flow of materials and tech-
nologies from China to Iran. This exchange
is one of the most active weapons of mass de-
struction programs in the Third World and is
taking place in a region of great strategic in-
terest to the United States.

In terms of Pakistan, the administra-
tion continues to turn a blind eye on
China’s proliferation of missiles to
Pakistan. For 5 years the CIA has been
carefully tracking the flow of China’s
M-11 missile components to Pakistan.
The agency, the CIA, concluded that
not only is China selling missiles, but
it is also helping Pakistan build a fac-
tory to manufacture them. For the
CIA, uncovering the plant represented
a ‘“‘first-class piece of spying,” says a
senior agency official, but because it
does not want to disrupt the so-called
improving relationship, the Clinton ad-
ministration does not want to deal
with this secret.

The CIA also turned up evidence that
Beijing was reneging again on its
promise not to spread these missiles
into Pakistan. The agency maintains a
vast network of informants in Asia
who report on the movement of these
weapons into the region. Last summer
the CIA concluded that China had de-
livered to Pakistan not just missile
parts, but also more than 30 ready-to-
launch M-11's that are stored in
cannisters at Sargodha Air Force base
west of Lahore.

There is more on this | will submit
for the RECORD, but other agencies of
the intelligence community have all
agreed on a Statement of Fact: A top
secret document that has recently been
in the press that concludes that China
is helping to build this missile tech-
nology.

The third myth to debunk, Mr.
Speaker, is that trade is improving
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human rights in China. Pro-MFN advo-
cates continue to advance this notion
of trickle-down liberty, even though
the facts are to the contrary. Since
Tiananmen Square, the State Depart-
ment’s own country reports have been
dismal on this subject, and its own re-
port in 1996, which was released this
spring of 1997, contains an excellent de-
scription of the current state of human
rights in China, but it is a sad one.

Mr. Speaker, | would draw Members’
attention particularly to the state-
ments in that report that—

The (Chinese) government continued wide-
spread and well-documented human rights
abuses, in violation of internationally ac-
cepted norms, stemming from the authori-
ties’ intolerance of dissent * * *,

Overall in 1996, the authorities
stepped up efforts to cut off expressions
of protest or criticism. All public dis-
sent against the party and government
has been effectively silenced * * * even
those released from prison were kept
under tight surveillance and often pre-
vented from taking employment or re-
suming a normal life.

Mr. Speaker, there is a report on reli-
gious persecution which the adminis-
tration is sitting on until after this
vote, which documents the violations
of religions of the Buddhists, Catholics,
Christians, Muslims, and the people of
Tibet.

On MFN, the debate today is nec-
essary because the administration has
refused to use the tools at its disposal,
and because the Chinese ship one-third
of their exports to the United States,
while allowing only 2 percent of our
products into China. We have leverage.
The Chinese regime cannot take their
business elsewhere. One-third of all of
their exports cannot find another mar-
ket.

A vote for MFN today is a vote of
confidence in a failing policy. Opposing
MFN says that you believe that the
status quo is not acceptable. Instead,
we must have a policy of sustainable
engagement with China, engagement
which makes the trade fairer, the
world safer, and the people freer. | urge
my colleagues to oppose MFN by vot-
ing ‘‘yes” on House Joint Resolution
79.
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Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. PELOSI. | yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | just want
to see if there is not one other myth.
There has been a myth that we have a
different policy for Cuba than we do for
China. But | do not think that is true,
because | think the President contin-
ues to deny medicine and food to the
children in Cuba at the same time that
the President countenances children
who are selected for starvation in
China. So | see a very consistent policy
in our administration toward both
Cuba and China, and that is to ignore
the plight of children in both of those
countries.
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Mr. Speaker, would the gentlewoman
agree?

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, | would
agree. | want to emphasize that we are
not advocating an embargo on China
but threat of increased tariffs.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Mrs. KENNELLY], who has
been a leader on welfare reform, tax
policy, trade policy, and health care.

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, | rise in opposition to House
Joint Resesolution 79 and speak in
favor of our normal trading relation-
ship with the People’s Republic of
China. Today’s debate will have a com-
plexity that goes far beyond what is in
front of us, trade and emigration. On
both sides, economic, political, strate-
gic, and humanitarian differences
abound, and yet we have allowed this
one issue, most-favored-nation status,
to be a referendum on U.S.-China rela-
tionship.

It has become the lens through which
most Americans look and view the en-
tire United States-China policy. Mr.
Speaker, this is indeed unfortunate, be-
cause not only is China the largest
emerging market in the world, it is
also a potent political and military
force. China’s new leadership will
shape, whether we like it or not, for
better or worse, what happens in the
Pacific rim, from Indonesia to Korea,
from Australia to Japan, the course of
events will be influenced daily by
China.

So we must influence what happens
in China. We will undermine our abil-
ity to shape not only our future but
China’s future if we withdraw from this
situation. Without our influence, how
will democratic values come to be ac-
cepted in China? Without our example,
how will dissent come to be tolerated?
Without our presence, how will reli-
gious liberties come to exist, without
our active engage? How will human
rights come to be respected? To the ex-
tent the United States has been a posi-
tive influence on China, it is because
we have been there. We have been on
the ground. We have been there to dem-
onstrate to people who have been iso-
lated from the world that there is an-
other way.

And just as surely, Mr. Speaker, if we
isolate China, so the Chinese people
will lose, because they have benefited
from a more open market, from expo-
sure to cultural and ideological dif-
ferences, from experience with Western
business with better working condi-
tions. There is no debate here today
whether we must continue to highlight
human rights abuses or point out that
China will never be the world leader
that it so craves to be if it continues to
persecute its own people. Of course we
must debate this. The debate though is
how best to do it.

My answer is, we do it best by engag-
ing with the Chinese, not from with-
drawing from them. Change is occur-
ring in China. Mr. Speaker, | was there
earlier this year. | saw a nation, a na-
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tion that is vibrant, a nation that is
colorful, a nation that is on the move.
| saw people who were demanding, mil-
lions and millions of people demanding
to be part of the marketplace.

Mr. Speaker, China is emerging.
China is going to be a power. We have
a duty here in this body to make sure
we are an influence on China. We can-
not withdraw from this debate. We can-
not withdraw from China. Mr. Speaker,
we might not like what is going on in
all ways and aspects, but, Mr. Speaker,
we have a duty to influence China.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

(Mr. BUNNING asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and to include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of House Joint Resolution 79,
the resolution of disapproval. We
should definitely deny most-favored-
nation trading status to China. The de-
bate today is not just about China and
the Chinese Government and its failure
to live up to accepted standards of civ-
ilized nations. This debate is also about
our own country, about what we are
willing to stand up for. This debate is
about principles, human rights, human
decency. This debate today is about
whether or not we as a Nation put
trade before people and profits above
principles. Where do we start a debate
like this? Since the President initiated
the recommendation to renew most-fa-
vored-nation trade status for China, let
us start with his own State Depart-
ment’s findings.

In the country report on human
rights for 1996, the State Department
said, and | quote, the Chinese Govern-
ment continued to commit widespread
and well-documented human rights
abuses in violation of internationally
accepted norms, stemming from the
authority’s intolerance of dissent, fear
of unrest and the absence or inadequa-
cies of laws protecting the basic free-
doms, unquote. It starts out pretty bad
and things go downhill from there.

The supporters of MFN for China in-
sist that we must stay engaged with
China. We must be patient and engage
China through continued trade. They
will also be bringing up Hong Kong and
the Chinese takeover on July 1 as a
reason to stay engaged. From where |
sit, China is a little too engaged al-
ready. It is engaged in transferring
dangerous technology, enabling rogue
nations to develop weapons of mass de-
struction.

The Chinese Government is engaged
in providing lIran’s advanced missile
and chemical weapons technology, pro-
viding lrag and Libya materials to
produce nuclear weapons. It is engaged
in providing missile related compo-
nents to Syria and providing Paki-
stan’s advanced missile and nuclear
weapons technology. It is engaged in
selling over $1.2 billion in arms to the
military rulers of Burma. How much
engagement do we need? But it does
not stop here. There is much more.
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The Chinese Government is engaged
in a massive expansion of its own mili-
tary machine, taking up where the So-
viet Union left off, using the profits
from trade with us to pay for it. The
Chinese Government is engaged in bru-
tal suppression of human rights at
home. Evangelical Protestants and
Catholics who choose to worship inde-
pendently of state-sanctioned churches
are harassed and in prison. The Chinese
Government continues its brutal re-
pression of the religion, people and cul-
ture of Tibet; slave Ilabor, prison
camps, forced abortions. If the govern-
ment of China were any more engaged,
the people of China simply would not
be able to take it.

Nobody really disputes any of this.
The big question is, what do we do
about it? No one believes that simply
denying most-favored-nation status is
going to solve everything. Let us be
honest about it. Denying MFN might
not solve anything. But | do know that,
if we believe in human rights, if we be-
lieve in human decency, we must re-
spond somehow. We cannot allow such
abysmal treatment and such callous
disregard for human rights to go unno-
ticed or unanswered.

Denying MFN might not be a great
answer, but it is the only one we have
at hand today. We have to send a very
strong message, even if it is a weak
one; we have to stand for something,
even if it is imperfect. And MFN is the
only game in town.

This debate is not really that hard
for the American people. In a poll
taken by the Wall Street Journal and
NBC news on June 10, it was discovered
that 67 percent of American adults be-
lieve that the United States should de-
mand improvement in Chinese human
rights policy before granting an exten-
sion of MFN trading status to China. If
Members choose today to oppose this
resolution, if they choose today to vote
for renewal of MFN, they have to first
ignore the pain of the Chinese people
and then they have to ignore the opin-
ion of the American people.

Please do not put profits over prin-
ciple, vote for the resolution of dis-
approval.

Mr. Speaker, |
RECORD the following:
U.S. IS FINANCING CHINA’S WAR PLAN
(By Timothy W. Maier)

Recent intelligence reports obtained by In-
sight indicate China’s People’s Liberation
Army is picking up where the Soviets left
off, moving to create a military leviathan
designed for fighting in the South China Sea
and built to destroy U.S. ships and aircraft.
The Red Chinese are using the U.S. bond
market to finance their military expansion.

China is making a statement in the Pacific
that threatens several of America’s most im-
portant allies and could force a showdown
with the United States. The Red Chinese
plan, say U.S. intelligence sources, is to ex-
pand its military hegemony to dominate
trade in the South China Sea. It’s called
‘“‘power projection,” and Pentagon officials,
China experts and senior intelligence spe-
cialists privately are saying that it could
erupt in bloodshed on the water.

These experts say the United States is fac-
ing a multibillion-dollar military threat.

include for the
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And, to complicate matters, it is being sub-
sidized by the U.S. bond market, senior na-
tional-security officials tell Insight. It is
money from American pension funds, insur-
ance companies and securities that may
never be paid back.

China’s plan is militarily to dominate the
first tier of islands to the west of Japan and
the Philippines and then project its force to
the next “island tier,” leaving America’s
most important allies in the Pacific sur-
rounded by the Chinese military and, short
of nuclear war, defenseless.

Foreign diplomats tell Insight the move
toward the second tier started two years ago
when China’s People’s Liberation Army, or
PLA, set up command posts on uninhabited
islands near the Philippines. “They are
drawing their line, basically saying this area
is Chinese territory,” a Philippine diplomat
who is monitoring Chinese military move-
ments warns.

An ancillary motive behind China’s plan to
expand its military hegemony by more than
1,000 miles to the southern part of the South
China Sea, say regional experts, revolves
around the Spratly Islands, believed to be
rich in oil and natural gas. Countries already
claiming part of the Spratlys include Tai-
wan, the Philippines, Malaysia and Vietnam.
In addition, China has shown interest in
Guam and a set of islands north of the
Spratlys, which Japan claims. A further tar-
get, says the Philippine diplomat, is control
of the Kalayaan Island group, dominating
the supply routes to the Philippines and im-
portant logistically to resupply other is-
lands.

“They are setting the building blocks to
eventually make that power projection,”
says the diplomat, who asked not to be
named. “These are the building blocks for
controlling the sea lines on which all the
countries in the region such as Taiwan and
Japan rely for economic vitality. The Chi-
nese want to constrict trade to break Taiwan
and Japan be being able to cut off the oil
supply. While they may not be a direct
threat to the U.S., they are more than
enough of a threat to smaller weaker coun-
tries including ourselves and Japan. . . . The
U.S. has done nothing because there is no
blood on the water—yet.”’

A Japan Embassy official, who spoke for
the record but asked not to be named, says
Japan has no intention of surrendering
claims to its islands in the region. ‘It is
clear the islands [Beijing wants] belong to
us,” the official says, adding that if China
moves in this way Japan expects the U.S. to
intervene. “We have been watching China’s
military very closely,” says the official.

Arthur Waldron, a China strategy expert at
the U.S. Naval War College in Newport, RI,
says China has wanted to reclaim the South
China Sea since 1950, but placed that mission
on the back burner because it was trying to
defend itself from a possible Soviet invasion.
Most of China’s troops were deployed along
the Soviet border or near Tibet and Vietnam,
countries that were armed by Moscow. But
now that the Russian threat has been greatly
reduced, Beijing strategically has revised its
military strategy and reorganized the PLA
aggressively to pursue its maritime expan-
sion mission, as was evident last year when
Red Chinese missiles were fired over Taiwan
as a means of intimidating both Taipei and
Washington.

“l think it’s absolutely delusionary to
think they can achieve that goal by military
force, but for us not to take China’s military
seriously is extremely dangerous,” Waldron
warns. “That is exactly what the Chinese
want us to do. This is such a very dangerous
situation that [protection of the South
China Sea] should be negotiated and settled
by all the parties concerned.”
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In April, the House Intelligence Committee
released a Department of Defense report
called ““Selected Military Capabilities of the
People’s Republic of China’ which highlights
similar concerns. The report claims China
has focused on developing nuclear-weapons
systems and advanced intelligence, surveil-
lance and reconnaissance capabilities to ‘‘de-
velop a capability to fight short-duration,
high-intensity wars in the region’” and defeat
the U.S. Navy.

The report concludes that China will have
the capacity ‘“‘to produce as many as 1,000
new [ballistic] missiles within the next dec-
ade” and is developing land-attack cruise
missiles as a high priority for strategic war-
fare.

A naval-intelligence report released in
February warned of Beijing’s emphasis on
obtaining a sophisticated blue-water navy
technology to achieve four objectives: First,
safeguard what the PRC calls China’s terri-
torial integrity and national unity—this in-
cludes China’s claim over Taiwan; second,
conduct a possible blockade of Taiwan; third,
defeat seaborne invasions; and fourth, create
intercontinental nuclear retaliatory forces.
Meanwhile, two Red Chinese fleets patrol the
area—one within 20 nautical miles of the
coast targeting the first tier of islands, and
another patrolling the outer reaches of the
East China Sea in the area of the Taiwan
Strait, the February report says.

In a country with nuclear attack sub-
marines, this could mean trouble. Also,
China possesses accurate and stealthy ballis-
tic and cruise missiles with multiple war-
heads—some of which are aimed at Los An-
geles and either Alaska or Hawaii, according
to U.S. intelligence officials. China’s force-
projection plans also include building mod-
ern aircraft carriers.

The architect behind this buildup, say
Western intelligence sources, is the Soviet-
educated Chinese navy commander, Gen. Liu
Huaging, 79, a hardliner whose family is re-
ported to be heavily involved in inter-
national power-projection through trade
with the West in the manner of V.l. Lenin’s
New Economic Plan. To China’s neighbors
Liu is the ‘“‘power broker who calls the
tunes,” which fits with the widespread opin-
ion among security experts that the PLA is
the power behind the Chinese government.

Former Time journalists Ross Munro and
Richard Bernstein claim in their recently
published book, “The Coming Conflict With
China’, that Beijing’s primary objective is
to become ‘“‘the paramount power in Asia”’
by tapping U.S. technology and using Rus-
sian military experts. The authors contend
China has proceeded in its plan with the help
of about 10,000 Russian scientists and techni-
cians—some of them in China and others
communicating through the Internet.
Though some of this is official, the Russian
government is known to be sharing some
very sophisticated weapons technology to as-
sist the PLA, not all of it is. “The Russian
military-industrial complex, staffed by some
of the world’s best (suddenly underemployed
and underpaid) minds in military tech-
nology, is so corrupt and so desperate for
cash that everything seems to be for sale,”
Munro and Bernstein write. “In 1995, for ex-
ample, there were reports that Chinese
agents, paying bribes to staff members of a
Russian base near Vladisvostok, obtained
truckloads of plans and technical documents
for Russia’s two most advanced attack heli-
copters.” The Chinese since have obtained
intact nuclear weapons from Russia, accord-
ing to intelligence reports.

Adm. Joseph W. Prueher, chief of the U.S.
Pacific Command, testified before a House
National Security Committee in March that
China is not yet a threat because its mili-
tary is about 15 years behind that of the
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United States. In light of the blow that the
U.S. military might have delivered even 15
years ago, say defense experts, that hardly is
comforting. And, Waldron says, this can be a
dangerous presumption because history indi-
cates it didn’t stop Japan in 1941 or Saddam
Hussein during the Persian Gulf War. In 1994,
a war game at the Naval War College concep-
tualized a sea battle between the U.S. Navy
and the PLA navy off of China’s shores in the
year 2010. The battle hypothesized that
China continued to acquire military tech-
nology at a rapid pace. The game, which
Pentagon officials have refused to talk
about, ended with a PLA victory, according
to reports in Navy Times.

“The U.S. Navy is very angry at the Clin-
ton administration for not taking a more ro-
bust approach,” Waldron says. ‘“We should
pay a lot more attention. It’s a great mis-
take to think a country with a military only
comparable to ours will not attack. | worry
very much about what China will do.”

China analysts and national-security offi-
cials say the operating officer at the heart of
Beijing’s master plan to seize hegemony over
Taiwan, Japan, Okinawa, Iwo Jima, Saipan,
Guam and the Philippines is Wang Jun—
Clinton’s Feb. 6, 1996, coffee-klatsch guest
who has taken advantage of corporate greed
by persuading American investors to pour
billions of dollars into joint-venture projects
that allow Wang to tap into the U.S. bond
market, borrowing millions from American
mutual funds, pension funds and insurance
companies to support the war chest.

Wang chairs both PolyTechnologies, or
Poly, the arms-trading company of the PLA,
and China International Trust and Invest-
ment Corp., or CITIC, a $23 billion financial
conglomerate that Wang says is run by Chi-
na’s government, or State Council. His dual
control of CITIC and Poly (the PLA company
caught last year allegedly smuggling 2,000
AK-47 assault rifles to U.S. street gangs)
makes it difficult for American firms to
know whose hand they are shaking. ‘“He’s a
master of muddying the waters,”” says James
Mulvenon, a China researcher at California-
based Rand Corp. ‘“American companies are
playing a shell game.”

Not surprisingly, CITIC officially has con-
trolled Poly. The relationship dates back to
1984 when the PLA created Poly for arms
trading and structured it under the owner-
ship of CITIC in part to conceal Poly’s link
to the PLA, according to Western analysts.
Wang is the son of Red China’s late vice
president and Long March veteran Wang
Zhen. The president of Poly is Maj. Gen. He
Ping, son-in-law of the late Deng Xiaoping. A
former defense expert for the Chinese Em-
bassy in Washington, He Ping is director of
PLA arms procurement and chairs CITIC-
Shanghai. A second major subsidiary of
CITIC is CITIC-Pacific in Hong Kong,
chaired by Rong Yung, son of China’s vice
president, Rong Yiren, who founded CITIC.
In short, this is a high-level operation of the
Beijing government directly connected to
the men in charge.

With the help of CITIC-Beijing, He Ping en-
gineered the billion-dollar sale of Chinese
arms that included missiles to Saudi Arabia
and short-range cruise missiles to Iran dur-
ing the mid-1980s. That deal was assisted by
the government-controlled China Northern
Industrial Corp., or Norinco, which now is
under investigation in the West for selling
chemical-weapons materials to Iran for
weapons of mass destruction, according to
April testimony before a Senate Govern-
mental subpanel. China’s sale of nuclear and
chemical weapons to the Middle East all are
part of a strategic plan to spread out deploy-
ment of the U.S. Navy so the PLA can con-
centrate on the South China Sea, according
to intelligence and diplomatic officials.
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But take Wang’s word for it, he is far re-
moved from Poly, according to a rare and ex-
clusive interview he gave to the Washington
Post. The Post did not question Wang’s as-
sertion that he only spend 5 percent of his
time with Poly. But Mulvenon, who is re-
searching the PLA empire, laughs at that es-
timate. ““It is more likely 15 to 20 percent,”
he says. And some defense-intelligence
sources tell Insight CITIC is so closely
linked to the PLA that professional observ-
ers have little doubt that the PLA is calling
the shots.

Wang’s ability to mask Poly by show-cas-
ing CITIC has paid off handsomely for his
other enterprises on behalf of Beijing’s war
plans. In particular, the U.S. bond market
already has been an attractive target for
CITIC to the tune of $800 million in borrow-
ing. That, of course, begs the question: Why
is the high-level Beijing operative Wang Jun
allowed to borrow huge sums from Ameri-
cans when President Clinton says it is
“clearly inappropriate’” even to meet with
this PLA arms dealer? The White House
assures that questionable visitors such as
Wang no longer will have access to the presi-
dent because FBI and National Security
Council background checks now will expose
them in advance. Yet, there is no national-
security screening of foreign borrowers in
U.S. securities markets from which huge
sums are being allowed to float into China’s
war chest.

Sound incredible? A new booked called
Dragonstrike: The Millennium War, by Brit-
ish Broadcasting Corp. and Financial Times
journalists Humphrey Hawksley and Simon
Holberton, presents a scenario on how the
Red Chinese military might manipulate the
international financial market to raise cap-
ital. It’s what Roger Robinson, former senior
director of International Economic Affairs
at the National Security Council, warns al-
ready is happening. Robinson, described by
President Reagan as ‘‘the architect of a secu-
rity-minded and cohesive U.S. East-West
economic policy,” claims that these enor-
mous sums may never be paid back.

“This is cash on the barrel,” Robinson
says. ‘““This totally undisciplined cash with
no questions asked concerning the purpose
for the loans. This could be used to fund sup-
plier credits, strategic modernization, mis-
siles to rogue states like Iran and to finance
espionage, technology theft and other activi-
ties harmful to U.S. securities interests.””

Some of the bond money ‘“‘undeniably’ is
supporting PLA enterprises, says Orville
Schell, a China expert who is dean of the
journalism school at the University of Cali-
fornia at Berkeley. Schell says that’s be-
cause ‘‘there is no division between govern-
ment and business’ in the PRC, making it
nearly impossible to distinguish PLA compa-
nies from government-controlled companies.
“It means China is going to be exporting and
docking at facilities in Long Beach [Calif.]”’
at the former U.S. Navy base there, notes
Schell in reference to what some regard as a
military concession to go along with its ac-
quisition of control of ports at both ends of
the Panama Canal. “‘It means China is going
to be buying U.S. companies. It is going to
be doing all of the things that everyone else
does. Whether it is a security risk depends
on your assessment of China,” says Schell.
“But one thing for sure. China is the most
unsettled country in Asia.”

Thomas J. Bickford, a PLA expert and po-
litical-science professor at the University
Wisconsin at Oshkosh says accessing the
U.S. bond market is just one way the PLA
can rise the money to purchase the most
modern military equipment. “‘But it’s not in
just the bond market, it’s also in consumer
sales,” with 10,000 to 20,000 companies, he
says (see ‘“PLA Espionage Means Business,”’
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March 24). Many of those PLA enterprises
are losing money and in essence promoting
corruption in the ranks, says Bickford, as
some PLA business operatives personally are
pocketing profits to purchase luxury cars or
resorts, while others are fully engaged in
smuggling operations. ““The corruption is so
high it goes all the way up to the generals,”’
Bickford says. ‘“That gives you an idea how
much rot exists.”

Where large profits from PLA companies
do occur, much goes toward purchasing food
and housing for some 3.2 million Red troops,
says Bickford. This suggests the bond mar-
ket may play a bigger role for the PLA than
most people expect because that money
could be going to support a defense budget
the U.S. government claims to be as high as
$26.1 billion a year. And Munro and Bernstein
claim it really is about $87 billion a year
when profits from PLA businesses are cal-
culated in the total.

Deeply concerned about all of this, Robin-
son advocates creating a nondisruptive na-
tional-security screening process to help the
Securities and Exchange Commission iden-
tify and exclude PRC fund-raising operations
disguised as business ventures. The process
would be similar to security checks now con-
ducted at the White House, or the seven-day
waiting period for a background review re-
quired to purchase a handgun. He says it
would weed out dangerous foreign business
partners such as PLA gunrunning companies
and the Russian Mafia.

““Russia thinks the water is fine,”” Robin-
son says. ‘“They are going to have as many
as 10 to 12 bond offerings in the next 18
months—and some of those might involve or-
ganized crime. So there is every reason to be
concerned because there might be bad actors
among the Russian bond offering. We don’t
want terrorists, drug dealers, an organized
criminal syndicate, gun smugglers or na-
tional military establishments borrowing on
the U.S. securities markets with impunity.”

Bickford says Robinson’s solution would
‘““‘catch the obvious” PLA players, but it
won’t stop all the diverting of money to the
military because many of the PLA enter-
prises have joint ventures with Chinese gov-
ernment-controlled companies—making it
nearly impossible to track the bad seed.
“The PLA businesses are very good about
hiding themselves,”” Bickford warns.

But Robinson says the National Security
Council knows who the bad actors are and
could effectively knock out the threat. “We
need to get national security back in the pic-
ture,” Robinson insists. “We are not trying
to discourage investing in the market, but
this is too fertile a territory for potential
abuse. We just need to get additional protec-
tion for the American investment commu-
nity via U.S. intelligence in a secure, non-
disruptive manner.”

Robinson has uncovered $6.75 billion in
Chinese government-controlled bonds floated
on the U.S. and international securities mar-
kets between September 1989 and December
1996. China also has placed $17.2 billion in
bonds with Japan. About 65 percent of the
U.S. money, or $4.4 billion, was issued to the
PRC, the Bank of China and Wang’s CITIC.
The PRC raised $2.7 billion on six bond issues
from October 1993 to July 1996. The Bank of
China raised $850 million on four bond issues
from October 1992 to March 1994. CITIC
raised $800 million on five bond issues from
March 1993 to October 1994.

Robinson says all three areas could be sus-
pect: The PRC because that money could go
anywhere, Wang because of his direct link to
the PLA and the Bank of China—a company
that has flooded the Washington radio mar-
ket with an advertising and public-relations
campaign—because it now has been directly
linked into the Clinton fund-raising scandal.
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What is the link? For one, the Wall Street
Journal recently reported that the Bank of
China transferred hundreds of thousands of
dollars in $50,000 and $100,000 increments to
Clinton friend Charlie Trie in 1995-96. Trie
and Harold Green, another Clinton friend
who assisted Wang with getting security
clearance, dumped similar amounts of cash
into the Democratic National Committee
and Clinton’s legal defense fund shortly after
Wang was permitted access to the president.

John N. Stafford, chief judge of the Depart-
ment of Interior in the Reagan administra-
tion who publishes a highly respected na-
tional investment newsletter, says the rel-
ative ease with which China can tap into the
U.S. bond market by using intermediaries
such as the Bank of China is based largely on
American greed. Stafford says businessmen
are following the lead of Henry Kissinger and
Alexander Haig who are players in U.S.-
China trade (see ‘‘Lion Dancing With
Wolves,”” April 21).

Stafford says, ‘““We are providing funding
for our own self-destruction, especially when
money is being used to facilitate efforts to
build up China’s military and provide weap-
ons of mass destruction to known terrorist
countries and sworn enemies of the U.S.”” A
onetime supporter of Robert Kennedy and
Scoop Jackson, Stafford turned his support
to the Republican Party because he says
under President Carter the Democrats gut-
ted national security and had a dismal eco-
nomic record. He compares China’s activity
in the bond market to Soviet operations dur-
ing the Cold War, when he says the USSR di-
verted billions of dollars of borrowed West-
ern funds to support military activities con-
trary to U.S. interests.

“This is a replay of Russia in the mid-sev-
enties,” he says. “This is business vs. na-
tional security. It is a case where money is
more important than human rights. Lenin
was right when he said the capitalists will
sell us the rope with which we will hang
them. That’s what is happening here.”

[From the Wall Street Journal June 10, 1997]
CHINA CLASH

Question: Should we maintain good trade
relations with China despite disagreements
over human rights, or demand that China
improve its human rights policies if it wants
to continue to enjoy its current trade status
with the United States?

Percentages of groups saying the U.S.
should first demand improvement in human
rights policies.

All adults, 67 percent.

Men, 63 percent.

Women, 70 percent.

Age 35-49, 64 percent.

Age 65+, 72 percent.

Under $20,000 income, 76 percent.

Over $50,000 income, 63 percent.

Democrats, 73 percent.

Republicans, 61 percent.

U.S.-CHINA TRADE: THE STATUS QUO

1996 trade deficit: $40 billion.
1997 trade deficit: $53 billion.

TARIFFS

Average U.S. MFN tariff on Chinese goods:
2 percent.
Average Chinese MFN tariff on U.S. goods:
35 percent.
EXPORTS

Percent of U.S. Exports allowed
China: 1.7 percent.

Percent of Chinese Exports to the U.S.: 33
percent.

into

JOBS

Chinese jobs supported by U.S.
10,000,000.

trade:
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u.s.
170,000.

jobs supported by Chinese trade:

TRADE GROWTH

Exports to China have grown: 3 times.
Imports from China have grown: 13 times.
CHINA’S PROLIFERATION OF WEAPONS OF MASS
DESTRUCTION

The Chinese government is engaged in
transferring dangerous technology enabling
rogue nations to develop weapons of mass de-
struction, including: providing to Iran ad-
vanced missile and chemical weapons tech-
nology; providing to lrag and Libya mate-
rials to produce nuclear weapons; providing
missile-related components to Syria; provid-
ing to Pakistan advanced missile and nu-
clear weapons technology; and selling over
$1.2 billion in arms to the military rulers of
Burma.

THE CHINESE GOVERNMENT’S VIOLATIONS OF

HUMAN RIGHTS

The State Department’s ‘““Country Reports
on Human Rights for 1996’", states that “The
(Chinese) Government continued to commit
widespread and well-documented human
rights abuses, in violation of internationally
accepted norms, stemming from the authori-
ties’ intolerance of dissent, fear of unrest,
and the absence of inadequacy of laws pro-
tecting basic freedoms.”’

The report also notes that: ‘“‘Overall in
1996, the authorities stepped up efforts to cut
off expressions of protest or criticism. All
public dissent against the party and govern-
ment was effectively silenced by intimida-
tion, exile, the imposition of prison terms,
administrative detention, or house arrest.
No dissidents were known to be active at
year’s end. Even those released from prison
were kept under tight surveillance and often
prevented from taking employment or other-
wise resuming a normal life.”” (emphasis
added).

Since the State Department report was re-
leased in February, additional information
has been provided to Congress about the Chi-
nese government’s repression of basic free-
doms and human rights, including: The per-
secution of evangelical Protestants and
Roman Catholics in China who choose to
worship independently of the government
sanctioned (and controlled) church; forcibly
closing and sometimes destroying ‘‘house
churches,” and harassing and imprisoning
religious leaders; the threat to currently-ex-
isting democratic freedoms in Hong Kong.
The takeover of Hong Kong by China is
scheduled for July 1, 1997. Already, the Chi-
nese government has moved to disband Hong
Kong’s democratically elected legislature
and to repeal its bill of rights; the brutal re-
pression of the religion, people and culture of
Tibet; and the regulation of the free flow of
information, including restricting access to
and use of the Internet and restricting basic
economic and business data.

OPEN LETTER ON CHINA’S PERSECUTION OF

CHRISTIANS

DEAR MEMBERS OF CONGRESS: Recently,
letters have circulated on Capitol Hill from
some groups and leaders involved in missions
in China. These letters urge Members not to
vote to revoke China’s Most-Favored-Nation
(MFN) trade status. They cite potential dan-
gers to the missions if the U.S. responds to
Beijing’s terrible record on human rights,
national security and workers’ rights.

There are points of agreement between us
and those missions organizations. We can
agree, for example, to put no individual at
risk of retaliation. We should take great care
in dealing with a regime that has dem-
onstrated its willingness to settle disagree-
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ments with tanks and with bullets in the
back of the head. We can also agree that
those Christians directly involved in work in
China are not necessarily the ones to lead
the fight against MFN. They may be too
close to the situation for prudence or safety
to permit open opposition to the regime.

But the letters make other arguments.
They suggest that a forceful response by the
United States government to what everyone
acknowledges is an appalling Chinese gov-
ernment record would be counter-productive.
We cannot accept those arguments. As deep-
ly as we respect Christian missionaries in
China and throughout the world, we must
disagree with a policy which allows China’s
rulers to manipulate the United States of
America simply by threatening reprisals
against these innocent, godly people. It is a
form of hostage-taking.

For the U.S. to surrender to such threats
would be to assure that Beijing will use
threats whenever Americans cry out against
the cruelty and injustice of the communist
Chinese regime. Should we all keep silent
about China’s massive campaign of forced
abortions and compulsory sterilizations?
Should we avoid criticizing China’s use of
slave labor in the Laogai? Should we turn
aside from China’s latest violations of chem-
ical weapons agreements, including ship-
ment to Iran of poison gas? Is the United
States truly the leader of the Free World? Or
are we merely the ‘““moneybag democracy”’
the Chinese rulers contemptuously call us?

There is a real danger that the arguments
made by some U.S.-based missions may be
seized upon by those whose only interest in
China is profits. Some multi-national cor-
porations have allowed the brutal Chinese
birth control policies to be run in their fac-
tories. Some have also accommodated Chi-
nese repression by banning religion in the
workplace. And some have exploited prison
laborers.

We wholeheartedly support missions
throughout the world, and especially in
China. We think it’s necessary, however, to
take a clear-eyed view of the conduct of the
Chinese government. While missionaries
seek no conflict with the government, the re-
ality is that China’s rulers do not view
Christians so benignly.

Paul Marshall, in his well-received book
“Their Blood Cries Out,” describes the atti-
tude of China’s elites. “In 1992, Chinese
state-run press noted that ‘the church played
an important role in the change’ in Eastern
Europe and warned, ‘if China does not want
such a scene to be repeated in its land, it
must strangle the baby while it is still in the
manger.’”’

We are proud to note the consistent and
principled stance of the U.S. Catholic Con-
ference in opposing MFN for China. Catho-
lics are brutally repressed in China, as are
Evangelicals, Muslims and Buddhists. But
the USCC has never allowed Beijing’s threats
to deter it from its duty to speak up for the
oppressed. Nor should we.

We know that we are not on ‘“‘the front
line” in confronting Chinese repression. Be-
cause we have a freedom to speak out that is
not granted to those on the Mainland, we
must use our God-given freedom to speak out
for those who cannot speak for themselves.
When it is argued that the situation will be
worsened if America takes action, we must
ask candidly, how can it be worse for the
Chinese dissidents? Our own State Depart-
ment reports that all dissidents have been ei-
ther expelled, jailed or killed.

We rejoice in the fact that American mis-
sionaries hold U.S. passports. We pray that a
strong United States will help to safeguard
our fellow Americans’ lives while they do the
Lord’s work in China. But Chinese Christians
are not so protected. For Pastor Wong, lead-
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er of 40 Evangelical churches, MFN has
brought no benefits. He has been arrested
four times for spreading the Gospel. The last
time he was jailed, his fingers were broken
with pliers. While Vice President Gore was
preparing to visit Beijing in March, Chinese
secret police invaded the apartment of
Roman Catholic Bishop Fan Zhongliang in
Shanghai, seizing Bibles and other religious
articles. The move against the nation’s high-
est Catholic prelate was clearly intended to
intimidate millions of faithful Chinese
Catholics. MFN has only made the Chinese
police more efficient in denying basic human
rights to Bishop Fan and his flock.

President Clinton’s 1994 ‘‘delinking’” of
trade and human rights concerns has actu-
ally increased repression in China. Now, even
if missionaries plant churches, the Chinese
secret police can disrupt them. This view is
affirmed by New York Times editor A.M.
Rosenthal. He has written:

“Knowing Washington would not endanger
trade with China, even though it is
mountainously in China’s favor, Beijing in-
creased political oppression in China and
Tibet—and its sales of missiles, nuclear ma-
terial and chemical weaponry.”

Rosenthal refers to the president as
Beijing’s ‘‘prisoner.” Let us assure, by our
steadfastness, that the rest of us do not wear
such chains.

From the beginning of this debate, we have
recognize that the argument over MFN is
not just about what kind of country China is,
it is also a dispute about what kind of coun-
try America is. We believe Americans have a
moral obligation to stand up for human
rights, for the rule of law and for the rights
of workers. We know, from long and tragic
experience in this blood-stained century,
that a regime which brutalizes its own peo-
ple is virtually certain to threaten its neigh-
bors.

Sincerely yours,

Gary L. Bauer, President, Family Re-
search Council; Ralph E. Reed, Execu-
tive Director, Christian Coalition; Rev.
Richard John Neuhaus, President, In-
stitute for Religious and Public Life;
Keith A. Fournier, Esq., President,
Catholic Alliance; D. James Kennedy,
President, Coral Ridge Ministries; Jo-
seph M. C. Kung, President, Cardinal
Kung Foundation; James C. Dobson,
Ph.D., President, Focus on the Family;
Phyllis Schlafly, President, Eagle
Forum.

Chuck Colson, President, Prison Fellow-
ship Ministries; Gov. Robert P. Casey,
Chairman, Campaign for the American
Family; Steve Suits, South Carolina
Family Policy  Council; William
Donohue, President, Catholic League
for Civil and Religious Rights; Richard
D. Land, President, Christian Life
Commission; Steven W. Mosher, Presi-
dent, Population Research Institute;
Gerard Bradley, Professor, Notre Dame
Law School; John Dilulio, Professor,
Princeton University.

Robert P. George, Professor, Princeton
University; John Davies, President,
Free the Fathers; Kent Ostrander, Di-
rector, The Family Foundation (KY);
Matt Daniels, Executive Director, Mas-
sachusetts Family Institute; Rev. Don-
ald E. Wildmon, President, American
Family Association; Deal W. Hudson,
Publisher & Editor, Crisis Magazine;
Bernard Dobranski, Dean, Columbus
Law School; Rev. Steven Snyder, Presi-
dent, International Christian Concern.

Ann Buwalda, Director, Jubilee Cam-
paign; P. George Tryfiates, Executive
Director, The Family Foundation (VA);
Randy Hicks, Executive Director,
Georgia Family Council; Marvin L.
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Munyou, President, Family Research
Institute (WI); William T. Devlin, Ex-
ecutive Director, Philadelphia Family
Policy Council; William Held, Execu-
tive Director, Oklahoma Family Coun-
cil; William A. Smith, President, Indi-
ana Family Institute; Thomas
McMillen, Executive Director, Rocky
Mountain Family Council.

Michael Heath, Executive Director,
Christian Civic League of Maine; David
M. Payne, Executive Director, Kansas
Family Research Institute; Gary Palm-
er, President, Alabama Family Alli-
ance; Jerry Cox, President, Arkansas
Family Council; Dennis Mansfield, Ex-
ecutive Director, Idaho Family Forum;
Michael Howden, Executive Director,
Oregon Center for Family Policy; Wil-
liam Horn, President, lowa Family Pol-
icy Center; Joseph E. Clark, Executive
Director, Illinois Family Institute;
John H. Paulton, Executive Director,
South Dakota Family Policy Council;
Mike Harris, President, Michigan Fam-
ily Forum; Mike Harris, President,
Michigan Family Forum.

INDEPENDENT FEDERATION OF
CHINESE STUDENTS AND SCHOLARS,
Washington, DC, April 25, 1997.
U.S. Congress,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MEMBERS OF CONGRESS: The Inde-
pendent Federation of Chinese Students and
Scholars (IFCSS), the sole national umbrella
organization of Chinese students and schol-
ars in the U.S., is taking this opportunity to
express its opinion on the extension of most-
favored-nation (MFN) status to China. The
IFCSS reiterates its support for the U.S. and
other western countries in conducting trade
with China. We believe economic exchange
and commerce will mutually benefit people
in all countries conducting such trade; how-
ever, China is governed by an authoritarian
and repressive regime, lacking in fundamen-
tal respect for the basic rights and freedoms
which U.S. citizens so highly value.

The IFCSS, therefore, urges the U.S. to
adopt a more responsible trade policy. The
rights and freedoms cherished in this nation
should be linked to trade in order to make
U.S. trade policy more responsible and ac-
countable.

We believe human rights is a fundamental
issue, inseparable from the construction of a
modern and humane society in our country.
The Chinese government must learn to re-
spect the rights of its 1.2 billion citizens as
they strive for economic prosperity in the
21st century.

That the Chinese government has in-
creased its control of Chinese society, both
politically and ideologically, is well docu-
mented. For instance, the government has
cracked down severely on dissidents, curtail-
ing their activities and depriving them of
their right to earn a living, as reported in
U.S. State Department Report ’96. The result
is that no single active political dissident’s
voice remains in China: leading dissidents
Liu Gang and Wang Xi-zhe were forced to
flee the country after consistent torture,
harassment, and nationwide pursuit by the
police; Liu Xiaobo, Li Hai, Guo Haifeng and
a dozen other dissidents have been impris-
oned once again for their peaceful expression
of opinions and criticisms; Nobel Peace Prize
nominee and the most prominent dissident
Wei Jingsheng is still in jail, with deterio-
rating health. We were outraged to see stu-
dent leader Wang Dan, who gained promi-
nence in the prodemocracy movement of
1989, held in illegal detention for 16 months,
finally charged with conspiracy to overthrow
the government and sentenced to 14 years in
prison. This was done without solid evidence
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or a fair trial, by a legal system at the beck
and call of the Communist Party, and in de-
fiance of the international community’s con-
cerns.

While ordinary Chinese citizens are en-
couraged to become rich, they cannot ex-
press political views dissenting from the gov-
ernment. Freedom of the press, expression,
association and assembly remain extremely
forbidden. Like all authoritarian regimes,
the government of China keeps its citizens
under tight control in these aspects in order
to maintain its governance.

Unfortunately, the weakening of pressure
from foreign governments in the past several
years, as evinced by President Clinton’s deci-
sion in 1994 to delink human rights from
MFN, has encouraged the Chinese govern-
ment to increase political repression. Presi-
dent Clinton has admitted the failure of this
policy but the U.S. government continues to
pursue it. Further proof of this lack of con-
cern over human rights abuses in China can
be seen by the collapse of the coordinated ef-
forts by democratic allies to condemn the
Chinese government at the 1997 U.N. Human
Rights Commission. We strongly denounce
China’s blatant retaliation threats against
those western countries supportive of the
resolution. We also urge the U.S. govern-
ment to reconsider its weak and passive pol-
icy toward China, which gravely undermines
its commitment and obligation, as the most
powerful nation in the world, to work to ad-
vance human rights and democracy globally.

The IFCSS stresses its belief that the con-
ditional MFN was an effective policy in the
past. Unfortunately, we’ve all seen how ag-
gressively the business community attacked
this policy for their own commercial inter-
ests and, worst of all, how successfully they
were able to influence both the Congress and
the Administration. Despite assurances to
the contrary, however, the unparalleled eco-
nomic growth in our country has not in any
way resulted in a more humane society,
more respect for basic rights or less repres-
sion. Sadly, the opposite has occurred. Chi-
na’s leaders have learned a lesson from the
collapse of the Soviet Union and the East-
ern-Europe bloc and the result is a mutant
form of communism, but communism none-
theless. China is now a nation that encour-
ages economic prosperity through foreign in-
vestment, the use of advanced technology
and capitalist management styles. On the
other hand, the Communist party continues
to exert political and ideological control
through its one-party monopoly. This clearly
demonstrates that economic prosperity does
not bring about ‘““‘automatic’” democracy, as
predicted by so many.

Whether or not this hybrid eventually suc-
ceed remains uncertain. What is certain is
the continuing political repression, depriv-
ing Chinese citizens of basic rights and deny-
ing the international community’s effort on
behalf of human rights and freedom in China.
With increasing wealth, the Chinese govern-
ment is becoming less, rather than more, ac-
countable. International pressure has played
a critical role in pushing China to be more
open, but western nations are also morally
obliged to keep applying this pressure, par-
ticularly at a time when the system in China
has become more intolerant and repressive.
It is shameful to see western business inter-
ests being held hostage by the Chinese gov-
ernment in order to evade international con-
demnation for its repressive policies.

We hereby urge the members of Congress
to give this issue the serious consideration it
deserves. The IFCSS particularly appreciates
the U.S. government’s consistent claim that
human rights issue is one of the cornerstones
of its foreign policy. We respectfully appeal
to the members of Congress to make im-
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provements in human rights a condition of
extending MFN status to our country.
Sincerely,
XING ZHENG,
President.
STATEMENT OF JOHN CARR, SECRETARY, DE-
PARTMENT OF SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT AND
WORLD PEACE, U.S. CATHOLIC CONFERENCE

CATHOLIC BISHOPS OPPOSE RENEWING MFN

The U.S. Catholic Bishops lead a commu-
nity of faith, not a political or economic in-
terest group. The Bishops’ Conference op-
poses renewal of MFN for China because it is
the only available means to send a clear sig-
nal to the Chinese government that the
United States will not ignore pervasive vio-
lations of religious liberty, human dignity
and workers rights.

The Bishops are not newcomers to this im-
portant cause and we welcome those who
join with us from diverse political, religious
and ideological communities. We come to-
gether, despite our differences, to insist that
U.S.-China policy must more clearly reflect
fundamental moral principles. From across
the political spectrum, we are affirming that
there are ties of common humanity that are
deeper and stronger than those of trade. We
are joining in solidarity with those who are
persecuted for their faith or their political
courage; we are affirming the rights of work-
ers to labor freely; we are standing profiteer-
ing from slave labor, and we are defending
married couples from the inhumanity of co-
ercive abortion policies.

In urging the Congress not to renew MFN
for China, the U.S. Catholic Conference re-
calls that religious liberty is a foundation of
our freedom, and that hard experience has
shown that a free society cannot exist with-
out freedom of conscience. Freedom for mar-
kets without freedom of worship is not really
freedom at all. Despite the claims and hopes
of the Administration and others, religious
persecution in China is serious and appar-
ently growing. As a result of recent laws,
regulations and practice, many believers in
China—underground Catholics, Tibetan Bud-
dhists, Protestant House Churches and oth-
ers—are denied their right to practice their
faith without government interference, har-
assment or persecution.

Our Church seeks a constructive and posi-
tive relationship with China and its people.
We support reconciliation and dialogue be-
tween the U.S. and China and among the
Chinese, but these vital tasks must reflect
fundamental respect for human life, dignity
and rights. The U.S. must reorder its prior-
ities in China policy insisting that protect-
ing the rights of believers, workers and dis-
sidents is as important as combating piracy
of CD’s and videos. Let us send a message so
clear that those who wish to do business in
China will spend less effort lobbying the U.S.
Congress to protect their economic interests
and more effort to help China understand
that U.S. concern for human rights will not
go away.

Current policies have failed; it is time to
send a clear message. MFN may not be the
perfect vehicle but it is our best chance to
insist we will no longer ignore religious per-
secution, violation of worker and human
rights, and coercive abortion policies.

INTERNATIONAL CAMPAIGN FOR TIBET,
Washington, DC, May 21, 1997.
Hon. NANCY PELOSI,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN PELOSI: | wish to
submit, for the May 21 press conference on
most-favored-nation (MFN) trade status for
China, a brief description of the difficult sit-
uation in Tibet and, in particular, China’s



H4242

repression of religious freedom which has
worsened in recent years.

In 1994, President Clinton abandoned the
use of trade privileges as a mechanism to
move China into compliance with inter-
nationally-recognized human rights norms.
It is now evident that China consequently
accelerated its course of repression in Tibet
from a negative direction to an extreme de-
gree. In the place of linkage, the Clinton ad-
ministration has chosen to pursue a policy of
‘““engagement’”” with China while, ironically,
China has taken up the policy of linkage and
blatantly doles out significant economic fa-
vors to all who are willing to halt criticism
of its human rights record. At this year’s
U.N. Human Rights Commission meeting in
Geneva, important U.S. allies in previous ef-
forts to condemn China’s human rights
record, withdrew their support for lucrative
trade contracts with China. Three years
after the U.S. delinkage of trade and human
rights, President Clinton himself has judged
the U.S. engagement policy a failure as
China has completely silenced its dissidents
and has given up all pretense of tolerance for
the distinct cultural, linguistic and religious
traditions of the Tibetan people.

We do not know how many political pris-
oners there are in Tibet today, although
some 700 have been at least partially docu-
mented. One young Tibetan, Ngawang
Choephel, was sentenced in December 1996 to
18 years for videotaping traditional Tibetan
music. This extremely harsh sentence was
handed down in spite of personal appeals to
the Chinese leadership by U.S. Government
officials, including Members of the U.S. Con-
gress. It even appears that Ngawang
Choephel’s status as a Fulbright scholar was
used against him by the Chinese authorities
who, on this basis, added collusion with the
West to his list of so-called espionage
charges.

There are reports from Tibet that popular
and successful Tibetan language programs at
middle schools and universities have been
discontinued. While these programs were few
in number, they removed the enormous and
unfair obstacle of Chinese language pro-
ficiency for some Tibetans. Indeed, those
children in Tibet who are schooled in their
mother tongue in the primary grades are
blocked from continuing education by oblig-
atory tests administered in Chinese only.
This Chinese language-only policy exacer-
bates the increasingly high drop-out rate for
Tibetan children whose schools have taken
the brunt of government cut-backs and must
operate without resources, including heat.
Money for blankets has come to mean no
money for food in most Tibetan schools.

It is, however, the lack of religious free-
dom that is the most revealing of China’s
malicious intentions in Tibet. The State De-
partment, in its “Country Report on Human
Rights Practices for 1996’ mistakenly quali-
fies China’s actions in Tibet by stating that
““the Government does not tolerate religious
manifestations that advocate Tibetan inde-
pendence.”” The trust is that China has deter-
mined to eradicate completely Tibetan Bud-
dhism as an enduring threat to the Chinese
communist state. This was China’s original
motivation for going into Tibet, temporarily
laid aside by the threat of international
scrutiny, and taken up with renewed verve
at the time of delinkage in 1994. The abduc-
tion of the child Panchen Lama is yet the
most recent symbol of a conscious choice by
Li Peng and Jiang Zemin articulated over
the last three years, to crush Tibetan Bud-
dhism.

Last month, His Holiness the Dalai Lama
visited Washington where he was received in
the Congress, the State Department and the
White House. At each stop, he was given as-
surances of support for his proposed negotia-
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tions with China on the future of Tibet. Thus
far, China has resisted calls for negotiations,
and the United States has demonstrated a
lack of resolve in pushing China to make
concessions in the area of human rights. |
would urge the U.S. Government in 1997 to
take the kind of stand against China’s policy
in Tibet that would be experienced in Beijing
with the same intensity as was the Presi-
dent’s MFN delinkage in 1994. If it is the case
that U.S. dollars fuel China’s power and its
powerful, then U.S. leverage must be of the
economic kind to be appreciated.

While the world’s sole superpower pursues
a China policy that takes the position that
the engagement of Western and Chinese busi-
nesses will bring about gradual changes in
China’s human rights policies, it is providing
a fig leaf for every Western nation to do
business with China regardless of its human
rights practices. | urge the United States to
go beyond its diplomatic rhetoric, assert its
world leadership and elicit significant and
positive changes in China’s Tibet policy.

Sincerely,
LoDI G. GYARI,
President.
[From the Freedom House News, June 3, 1997]
CHINA’'S PERSECUTION OF UNDERGROUND

CHRISTIAN CHURCHES CONTINUES TO INTEN-

SIFY AS AUTHORITIES SEEK THEIR ERADI-

CATION FINDS HUMAN RIGHTS MISSION
NEW TREND NOTED TO ARREST HOUSE CHURCH

LEADERS; TORTURE REPORTED; ANNUAL UN-

DERGROUND CATHOLIC PROCESSION  SUP-

PRESSED

WASHINGTON, D.C.—Today (June 3, 1997)
Freedom House released the findings of its
mission to China during the last two weeks
of May that investigated state persecution
against underground Christian churches. The
investigation revealed that China is continu-
ing and intensifying its campaign against
the Christian underground.

““Some Provinces are more repressive than
others, but repression has intensified in all
the Provinces from where we received re-
ports,” reported Dr. Marshall who conducted
the fact-finding in China for the Puebla Pro-
gram on Religious Freedom of Freedom
House. In addition to closing unregistered
churches (Christian gatherings that occur
without government sanction), authorities
are now aggressively seeking out and arrest-
ing members and leaders of the Christian un-
derground. Eighty-five house-church Chris-
tians were arrested in May in Henan Prov-
ince alone. New incidents of torture by beat-
ings, binding in agonizing positions, tor-
menting by cattle prods and electric drills
and other brutal treatment by Public Secu-
rity Bureau police against Christians were
reported to the Freedom House representa-
tives.

Ninety percent of the underground Protes-
tant church members interviewed by Dr.
Marshall said the repression is the worst
since the early 1980’s. Repression against the
underground churches began to rise in 1994
after Beijing issued decrees 144 and 145 man-
dating the registration of religious groups,
with a marked increase from the summer of
1996.

Puebla Program Director Nina Shea ob-
served, “The ferocity of China’s crackdown
against the underground Christian commu-
nity can be explained by the fact that these
churches constitute the only civic grouping
that has survived outside of government con-
trol in China proper. Even in the under-
ground in China there are no independent
human rights groups, labor wunions or
samizdat presses. These underground church-
es by their very existence defy the state and
cannot be tolerated by the aging communists
in power.”
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The Freedom House team met with 15 un-
derground church members, 12 of whom are
pastors or in other leadership positions and
are viewed as highly credible. It received re-
ports from over half of China’s Provinces and
regions (Henan, Hubei, Sichuan,
Heilongjiang, Xisang, Shanxi, Guangdong,
Anhui, Hunan, Shandong, Liaoning, Hebei,
Inner Mongolia, Jilin, Guizhou, Beijing and
Shanghai.)

House church leaders interviewed by Free-
dom House representatives reported the fol-
lowing:

The standard sentence for illegal church
activities is now three years of ‘‘re-education
through labor’ in a labor camp. This is ap-
plied on the third offense for ordinary church
members, often to leaders on the first of-
fense, and is usually applied to preachers
who are out of their home area.

In Henan Number One Labor Camp
(laojiao) approximately 50 out of the 126 in-
mates are imprisoned for underground

church activities. A ratio of about forty per-
cent holds for Henan generally, evidencing
that Henan Province is where house-church
evangelicals are experiencing some of the
harshest repression.

In Louyang, approximately 300 under-
ground Protestants have been detained since
July 1996.

On September 24, 1996 in Tenghe, Henan, a
Public Security Bureau raid arrested Elder
Feng, Brother Zheng, Brother Xin, Sister Li
and Sister Luo. Several of these who were in
leadership positions were beaten and tor-
tured during interrogation to force them to
reveal more names of those involved in the
house-church organizations. Sister Luo had
her arms tied tightly behind her back in an
excruciating position, and was beaten uncon-
scious, leaving her in a coma for several
hours. One of the other detainees was beaten
almost to death over a period of nine days.
They were also abused with electric cattle
prods, often in a bound position. Since Elder
Feng is 72-years-old and not able to perform
hard labor, he is being detained indefinitely.
The other four have been sentenced to three
years of ‘‘reeducation through labor” in
Luoyang, Henan.

Other forms of torture widely used by po-
lice against Christians entail forcing under-
ground Christians to kneel while police
stomp on their heels. One detained under-
ground church member in Shanxi was beaten
with an instrument that pulled out flesh. He
was also bound and tormented with an elec-
tric drill. In December 1996, in Langfang,
Hebei, several underground Christians were
caught at the train station carrying im-
ported Bibles. They suffered crippling beat-
ings at the hands of the Public Security Bu-
reau police and they remain unable to walk
without assistance.

In Zhoukou, Henan, 65 underground Chris-
tians were arrested on May 14, 1997. An ac-
companying raid resulted in the arrest of 20
other Christians. Since all 85 underground
evangelicals had been previously arrested at
least two other times, their fellow
congregants anticipate that their sentences
will be three years of ‘“‘reeducation through
labor.””

The annual pilgrimage to the Marian
Shrine at Dong Lu in Hebei Province by un-
derground Catholics was prevented by gov-
ernment authorities from occurring this
year. In 1995, according to the Far Eastern
Economic Review, the procession attracted
some 10,000 Catholics loyal to the Holy Fa-
ther. The event was crushed in 1996 and the
priest in charge of the Shrine, Rev. Xingang
Cui, remains in prison after his arrest in
Spring 1996. The Shrine itself has been dese-
crated. A foreign journalist who attempted
to visit the area was immediately stopped
and detained for nearly a day before being
expelled from the area.
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The underground Catholic bishop of Shang-
hai, Bishop Joseph Fan Zhongliang, whose
home was raided before Easter is under vir-
tual house arrest with heavy police surveil-
lance. He is effectively prevented from meet-
ing with foreigners. [As has previously been
reported, four other underground Catholic
bishops are detained, imprisoned or their
whereabouts are unknown at this time.]

All the church representatives (both reg-
istered and unregistered, Catholic and
Protestant) gave reports of a three- to four-
fold increase of members since 1990, and a
greater than ten-fold increase since 1980.
Freedom House estimates that China’s Chris-
tian population numbers about 60 million. In
many areas, the boundaries between reg-
istered and underground churches are
blurred, as members and even leaders move
back and forth between both. Dr. Marshall
observes: “lronically, the very campaign to
eradicate the underground churches by the
government may be spurring their growth.
Underground leaders say the commitment
required to practice one’s faith in China
leads to a strong, disciplined and growing
church.”

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, | reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. RAMSTAD], our distin-
guished colleague.

(Mr. RAMSTAD asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my distinguished chairman for yielding
me the time.

Mr. Speaker, | strongly support the
bipartisan effort to renew normal trade
relations with China and oppose the
disapproval resolution we are consider-
ing today. United States engagement
in China through continued trading re-
lationships is clearly, clearly the best
way to influence China’s policies. How
can we be a force for change in China’s
human rights policies if we are not
there?

We learned during our Committee on
Ways and Means hearing last week
that many evangelical Christians and
humanitarian groups which actually
work in China strongly support MFN
renewal. Let me quote from two.

First, Joy Hilley of Children of the
World, which is a nonprofit inter-
national relief and adoption agency op-
erating in China, said that her group’s
concern for continued access to China
is based on their belief that their pres-
ence in China has not only enriched the
lives of the children who have been
adopted but has actually helped save
the lives of those children who remain
in orphanages in China.

MFN renewal is also supported by the
Rev. Ned Graham, son of another well-
known minister, the Rev. Billy Gra-
ham, who heads a ministry which
works with the churches in China.

With all that in mind, Mr. Speaker, |
must say that we do not need to apolo-
gize for recognizing that the United
States-China trade relationship is also
very important to jobs and to busi-
nesses in this country.

An aggressive free trade policy is ab-
solutely essential to our economy and
our workers. We in Minnesota know
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what this means. In 1996, we exported
over $60 million worth of goods to the
growing Chinese market. We are cur-
rently working on improving that fig-
ure through the Minnesota Trade Of-
fice’s Minnesota China Initiative. In
fact our State legislature just author-
ized $350,000 for this effort to establish
Minnesota companies as known and
preferred vendors in China.

The workers understand what this
MFN means in terms of jobs. Let us
hope the Congress understands. Vote
down this disapproval motion.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. CARDIN].

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time and congratulate him on his lead-
ership on this issue.

Mr. Speaker, | heard all these argu-
ments before against United States in-
volvement on human rights issues. We
were told with the Soviet Union that
the United States would be alone. Just
the opposite was the case when we
stood up and denied most-favored-na-
tion status to the Soviet Union. Other
countries followed the United States
leadership. | heard the same arguments
about South Africa, that would hurt
the blacks of South Africa. By standing
up for human rights, we have brought
down that apartheid government of
South Africa. We said that we were
going to hurt our own interests be-
cause of the richness of South Africa
and their natural resources. We stood
up and we changed South Africa. When
the United States leads, the world will
follow.

China’s human rights record is hor-
rible. Listen to our own State Depart-
ment. | quote:

Overall in 1996, the authorities stepped up
efforts to cut off expressions of protest or
criticism. All public dissent against the
party and government was effectively si-
lenced by intimidation, exile, the imposition
of prison terms, administrative detention, or
house arrest. Nonapproved religious groups,
including Protestant and Catholic groups,
also experienced intensified repression as the
government enforced the 1994 regulations.
Discrimination against women, minorities,
and the disabled, violence against women,
and the abuse of children remain problems.

China’s human rights records are
horrible. Listen to what Professor Na-
than of Columbia said: Human rights in
China are of our national interest to
the United States. Countries that re-
spect the rights of their citizens are
less likely to start wars, export drugs,
harbor terrorists, produce refugees.
The greater the power of the country
without human rights, the greater the
danger to the United States.

I have heard all the arguments
against involvement. MFN is supposed
to be for immigration only. MFN is for
nations that respect human rights.
China does not respect human rights.

O 1130

We never have to apologize for this
Nation standing strong against nations
that abuse human rights. Let us stand

H4243

up for what this Nation believes in.
Vote to deny China MFN. They do not
deserve it.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. NEAL].

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, | rise in opposition to House
Joint Resolution 79, disapproval of
most-favored-nation trade treatment
for China.

Mr. Speaker, this is one of those fas-
cinating arguments that confronts this
institution, where there is some truth
to what everybody says. But it is ironic
that we opened this century with the
Boxer rebellion and now we close the
century with MFN; and it highlights
how this relationship between our Na-
tion and China has been mishandled for
the better part of one century.

| think that the issue for us today is
really to take the long view of our rela-
tionship with China. Every year since
1980, Presidents have requested waivers
from Jackson-Vanik in an effort to dis-
cuss MFN status as it relates to China.
The Jackson-Vanik amendments were
enacted to address the freedom of im-
migration issue. But through most of
the 1980’s, Presidents have indeed re-
quested this waiver of MFN for China
and the waivers, for the most part,
were noncontroversial.

Now, | acknowledge that after 1989
and the massacre of Tiananmen Square
that the situation changed. But, as we
all know, the United States-China rela-
tionship remains precarious, and we
have to decide the best manner in
which to improve this relationship.

In May 1994, President Clinton de-
cided to delink human rights from Chi-
na’s MFN status and to establish new
programs to improve human rights in
China. This decision was based upon
the belief that linkage was no longer
useful. | agree with President Clinton’s
decision.

This does not mean that we have for-
gotten about the students in
Tiananmen Square and we have not
forgotten about China’s human rights
record. We constantly raise these is-
sues with China, and the Tiananmen
Square sanctions are still in place. We
continue to enforce United States laws
banning prison imports.

But the sincere question in front of
this House today is, how do we best en-
gage China and to encourage those
structural reforms that will retain and
bring China further into the relation-
ship of civilized nations? We have got-
ten away from the original intent of
the Jackson-Vanik amendment. None
of us endorse all of our actions as they
relate to China. But if we want to im-
prove our relationship with China, the
best way to do it is to continue to en-
gage them through current actions of
trade.

We are not asking to condone China’s
egregious actions of the past, but we
need to remember that renewing MFN
is not providing China with special
trade provisions. MFN is the normal
trade treatment we provide to almost
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every other country. | believe that if
we engage China, we can make China
take actions and move toward famil-
iarizing them with international stand-
ards.

In recent Chinese history, the worst
human rights violations occurred in
times of international isolation. En-
gagement is working. China is making
improvements. Even though it seems
as though these steps are baby ones to-
ward conforming to international
standards, these are steps in the right
direction.

I am going to close the way | opened.
In this argument, there is truth to
what everybody says in this institu-
tion. But let us not retreat today from
MFN status for China.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, in rising in support of
the Solomon resolution, let me just say
that enough is enough is enough. If
ever there was a policy out of touch
with reality, it is our current policy of
appeasement toward Communist China.
And, of course, the continuous un-
linked granting of MFN is the corner-
stone of that appeasement policy; and
that is why | have introduced this leg-
islation, which would revoke MFN for
China temporarily until the com-
munist Chinese Government decides to
change it, to change its ways by stop-
ping its religious persecution, its
human rights atrocities, and selling
deadly missiles and poison gas fac-
tories to rogue nations like Iran. That
does not even mention its trade dis-
crimination, costing hundreds of thou-
sands of American jobs.

Mr. Speaker, hardly a day goes by
when the economic and trade picture
with China does not get worse. We have
heard it alluded to earlier today. Chi-
na’s refusal to grant fair and open ac-
cess to American goods has resulted in
our trade deficits with that country
skyrocketing to $38 billion last year,
and it is going toward $50 billion this
year because our goods are not allowed
in China.

Mr. Speaker, engagement theorists
claim that United States exports to
China currently support 170,000 United
States jobs, which they say would be
jeopardized if we cut off most favored
trade status for China and China then
retaliated against us. Well, Mr. Speak-
er, leaving that aside, this 170,000 fig-
ure has not changed since last year and
the year before and engagement theo-
rists say it should be going up, it
should be creating more U.S. jobs. Con-
sidering that over one-third of China’s
exports come to us, versus 2 percent of
ours going to them, does it not seem
rather odd for us to be afraid of a trade
spat with China? Two percent of our
total exports go to China, and 33 per-
cent of theirs come here. We clearly
have the upper hand, my colleagues.
But the engagement theorists do not
have the guts to truly engage China
and let them know that their behavior
is disgusting.

More importantly, hardly a day goes
by without reading of yet another act
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of aggression, another act of duplicity,
or another affront to humanity com-
mitted by the dictatorship in Beijing.
Consider human rights, the same peo-
ple who conducted the massacre in
Tiananmen Square and the inhumane
oppression of Tibet have been busily
eradicating the last remnants of de-
mocracy in China. And as we speak,
they are preparing to squash democ-
racy in Hong Kong.

I invite all my colleagues to go with
me in about 3 or 4 months and see what
is over there. According to the U.S.
State Department’s annual human
rights report, and | quote, and my col-
leagues ought to hear this because it is
coming from this administration.

Overall in 1996, the authorities stepped up
efforts to cut off expressions of protest and
criticism. All public dissent against the
party and government was effectively si-
lenced by intimidation, by exile, the imposi-
tion of prison terms, administrative deten-
tion, or house arrest.

That is what they say, Mr. Speaker.
And | emphasize the words ‘‘stepped
up’’ because human rights violations in
China are getting worse, according to
the report | just read you. And that is
the exact opposite of what is supposed
to be occurring, according to the pro-
ponents of engagement theory.

China has also ramped up its already
severe suppression of religious activity
having, among other things, recently
arrested the co-adjutor Bishop of
Shanghai. We all know this is happen-
ing. Engagement theorists on both
sides of this aisle know it. They know
that this is happening, and all they can
talk about is dollars for multinational
corporations. It is enough to make you
throw up sometimes.

Just read all these newspaper ads
that have been appearing all over the
country. We have a right to stand up
for America and not business interests
in this country, Mr. Speaker.

And even worse, in the field of na-
tional security, and | would hope that
everybody is listening to this, in the
field of national security, the engage-
ment theorists completely ignore our
national interests by appeasing the
communists in Beijing. They totally
ignore the relentless Chinese military
buildup, ever more frequent exports of
technology for weapons of mass de-
struction, and an increasingly bellig-
erent Chinese foreign policy.

While every other major country has
reduced its military spending, Com-
munist China has increased its mili-
tary spending by double digits each
year, increasing their military budget
by more than 50 percent in the 1990’s
alone, when every other country in the
world has been cutting back.

What are they buying with all that
money that is being financed by the
trade deficits in this country? Soviet-
made Sunburn missiles from Russia,
that is what. We debated that on the
floor here last night. The Sunburn was
designed with the express purpose of
taking out United States ships and
killing American sailors, and Com-
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munist China is buying it with the ex-
press purpose of intimidating the Unit-
ed States Navy in the Taiwan Strait
and in the Asian-Pacific theater. Or
they are going to give it to Iran to at-
tack American ships, as Iran did when
they killed 37 American sailors aboard
the USS Stark a few years ago.

Meanwhile, China’s irresponsible
missile proliferation activities con-
tinue unabated. Are my colleagues not
concerned about that? | know some of
them are. | have talked to some on
that side of the aisle who are formerly
for MFN and now they have changed
their mind for this very reason. Despite
engagement, or because of it, China
continues to export ballistic missiles
and nuclear technology to Pakistan—
do my colleagues not think something
is going to happen over there?—and
missile, nuclear and chemical weapons
technology to the avowed enemy of
America, Iran. | did not say they are
our enemy. They said they are our
enemy.

Let me repeat. Has anyone around
here thought about who these missiles
that the Iranians are buying, who they
will be used against? They will be used
against the U.S. Navy because we will
be called in over there, the same as we
were in the Persian Gulf. And it is
going to be used against Israel and a
lot of other decent human beings over
in the Mideast who will not be able to
protect themselves against this nerve
gas and the poison gas and the mis-
siles.

Every Member of this body that
claims to be a supporter of Israel
should come over here today and vote
for this resolution. Because if they do
not, lran’s chief weapons supplier,
Communist China, will be off the hook
once again, and once again we will be
back here next year, as we were last
year and the year before.

Let me just note that the denial-in-
ducing effects of the engagement the-
ory are especially visible in the case of
China’s nuclear transfers and C-802
missile sales to lIran. These trans-
actions are in clear violation of the
1992 Iran-lraq Nonproliferation Act and
should initiate sanctions against
China, not more appeasement.

The principal author of this legisla-
tion is none other than Vice President
AL GORE, but the numbing effects of
the engagement theory have precluded
the administration from invoking the
Vice President’s own legislation.

If it were not so serious and so sad,
Mr. Speaker, it would be a laughable
matter. These are the very bitter fruits
of engagement. And | want to know
just how long it is going to take for the
engagement theorists to wake up. We
will be going on here for another 5
years.

To show just how much the engage-
ment theory seals its proponents off
from reality, Mr. Speaker, | would like
to quote from a recent ‘“‘Dear Col-
league’” signed by four senior members
of the Committee on Ways and Means,
all of whom are card carrying engage-
ment theorists. They say, and | quote,
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“The Chinese would interpret the sev-
ering of normal trade relations as an
unfriendly act.”

Mr. Speaker, | do not know whether
to laugh or to explode in anger when I
hear such statements. This rogue, vi-
cious dictatorship commits murder, it
commits rape, and intimidates coun-
tries with missiles. It makes aggressive
land grabs, makes veiled threats of nu-
clear attacks against Los Angeles. Did
we just overlook that? It sells deadly
missiles to our archenemy Iran and
buys missiles designed to kill Ameri-
cans.

And the proponents of engagement
are worried about us making un-
friendly acts. What an outrage, Mr.
Speaker. What a deep offense against
the victims of this regime, both inside
China and, God forbid, without. And
what a deep offense against the United
States military personnel that are on
watch in the Pacific and in the Middle
East, who may one day be a victim of
China’s military aggression or of Chi-
na’s irresponsible missile proliferation
policy.

What has to happen? Does China need
to commit a second Tiananmen Square
in Hong Kong or elsewhere? Do they
have to invade Taiwan? And if so, what
is Congress going to do about it, Mr.
Speaker? More appeasement? Do they
have to take out American ships and
kill American sailors with Sunburn
missiles? Then what are we going to
say? ‘““Oh, my goodness, you should not
have done that, China’’?

Mr. Speaker, it is nothing short of a
disgrace that we would even consider
waiting that long. But that is exactly
the fix that the engagement theorists
have put us in. And | resent it. Mr.
Speaker, we owe it to this country to
temporarily cut off MFN, now it does
not have to be permanently, to tempo-
rarily cut it off until China becomes a
responsible member of the inter-
national community. Is that not what
we want?
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Is that not what we want? Because if
we do not, Mr. Speaker, the proponents
of engagement may very well be re-
sponsible for the lives of Americans 5
or 6 or 7 years down the line. 1 do not
want Members coming back to me and
saying, ‘““Oh, my gosh, I made a mis-
take,”” because then it is too late.

Mr. Speaker, no MFN was given to
the Soviets under Ronald Reagan.
Peace through strength brought down
the Iron Curtain and brought an end to
that deadly atheistic communism in
that part of the world. At the same
time we were giving most-favored-na-
tion treatment to China. Some of my
colleagues will say, “Well, we were
playing the China card” and, yes,
maybe we were but the China card is
over. Now is the time to stand up to
this rogue regime in Beijing and let
them know we are not going to take it
anymore.

That is why Members ought to come
over here and vote to send a message

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

that we are going to protect American
lives and American interests around
the world and that China had better be-
come a decent actor in the world.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1%
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. ENG-
LISH].

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHooD). The Chair will remind all
persons in the gallery that they are
here as guests of the House and that
any manifestation of approval or dis-
approval of proceedings is a violation
of the rules of the House.

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, in the debate on whether to
continue normal trade relations with
China, the opponents of trade have
failed fundamentally to answer one
question: What will ending our engage-
ment with China accomplish? It will
not improve human rights or political
rights on the mainland. It will not ben-
efit American security interests in
Asia or stabilize the Pacific rim. It cer-
tainly will not improve trade opportu-
nities for American companies and
American workers in the world’s larg-
est and fastest growing market. Our
severing of normal trade relations with
China would be the greatest windfall
that we would have bestowed on our
European competitors since the Mar-
shall plan. American companies would
likely lose their favored position in the
Chinese market permanently.

So what would ending normal trade
relations with China achieve? For one
thing it would devastate our longtime
trading partners in Hong Kong at a
sensitive time when they are returning
to Chinese sovereignty but seeking to
retain their autonomy. Ending MFN
would undermine Hong Kong’s econ-
omy and potentially their liberties as
well.

Mr. Speaker, the best way for Amer-
ica to influence Chinese society is to
pursue a policy of constructive and
comprehensive engagement with China
utilizing our economic role to leverage
reforms that benefit individuals on the
mainland. In this way we can stimulate
market activity and growth on the
mainland which has proven subversive
of totalitarian bureaucracies world-
wide.

Oppose this resolution.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2%
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BERMAN].

(Mr. BERMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of the resolution of dis-
approval. For me it is a very difficult
decision and a very close call. | regret
having to oppose the administration on
this issue. As a general proposition, |
favor engagement over containment.
While we have many contentious issues
with the Chinese in the area of treat-
ment of political dissidents and reli-

H4245

gious minorities and the curtailment of
democracy and civil liberties in Hong
Kong and the treatment of Tibet and
our growing trade deficit and the cre-
ation of artificial trade barriers, none
of these cause me to reach the conclu-
sion that | should oppose the continu-
ation of MFN. My decision instead is
really based on the Chinese failure to
abide by their international commit-
ments in the area of the proliferation
of weapons of mass destruction, a pro-
liferation which threatens world peace
and stability. 1 am voting against MFN
because China has not lived up to its
commitments not to promote the ex-
port of these weapons. | am voting
against MFN because preventing the
proliferation of weapons of mass de-
struction is the most serious imme-
diate challenge for the future for all of
us.

China has ratified the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty, the Chemical
Weapons Convention, and the Biologi-
cal Weapons Convention. They have an-
nounced stronger nuclear export con-
trols and adherence to the Missile
Technology Control Regime. But com-
mitments without compliance mean
nothing. They have made many excuses
for their failure to keep these inter-
national commitments. ‘“How can we
monitor every businessman exporting
millions of dollars of chemical weapon
production materials to Iran?”’ But
they can find every dissident working
secretly on a subversive pamphlet and
imprison that person.

‘“We adhere to the Missile Tech-
nology Control Regime. We just don’t
recognize the Annexes” which give
that commitment any meaning what-
soever.

Mr. Speaker, what | want is for this
administration to scream as loudly
about the proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction as it has about the
manufacturing of counterfeit CD’s and
stolen computer software and video
games. | want this administration to
threaten the import controls and high-
er tariffs on key products imported
here from China as forcefully and effec-
tively as it has waved and wielded that
weapon to remedy violations of intel-
lectual property agreements. What |
want this administration to do is to
hound and to badger our key allies like
Japan and Germany and France and
Britain to pursue meaningful multilat-
eral export controls that tell China
that their movement to a fully modern
society depends on stopping the weap-
ons of mass destruction and their ex-
port.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. KLECzZKA].

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
opposition to the resolution before us
today. | think this annual debate on
trade with China is healthy, for
through our voicing our dissatisfaction
with not only human rights but other
activities in that country, | think we
make them aware of our posture as a
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nation. However, | think it is impor-
tant to restate that this is not a spe-
cial privilege to China. This is the
same type of trade relations that we
give to 184 other nations around the
world. Let us set that out and it should
be repeated over and over again. This is
not privileged trade for that country.

Know full well that in the last dec-
ade, we have had some $12 billion in ex-
ports to China and the author of the
resolution indicates that this might
not be accurate but, yes, there are
170,000-plus jobs, American jobs, con-
nected to those exports.

In my State of Wisconsin, major
companies like ABB Drives and Rock-
well—Allen-Bradley—have penetrated
the Chinese market and over the last
year we have seen a 29-percent increase
in exports to China. Our colleagues in
support of the resolution indicate that
going it alone will work, and | say to
them, it will not and it has never
worked on behalf of this country. | cite
the grain embargo against Russia be-
cause of their activities in Afghani-
stan. Know full well that there were
countries waiting at the door to pick
up those grain sales, grain sales that to
this day we have not gotten back. The
same is true for any and every export
to China. The European Community is
just waiting at the door. Japan is wait-
ing at the door. Those trading items
are lost. Those American jobs con-
nected to that trade is lost forever. Let
us continue the engagement like we
have over the years. Let us keep the
pressure on, but let us look to people
on the ground in China like missionary
groups which indicate that it would
hinder the cause of human rights if we
were to stop our trading activity.

The China Service Coordinating Of-
fice, an organization serving over 100
Christian organizations in service and
witness there, fear that ending MFN
would close the doors to China through
all sorts of educational and cultural re-
forms. Let us defeat the resolution. Let
us continue normal trade with this
country.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. HEFLEY].

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, those
who support most-favored-nation sta-
tus for China argue that maintaining
open trade with China would spur eco-
nomic growth, as well, and have a con-
sequence of social reform. While | sym-
pathize with this position, 1 am op-
posed to extending MFN status to
China, and instead favor imposing con-
ditions upon our future trade designa-
tion.

China has a continuing legacy of
human rights violations and oppression
of its citizens which cannot be ignored.
The events of Tiananmen Square pro-
vided the world with a clear picture of
the Chinese Government’s ruthless and
immoral nature. Year after year we
have been told, ‘‘Give most-favored-na-
tion status to China and we can win
them over.” We heard that during the
Bush years. We hear it during the Clin-
ton years.
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Let us look at the score card a little
bit regarding this strategy. We gave
most-favored-nation status and they
continue their policy of population
planning with forced abortion. We gave
most-favored-nation status and they
continue not to tolerate any dissent of
any kind, and the imprisonments, the
torture, and the Killings go on. We
gave most-favored-nation status and
they continue to try to stamp out any
religion that is not state-supported re-
ligion, and the murders of priests and
ministers continue.

We gave most-favored-nation status
and they throw out the elected legisla-
tors in Hong Kong and replace them
with handpicked Beijing lackeys. We
gave most-favored-nation status and
they made plans to invade Taiwan.
When we stood in their way of that,
they threatened to send nuclear mis-
siles to our west coast.

We gave most-favored-nation status
and they tried to smuggle automatic
weapons into the United States to sup-
ply gangs in this country. We gave
most-favored-nation status to them,
and they have the biggest buildup of
nuclear missile development of any
country on the face of the earth.

Let us look at the score card. Do my
colleagues suppose maybe that strat-
egy is not working? How long before we
get a new strategy?

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. BOEHNER], our distinguished con-
ference chairman.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, 1 come
to the floor today to support continued
normal trade relations with China. We
have heard before the term most-fa-
vored-nation status, which | do not
think really says the true story. Most
nations of the world, almost all the na-
tions of the world, have most-favored-
nation trading status. The fact is, what
we are looking for is the same status
for China.

Mr. Speaker, | understand my friends
on both sides of the aisle are concerned
about the issue of human rights, reli-
gious persecution and other abuses
that go on in China. | and those who
support MFN and normal trade rela-
tions with China are as concerned as
they are. The issue is, how do we best
address those? By delinking ourselves
from China, by walking away from
East Asia, or by staying engaged with
them economically?

I think the best two examples that I
have seen are what has happened in
Taiwan and what has happened in
South Korea. Twenty years ago both of
those countries had brutal dictator-
ships, lack of religious freedom, lack of
any kind of democratic freedom. Today
both nations have popularly elected
Presidents of their countries, real de-
mocracy.

Where did the democracy in those
two countries come from? It came
through expanded trade, expanded eco-
nomic freedom that was engaged be-
cause the United States was engaged
economically with those parts of the
world.
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Second, | would point out to my col-
leagues that when we talk about nor-
mal trade relations, if we want to
delink this and we want to say no, who
are we really hurting? Those in East
Asia, those in China? Or are we really
hurting the people in our own country,
the people in my district?

Let us talk about agriculture, our
country’s No. 1 export, some $50 billion
a year of exports going all over the
world, and China being one of the main
customers of our agricultural products.
How about Procter & Gamble in Cin-
cinnati? It has a huge presence in my
district. Or Parker Hannifan in Eaton.
French Oil Co. These are jobs in my
district. Let us not hurt our people in
order to raise our case about human
rights in China.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1%
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Stark County, OH [Mr.
TRAFICANT], one of the experts on for-
eign trade in this House.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. TRAFICANT].

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | also
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TRAFICANT. | yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. STARK. | thank the gentleman
for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, | just wanted to point
out, as | listen to this debate, that it
becomes very clear what the issues are.
The issues are, do you believe in
human rights? And everybody does.
But there are some who believe in
making money more, and feeling that
trade and money and campaign con-
tributions from major corporations in
this country are more important than
human rights. So that while we all be-
lieve in human rights, are you willing
to forgo the money to enforce them?
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Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman,
China sells missiles to our enemies,
China threatened to nuke Taiwan and
Los Angeles. China is buying inter-
continental ballistic missiles, attack
aircraft, and nuclear submarines. Con-
gress, China is literally building a mili-
tary juggernaut with American dollars.

China enjoys a $50 billion trade sur-
plus, they have a 17-cent an hour labor
wage, they deny most American prod-
ucts, and they impose up to 30 percent
tariffs on nearly all of our products.

In addition, China shoots their own
citizens, treats their women like cat-
tle, laughs in the face of the United
States.

And finally, China is a Communist
dictatorship, and American law, cur-
rent law, says no Communist nation
shall get MFN.

Now the President wants to waive
that. | ask the Congress, what did
China do to deserve this waiver?

Now the President talked about
building a new bridge to the future. |
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was always under the impression that
new bridge was in America. It is evi-
dent to me the President was talking
about building a new bridge over the
River Kwai here.

I am opposed to this madness. We
are, in fact, empowering a super dragon
that is powerful enough some day to
eat our assets. | think we are foolish.

China has become a powerful mili-
tary problem. We better recognize it
now before we arm them to a degree
where we may have trouble reinforcing
our freedom and national security in
the future.

I commend the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SOLOMON], proud to join
forces with him. Vote ‘““no” on MFN,
vote ‘“‘aye’ on the resolution.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. LEVIN].

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in op-
position to the disapproval resolution.
On critical issues relating to China we
need a policy, not a protest.

We do have serious problems with
China; let us not paper them over:
human rights, national security, trade.
But for too long we have gone through
the annual spasm over MFN only to
more or less forget about China the
rest of the year. It is time for more
sustained and serious effort. Congress
needs to roll up its sleeves, not throw
up its hands.

On economics and trade, our prob-
lems with China are rooted in a fun-
damental change that has taken place
in the nature of international trade. In
earlier decades trade was mainly
among industrialized nations, and the
focus of trade negotiations was on tar-
iffs and later market access. But today
economic competition is increasingly
between industrialized and developing
nations, often with centrally managed
economies with dramatically lower
wage and salary levels sustained by
government intervention.

These fundamental economic issues
with China cannot be addressed
through the annual MFN debate; they
can be addressed directly through ne-
gotiations about China’s accession to
WTO, and they can be addressed as to
other developing nations through com-
prehensive, hardheaded fast track leg-
islation.

I urge all of my colleagues to
confront these key issues, persuade the
media to shine the light on them and
help the administration play a central
role by addressing them as we take up
fast track and China’s WTO accession.
MFEN has become a diversion rather
than an answer. | oppose this resolu-
tion.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker | yield
myself 30 seconds to respond.

It has been brought up that we have
normal trade relations with China.
That is absolutely not true. We did not
have normal trade relations with the
Soviet Union because we did not grant
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most-favored-nation status, and we do
not have a normal trade relationship
with Cuba because we do not grant
most-favored-nation status to Cuba. So
it is not true when people talk about
normal trade relations.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman  from California [Mr.
ROHRABACHER].

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
30 additional seconds as well to the
gentleman from California.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from California [Mr.
ROHRABACHER] is recognized for 2%
minutes.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. First and fore-
most, Mr. Speaker, we are not talking
about severing our trade ties with
China, or talking about walking away
from China, or talking about isolating
China. That rhetoric does not meet the
reality. What is being argued today is
whether we should extend most-fa-
vored-nation status to China.

Now we have heard today that we are
really talking about normal trade rela-
tions with China. Well, I too do not
think it is normal trade relations.
What we have is an unfair trading rela-
tionship with China. But, OK, a normal
trading relationship with Communist
China, yes, it is an unfair, irrational,
unbalanced relationship that is unfair,
yes, to the American people and put-
ting our own country at risk. Why our
corporate elite keeps pushing to main-
tain MFN is easy to see, but we have to
get a little bit below the surface.

This is not about whether we should
sell our products to China or corpora-
tions can still sell their products to
China. Extending MFN means that
these corporations will continue to get
taxpayer subsidies. That is what it is
about. When these big corporations go
to China to use their slave labor or
near slave labor, what they want is the
taxpayers of the United States to guar-
antee their interests on their loans and
guarantee the loans so it is easier for
them to set up manufacturing units
using slave labor in China than to do it
in the United States.

This is an abomination, an attack
against the well-being of the people of
the United States who are paying those
taxes. We end up putting them out of
work so they can set up these compa-
nies and make a bigger profit in China.
It is a terrible policy; it is unfair to our
own people.

By the way, this unfair trading rela-
tionship burdens our goods when we
want to sell over there that are made
by our laboring people with a 35-per-
cent tariff. Their goods flood into the
United States of America with a 2-per-
cent tariff. Yes, that is what we are
talking about today, not most-favored-
nation status. What we are talking
about is an unfair trading relationship
that we want to end by ending most-fa-
vored-nation status with China.

The trade deficit with Communist
China is expected to be $50 billion this
year. What are they using that money
for? Again they are using that money
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directly against the interests of the
people of the United States. They are
buying weapons that could some day be
used to kill Americans.

This is an abominable policy. Our
policy makers should have their head
examined for kowtowing to a Chinese
dictatorship that is working against
the interests of the American people.
Vote for this resolution.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2%
minutes to the gentleman from Ari-

zona [Mr. KoLBE], our distinguished
colleague.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in opposition to House Joint

Resolution 79, the resolution calling
for the United States to revoke the so-
called most-favored-nation status with
China. | oppose it so we can send a
message to that nation about Amer-
ican principles and American values. |
agree with the proponents of this reso-
lution, let’s send a message. Let us
send a message to China, let us send a
message about hope, let us send a mes-
sage about freedom and democracy, let
us send a message about prosperity, in-
dividual liberty, and the rules of law.

I strongly support institutions and
organizations that promote American
values abroad. | always have. | do so
because | think America can be a shin-
ing example to the world, and | think
these groups send powerful messages
about America. When our people work
abroad, they carry with them the best
of what America has to offer, principles
of fairness, of individual responsibil-
ities and individual choice. Those are
embodied with American businesses
and organizations when they work
abroad.

This is the best way for America to
carry its message. Let us not isolate
ourselves. But do not listen just to my
words. Listen to those of others who
have argued that a vote for MFN is a
vote for religious freedom in China.
Listen to these words of Reverend
Sirico, a Paulist priest in China. Quote:

Sanctions won’t bring freedom for reli-
gious expression in China. They can only fur-
ther isolate China and close off avenues for
greater Western influence.

A vote for MFN is a vote for the peo-
ple of Hong Kong. Listen to the words
of Chris Patten, Governor of Hong
Kong:

Unconditional most-favored-nation trade
status is unequivocally the most valuable in-
surance America can present to Hong Kong
during the handover period.

A vote for MFN is the best hope for
democracy. Listen to these words of
Nick Liang, a former student leader in
Tiananmen:

The spirit of the Tiananmen Movement is
not one of confrontation, not one of hatred,
not one of containment, but of engagement.
As one of the students from Tiananmen car-
rying on this spirit, | support MFN trade sta-
tus, which is a very primary and effective ve-
hicle of engagement.

Mr. Speaker, let me end with this
quote by Daniel Su, an evangelical
minister who spoke privately to some
of us last week, and his words rang in
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my ears then and they ring here today.
He was talking about why this debate
and the motives of those, who support
or oppose MFN. Either way, we should
not question those motives. They are
honorable, but Daniel Su also urged op-
ponents of MFN to think about the
consequences of their opposition. He
said these words:

To sacrifice ourselves for a principle is he-
roic. To sacrifice others for that same prin-
ciple is insensitive.

Mr. Speaker, let us not sacrifice the
Chinese people on our principles. Let
us support MFN. Oppose this resolu-
tion.

This past January 1 led a 22-member, bi-
partisan congressional delegation on a fact-
finding mission to Hong Kong and China to
see first hand the impact that the United
States policy of engagement is having on the
Chinese economy and the Chinese people. |
was truly astounded to see all the positive
changes that have occurred since my first visit
to that country in 1994, and | returned more
committed than ever to our policy of economic
and political engagement.

The changes we witnessed in China reflect
many of the changes we have seen grip other
Asian nations. Over the past decade, eco-
nomic liberalization has generated powerful
currents of democracy and freedom that have
rippled throughout Asia. These currents have
reshaped the socioeconomic landscape of the
region.

Economic growth, driven by United States
policies of free markets, free trade, and
peaceful dialog among nations, has allowed
countries like Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan
to emerge as prosperous industrialized na-
tions. Invariably, economic growth in these na-
tions has led to expansion of individual free-
dom and liberty. Today, these countries have
developed into true democracies characterized
by political pluralism, functioning independent
political parties, and greater respect for the
rights of the individual.

Admittedly, these changes did not occur
overnight. They were part of a long-term, evo-
lutionary process. | believe we are seeing the
same forces of change at work today in China.
| am convinced that if we remain steadfast in
our policy of engagement, with confidence that
American values of freedom and democracy
will ultimately prevail over the tyranny of re-
pression and the economic stagnation that ac-
company state controlled economies, we will
ultimately see the same economic and political
transformation in China that we have seen in
Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan.

Two decades ago, virtually every aspect of
Chinese society was under state control.
Today, more than half of China's output is
generated by private enterprise. The develop-
ment of a strong, vibrant, private sector—par-
ticularly in southern China—continues to
weaken centralized control. This, | think, con-
tinues to represent the best hope for political
freedom to spring full-blown in China.

Economic liberalization and growth of trade
and economic links with the United States
over the past two decades already have en-
hanced freedom for the Chinese people. That
is undeniable. Millions of Chinese citizens are
now employed in non-state enterprises, and
they have the basic freedom to select their
own employment and to change jobs when
they are dissatisfied with working conditions or
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wages. This environment is the direct result of
our policy of engagement.

Clearly, civil liberties and personal space
have increased over the past two decades as
the Chinese economy has improved. In my
view, the ongoing process of political reform in
China would be severely compromised if we
were to erect barriers to trade and economic
exchange between our two countries. This is
reason enough to support renewal of China’'s
most-favored-nation trading status.

But there are other reasons. In just a few
weeks the world will watch as Hong Kong un-
dergoes the peaceful transfer of sovereignty
from Britain to China. If we pass the resolution
of disapproval in the House of Representa-
tives on the very eve of this transfer, what
message will we send to the world and the
people of Hong Kong? That America wants to
turn its back on them, break economic and po-
litical ties with that region, and abandon its
citizens at the precise hour of their greatest
need? | do not think that is what the United
States stands for.

| also fear that passing the resolution of dis-
approval in the House will result in a backlash
against American goods and American values.
It would be nothing less than a unilateral dec-
laration of political and economic war, provid-
ing just cause to hard-line elements in the Chi-
nese Government who advocate more state
control and less foreign influence.

| fear the result will be the exile of groups
associated with the United States who pro-
mote western values. Groups such as the
International Republican Institute, which works
to develop the rule of law in China and
strengthen the nascent village democracy
movement, would be discredited. Missionary
organizations, like the Evangelical Fellowship,
would no longer be welcome. We would be
extinguishing some of the brightest rays of
hope to the Chinese people, ultimately hurting
the very people we are trying to help.

Maintaining normal trading relations with
China does not mean that we can’t also speak
frankly and firmly to the Chinese Government
about issues and values important to us.
There are opportunities where we can and
should let our concerns about human rights,
trade, and nuclear proliferation be known. |
have certainly done so in my meetings with
top Chinese leaders. But if we disengage, if
we pull back our most effective resources,
what incentive will those Chinese leaders have
to listen to, or care about, what we have to
say?

| certainly think there is more that we can
do. For example, | favor bringing China into
the World Trade Organization on commercially
viable terms. | think doing so would oblige the
Chinese leadership to implement difficult do-
mestic economic reforms while providing the
United States with a strong multilateral vehicle
for dealing with issues such as market access
in China.

| also favor accelerating and funding efforts
to work with the Chinese to promote the rule
of law and encourage and support the village
election process. In fact, | am currently work-
ing with Representatives JOHN PORTER of llli-
nois and DAvID DREIER of California to exam-
ine just such an approach.

But one thing is clear. The United States
must remain a major influence in Asia. We
must strengthen our relations with our allies
and maintain a strong military presence in the
region. And we must be clear and consistent
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in our message to the Chinese Government.
This annual debate over whether we will con-
tinue our political and economic relations with
China destructive and counterproductive. It
hampers our ability to formulate a comprehen-
sive and effective policy toward the region.
And | think it is time for it to end.

Thus, | strongly urge my congressional col-
leagues to renew MFN status for China. His-
tory has shown that economic growth is the
most effective catalyst for political change.
The principles of freedom and individual liberty
embodied in economic liberalization will ulti-
mately prevail—but only if we have the politi-
cal courage to allow them to flourish.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Rhode
Island [Mr. KENNEDY].

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr.
Speaker, let us see what the appease-
ment strategy of MFN has gotten us.

On military aggression China sales of
weapons to Iran are well-documented.
But even worse than being well-docu-
mented, China defends their sale of
weapons to Iran.

We have heard about the trade deficit
approaching nearly $50 billion a year.
Those are jobs, my colleagues. Between
1989 and 1994, our trade deficit with
China increased tenfold. | wonder why.
Well, maybe it is because despite the
fact that they have agreed to end trade
and prison labor it is estimated that
between 6 and 8 million Chinese are
enslaved in labor camps. | thought
they said they gave us their word they
were not going to engage in slave labor
any more. Whoops, small detail there.
Well, according to Amnesty Inter-
national, this is continued every year.
In addition, over 3,500 documented exe-
cutions occur every year in jails in
China.

My colleagues, vote ‘‘yes’” on the res-
olution and ““no”” on MFN.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. SKELTON].

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise to
speak against the resolution to dis-
approve. It boils down to whether my
colleagues want China inside the tent
or outside the tent.

Now all of this China business, there
is one segment of trade that has not
been discussed as thoroughly as it
should, and that segment is agricul-
tural exports. So today | speak for the
American farmer, | speak for the rural
Missourians who sell products abroad.

United States should again extend
normal trade status to China. Failure
to do so will jeopardize American agri-
cultural sales to that country that last
year topped $3 billion. Overall, our
country enjoys a substantial agricul-
tural trade surplus with China of $2%
billion. Moreover, agricultural exports
to China stand to gross significantly in
the coming years as income growth in
China leads to continuing dietary im-
provement.

Let us look at some of the sales sta-
tistics that we have. Nineteen hundred
ninety-six corn sales to China topped 90
million bushels; fertilizer, $1.1 billion;
wheat, $426 million; cotton, $736 mil-
lion; soy beans, $414 million; soybean
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meal, $116 million; soybean oil, $104
million, and poultry, $408 million.

China is already a major market for
American agricultural exports and has
the potential to become an even bigger
customer as the economy continues to
grow. So for the American farmer, for
the Americans and those who live in
rural Missouri and rural America, | say
let us continue to sell agricultural
products to that country.
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Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. PAXON].

(Mr. PAXON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PAXON. Mr. Speaker, it is with
great sadness that | rise today to op-
pose the renewal of MFN for China.
This decision has been a difficult one
for me. I am a firm believer in free
trade.

Trade is of vital importance to Amer-
ican jobs and the world economy, but
our foreign policy is about more than
simply trade. There are sound argu-
ments on both sides of this debate.
There are no black and whites here,
there are no absolutes, except one: the
absolute failure of the Clinton adminis-
tration to effectively represent Amer-
ican interests and values on the world
stage.

I wish | could stand here today and
support MFN. Each of the four times
that President Clinton has asked this
body to renew, | have given him my
vote. But when the Clinton-Gore ad-
ministration fails to use our trade rela-
tionship to promote free and fairer
trade, encourage human rights im-
provements, or to limit the prolifera-
tion of arms, it is time to try some-
thing else.

I will admit it: Trade for trade’s sake
is the closest thing this administration
has to a consistent foreign policy, but
the world is more complex than that,
and American foreign policy is about
more than champagne toasts and cav-
iar receptions.

This administration’s failures are not
limited to Asia. Their debacles litter
the globe from the Middle East to
central Africa. Clinton-Gore foreign
policy has made a mockery of this Na-
tion in the eyes of the world. We have
gone from being the world’s policeman
to its Keystone cops. Today, bumper
sticker slogans substitute for honest
dialog and fundraisers have replaced
fact-finding.

America is best represented, | be-
lieve, by a cohesive, coherent, and dis-
ciplined foreign policy executed by the
President of the United States. Sadly,
the current administration refuses to
address seriously even the most basic
of human rights, trade, and national
security concerns when it comes to
United States-China relations.

I will be the first to admit it: Denial
of MFN to China would be at best a
blunt, imprecise instrument, but | be-
lieve it would send a message to China
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that the United States believes in
something more than the blind pursuit
of trade.

Do | wish the President would step up
to the plate and do his job? Absolutely,
yes. But absent that leadership, what
choice does Congress have? Denying
MFN will not solve all of our problems
with China, but at least someone will
have signaled to the leadership in
Beijing that trade with America is not
just a right, but a privilege.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Florida [Mr. FOLEY].

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
opposition to this resolution to deny
MFN trading status for China. Many of
us share great reservations about the
fate of Hong Kong under Chinese rule.
Most of us also share deep concerns
about human rights abuses, whether
those abuses are in China or elsewhere.
But denying MFN to China is the
wrong way to address these issues.

Hong Kong Governor Chris Patten
has made it crystal clear that denying
MFEN status will only hurt Hong Kong.
His quote: ‘“For the people of Hong
Kong,” he said, ‘““there is no comfort in
the proposition that if China reduces
their freedoms, the United States will
take away their jobs.”’

Christian missionaries are also plead-
ing with us not to endanger their work
and their people by denying MFN. We
cannot address the issue of human
rights in China, or anywhere, if we are
not engaged, and we cannot help Hong
Kong retain its freedoms and its status
as the center of trade if we undercut
our influence there and undercut Hong
Kong’s economic health.

From my days as a real estate broker
I can tell my colleagues that we gain
nothing if we are not at the table. We
cannot serve our interests or those of
our clients by being absent during a
closing. If we are not in the room, we
are not a player, period, and that goes
for trade as well.

I urge opposition to this resolution
denying MFN trading status for China.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Ms. DELAURO].

Ms. DeLAURO. Mr. Speaker, | want
to build a strong relationship between
the United States and China, but the
most-favored-nation status that China
enjoys has done little to build a strong
and mutually beneficial relationship
between our two Nations.

China has engaged in unfair trade
practices, pirated intellectual prop-
erty, spread weapons and dangerous
technology to rogue nations, sup-
pressed democracy, encroached on
democratic reforms in Hong Kong, and
engaged in human rights abuses.

They have profited. They send one-
third of their exports to the United
States and allow only 1.7 percent of
American exports to crack the Chinese
market. The result? A $40 billion trade
deficit which is expected to reach a
staggering $50 billion by the end of this
year.
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The United States should use our
trade laws to pressure China for great-
er access for American companies and
goods. I am voting against MFN for
China because we need to let China and
our trade leaders know that more of
the same from China is not acceptable.
If our Government wants support for
free trade, then it must insist on fair
and equal standards and compliance
with our trade laws. When that hap-
pens, there will be broader support for
MFN.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 4
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. RANGEL].

(Mr. RANGEL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the President’s decision to
extend most-favored-nation status to
the products of China for another year,
and urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no”’
on House Joint Resolution 79.

As most of my colleagues know, we
are not really talking about giving
privilege or favorable treatment to the
Republic of China; what we are talking
about is treating them as we would
normal trading partners.

I think, too, one of the reasons | sup-
port it is because this is not just a
trade issue, it is a foreign policy issue,
and | think the President and the State
Department should have more informa-
tion as to where we can go as a nation
and what proper tools we have avail-
able to use in order to bring the entire
free world around to understanding
that democracy really and truly works.

It seems to me that boycotts and
using trade as a weapon can only work
if we have a consensus among the
world leaders that we are going to be
working collectively. Here we see a sit-
uation which should be proven to us by
the embargo against Cuba that there
are too many countries willing to fill
the vacuum that America would leave,
if we just decided unilaterally that we
had a higher sense of human rights
than the people that we were dealing
with.

It is just hard to see what our history
of doing business with dictators in
South America and around the world,
including the former Soviet Union,
than how with China we find this new
high moral standard in dealing with
them. It is not as though withdrawing
and not communicating is going to im-
prove the situation. Most no one denies
that job creation in our country can be
the difference in whether we trade or
whether we do not, or whether someone
else gets the jobs.

Mr. Speaker, on the question of
human rights, | would just like to say
that our great Nation exceeds the
world in the number of humans that we
have incarcerated per capita. If we
take a look at the profile of those peo-
ple that are locked up and have had
their liberties taken away from them,
and knowing the fact that statistically
people who look like them will be end-
ing up in jail, we would be hardpressed
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on American soil to explain that we are
not talking about political prisoners.

Most all of these people, at least 80
percent of them, come from poor com-
munities; one way or the other they
have been affected by drugs; most of
them of color; most all of them are
uneducated, untrained, and most of
them do not think much about their
lives and the lives of other people. It
would seem to me that if we really
were concerned, we would find out the
source, the poverty that exists in com-
munities, the failure of our school sys-
tem to work, and to see how close to 2
million people could possibly enjoy the
benefits of expanded trade which we
hope this great Nation will be looking
forward to.

What | am saying is that we all are
seriously concerned about the human
rights of every individual, and we
should be, but I do not want any coun-
try ridiculing or telling my country,
the greatest republic in the free world,
what we are doing wrong. | do not want
anyone setting these standards for my
country.

| think that the fights that we have,
we are able to fight back because we
have the opportunity to do it. We have
the ability to try to impress each
other, to make America better, and |
think the only way we can get this idea
across to other countries is to be there
and let them see who we are, how we
succeed to have a better life. | think it
is true in Cuba, if we went there and
showed them what American capital-
ism is like, and | think that the United
States as an economic showcase has
changed the lives of many people in
China.

Mr. Speaker, by continuing the dia-
log and creating the jobs on this side of
the ocean, | truly believe that is a bet-
ter solution to the problem than us de-
termining what human rights should
be in the Republic of China.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. HUNTER].

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, this Tickle-Me-Elmo
made in China is more coherent than
the trade policy of the Clinton admin-
istration.

Let me turn this fellow off.

Trade is a balancing of interests.
Whether we engage with a nation with
respect to trade is a balancing of inter-
ests.

What are we getting? We are getting
a smaller export to China than we get
to Belgium. They are not a major trad-
ing partner except for the one-way
street, except for the $50 billion-plus
coming back to China, the trade sur-
plus that they enjoy over us, the enor-
mous sales throughout our Wal-Marts
and K-Marts with hundreds and hun-
dreds of products, many of which are
made by the People’s Liberation Army,
and what are we getting in return for
that?

Have we stopped any of the poison
gas sales to Iran by China? Have we
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stopped any sales of ring magnets that
are used to make ICBM’s sold to Paki-
stan? Have we stopped the purchase of
the missile destroyers that were pur-
chased from Russia, that have one pur-
pose, and that is to kill American sail-
ors and destroy American ships on the
high seas?

My colleagues have spoken of the
policy of engagement, but not one CEO,
not one president, not one trade nego-
tiator can point to a single case of
technology transfer or military trans-
fer that they have stopped by engaging
with the Chinese, nor can any of them
really point to any attempts that they
have made to stop this amassing of
military capability in China and the
transferring of military capability to
outlaw nations around the world.

So in the balancing of interests, we
are getting about the same exports
that we get to Belgium, which is very
little, and in return for that we are
making China strong with hard Amer-
ican dollars. They are militarizing with
their strength, and the same children,
the 5- and 6-year-olds playing with that
made-in-China Tickle Me EImo today,
may well be facing us on a battlefield
in Korea when they are 17 or 18 years
old. Vote against MFN for China.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Sanibel, FL [Mr. Goss], chairman
of the House Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence.

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
distinguished gentleman from Califor-
nia for yielding me this time.

I continue to believe that we must
remain engaged in China; clearly the
power to be reckoned with both now
and in the next century. However, |
have to say it is with increasing reluc-
tance this year that | am going to sup-
port these normalized trade relations. |
have just about had it.

As chairman of the Select Committee
on Intelligence, | have two major con-
cerns: First, China’s flagrant and inex-
cusable weapons proliferation activi-
ties; no denying it. Specifically, the
provision of advanced weapons sys-
tems, equipment, and technologies to
nations, including some that are hos-
tile to America, that are known to
have active programs to develop weap-
ons of mass destruction. | want to be
sure President Clinton knows how seri-
ous this is; | want to hear him say it,
I want to hear him say he is going to
do something about it.

The other issue clouding the debate
for me is the serious allegation that
Chinese officials engaged in improper
and possibly illegal activities to influ-
ence the outcome of U.S. elections.
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This matter is still unresolved, and it
deserves cooperation, and | hope also
we will get the cooperation of the ad-
ministration on this.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. PASCRELL].
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(Mr. PASCRELL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, let us
not surrender to the China lobby. I rise
today to make known my strong sup-
port for House Joint Resolution 79, dis-
approving the extension of most-fa-
vored-nation trading status to Com-
munist China. The debate that this
body is now engaged in is of the utmost
importance for American jobs today
and the security of our Nation tomor-
row.

Let me say that | know my col-
leagues in this Chamber want nothing
more than for our trade deficit with
China to narrow, for human rights to
improve, for the grave incidents of nu-
clear and weapons proliferation to
cease, and finally, for democracy to
take root in China. Let us be honest
about this discussion. There is not a
single Member in this body who does
not want to achieve these laudable
goals.

But | have come to realize that the
annual exercise of renewing China’s
most-favored-nation status has been a
complete failure in its annual exercise
of futility. In fact, continuing MFN
treatment for China has been based
upon a series of broken promises. First,
we have heard that engagement is crit-
ical for the United States to achieve its
economic goals with China. We ought
to engage the American worker, that is
what we need to engage, in America, to
protect our jobs and stop shipping
them across the ocean.

We ought to visit China, but we
should visit the shops and factories in
our own districts back home where
those folks have to work, where those
folks need to be producing products
that need to be sent to China, not to
have a 35 percent duty or tariff on it,
and ours a 2 percent, so China can send
goods to us and we cannot send goods
to them.

Mr. Speaker, our argument is not
with the Chinese people, it is with
their authoritarian government. The
China lobby which did us in in the end
of the Second World War is alive and
well in Washington, DC. We should
make the decision for our workers and
working Americans, instead of shipping
jobs across the ocean.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Oregon [Mr.
BLUMENAUER].

(Mr. BLUMENAUER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker,
this is a high water mark for me in the
last 2 years | have been able to be in
Congress, being able to be a part of this
discussion on our relationship with
China. It is bipartisan, it makes a dif-
ference, it is Congress at its best and
its most exciting.

Over the last 25 years, since Presi-
dent Nixon reversed our policy of iso-
lating ourselves from China and the
rest of the world, we have seen a safer
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and more prosperous world. It helped
hasten the end of the cold war, it helps
keep peace today on the Korean penin-
sula, where China is one of the few
countries that actually exercises some
control over the North Koreans. It has
pointed toward more prosperity and
freedom for the Chinese. Even the
progress with American missionaries
on the ground in China in the last half
dozen years would have been unthink-
able 20 or 30 years ago.

Most important, it has planted seeds
for a dynamic change in the future
with access to information and to mar-
kets. The reason it sounds to people
today that we are talking about a mul-
tiplicity of countries is the fact that
China, although large and with an an-
cient culture, is complex and it is not
monolithic. We cannot treat it as such.

The notion that somehow MFN will
force a monolithic Chinese ancient so-
ciety to change and accommodate us is
misguided. It did not work during
World War Il, when there were over 1
million Japanese soldiers on Mainland
China and we were giving them billions
of dollars. The Chinese risked nuclear
war and fought us to a draw in Korea,
and tens of thousands of Americans
needlessly died because we thought we
could force China. It does not even
work with a two-bit dictator 90 miles
away with Cuba today.

We need to engage the world to work
with us, not cutting ourselves off from
China, but to work cooperatively, pro-
viding leadership. This Congress needs
to support policies that enable the ad-
ministration to continue the process of
engagement and progress. We need to
defeat this resolution.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. STEARNS].

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-

marks.)
Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, the
question can be summed up in two

words: self-aggrandizement. Is our in-
terest in self-aggrandizement in this
Nation more important than the prin-
ciples involved? Are we a Nation whose
purpose is expanding business at all
costs, no matter what? Or do we have a
Nation where some principles are im-
portant to us? Is expanding trade with
China more important than the fun-
damental principles that define the be-
ginning of this Nation? Is the loss of
trade harmful to the economy, so
harmful that we are willing to sacrifice
any principle, or is there a higher good
in which to lead our Nation in our
trading practices?

I believe there is a much higher pur-
pose today. How can we support trade
policy with a Nation that believes in
the power of the State rather than the
power of the people? We are subsidizing
through our trade policy China’s eco-
nomic interests, which is controlled by
the State, and the people who are ex-
isting in that country get no benefit.

Mr. Speaker, | do not pretend to
know all the answers. Maybe there is a
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compromise. China in the very near fu-
ture can become a strategic threat, and
this strategic threat is more important
to us than trade.

The esteemed Frank Gaffney, the di-
rector of the Center for Security Pol-
icy, this is what he said: “‘China is uti-
lizing most of the huge trade surplus
that it enjoys, thanks to this privi-
leged trading status, to mount a stra-
tegic threat to the United States and
its vital interests in Asia, the Middle
East, and beyond.”

The United States trade deficit with
China is $40 billion for 1996 alone. Be-
cause the State owns nearly all the
businesses in China, the hard currency
they receive from the United States
trade deficit is used to purchase ad-
vanced military weaponry, such as ad-
vanced naval vessels from Russia that
can be a direct threat to the United
States in the western Pacific.

Our vote today is very important.
Keep the principles in mind.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | am
happy to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Metairie, LA [Mr. LIVING-
STON], the chairman of the Committee
on Appropriations.

(Mr. LIVINGSTON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, |
thank my friend for yielding time to
me.

Mr. Speaker, the people of China are
light years better off today than they
were 15 or 20 years ago. There is a
whole world of difference between the
way the Chinese people were treated by
their own Government back then and
the way they are treated today. They
are coming out in the open. They are
gravitating toward Western styles, and
maybe they will not even want to hear
that, but to democracy. They are not
open, they are not perfect. Everything
that everybody has said on the floor
today is right about the atrocities
committed by the Chinese Govern-
ment. But they are moving in the right
direction, and most-favored-nation sta-
tus is important to preserve normal
trading relations with China.

If we cut them off, isolate them, are
we going to enhance the plight of the
Chinese people, or all the people they
control? Not according to Martin Lee,
who is the leader of democracy in Hong
Kong; not according to Chris Patten,
the former Governor of Hong Kong,
who is on his way out; not according to
the Dalai Lama from Tibet. These
three leaders and proponents for de-
mocracy say that cutting off MFN for
China is going to increase the prob-
ability that people will be oppressed by
the Chinese Government.

If MFN is not extended, Hong Kong will
stand to lose $20-30 billion in trade and
60,000-85,000 jobs. Moreover, their economy
will be cut by over 50 percent and incomes
will be reduced by $4 billion.

The United States has an estimated
170,000 jobs dependent on exports to China.

United States exports have more than tri-
pled over the last 10 years and China is now
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our fifth largest trading partner, accounting for
$12 billion of United States exports.

A number of religious groups in and out of
China favor MFN. Taking away MFN will only
hurt the Chinese people, particularly those
who are persecuted because of religious faith.

Engagement does not mean we support all
of China’s policies. We should, and will con-
tinue to, press China on proliferation, human
rights, religions freedom, and the rule of law.
Revoking MFN?

What in the world are we doing? We
have realized sanctions do not work.
They have not worked in other places
in the world, and they are not going to
work against the most populous nation
on Earth. The Chinese people deserve
to be free. The people in Hong Kong de-
serve to be free. The worst thing we
can be doing is cutting off MFN now,
before we find out what happens to the
people of Hong Kong.

Six months from now, a year from
now, if things go badly, maybe then,
maybe then we can cut off MFN, but
not now. Let us give the only hope for
freedom to the people of Hong Kong
that we have. Let us extend normal
trading relations.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

I would like to comment, | have been
informed that the Dalai Lama did not
endorse MFN and suggest that it was
necessary. Quite the contrary, he sup-
ports our position.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KuciINICH].

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
opposition to most-favored-nation sta-
tus for China. The American people
have heard that trade at all costs with
China serves United States interests,
but here are the figures. The United
States trade deficit with China has
grown at a faster rate than that of any
other major United States trading
partner. The level of United States im-
ports from China more than doubled
between 1992 and 1996. The United
States trade deficit was nearly $40 bil-
lion in 1996, and it is on its way to sur-
passing that mark in 1997.

These figures mean lost jobs in the
United States, and it is just beginning,
because United States-based multi-
national corporations are investing to
build new plants and new equipment in
China. Contractual agreements with
the Chinese Government require that
the supply of goods for those new fac-
tories will have to come from China as
well, and that means more United
States jobs lost.

Human rights are important in this.
Why have we tolerated for so long the
United States double standard of fierce
commitment to the rights of intellec-
tual property, important to multi-
national business, while the rights of
workers in the United States and inde-
pendent thinkers in China are cast
aside?

Mr. Speaker, | say human rights are
as important as copyrights.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from California [MRs.
TAUSCHER].
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(Mrs. TAUSCHER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Speaker, this
debate is what makes us different. It is
exactly what should be happening in
this great country of ours. America
should never base its decisions solely
on the power of economics. | commend
those Americans, particularly those
Members of Congress, particularly my
good friend, the gentlewoman from
California, Ms. NANCY PELosI, for rais-
ing so many of the important issues re-
lated to extension of normal trade rela-
tions to China.

So it is with some reluctance that |
oppose this resolution and support ex-
tension of MFN to China. Secretary
Madeleine Albright has stated, ‘“‘En-
gagement does not mean endorse-
ment.”” | believe engagement does
mean opportunity, opportunity to ex-
port our values and lifestyle, and an
opportunity to promote a better and
more secure world for our children and
the children of China.

I worked on Wall Street for 14 years
before | left to raise my family. | rec-
ognize the opportunities economic in-
tegration can provide. | believe there is
no greater opportunity or challenge in
American foreign policy today than to
secure China’s integration into the
international system as a fully respon-
sible member, not just in economic
terms, but in terms of human rights,
the environment, weapons prolifera-
tion, intellectual property protection,
and other issues.

I believe we can better influence Chi-
na’s direction by exposing them to our
Democratic ideals through engage-
ment. We can effectively move the Chi-
nese to change by increasing their ex-
posure to the alternative model. We
can work to end human rights abuses
by continuing the dialog through trade
and exchange. Revoking MFN would se-
verely damage American interests and
undermine our ability to influence Chi-
na’s direction. | urge my colleagues to
vote ‘‘no”’ on this resolution and sup-
port extension of normal trade rela-
tions to China.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, | have
the distinct privilege of yielding 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from New York
[Mr. GiLMAN], the chairman of the
Committee on International Relations.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
strong support of this resolution,
House Joint Resolution 79, offered by
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SoLOMON], disapproving
the extension of MFN trading status to
China.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation sends a
clear signal to Beijing that our Nation
does not reward unsavory economic
and political practices. Our Nation
must do right and value principle over
practice.

The regime in Beijing repeatedly has
violated international trade agree-
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ments, spread weapons of mass destruc-
tion, committed terrible human rights
abuses, both in China and in occupied
Tibet, and persecuted all those who
pursue religious freedom, while at the
same time enjoying the privilege of an
open trade agreement with our own Na-
tion.

The so-called constructive engage-
ment policy favored by the administra-
tion | think has been ineffective in
moderating the Chinese Government’s
policies. It has not brought about a
level economic playing field for Amer-
ican businesses and exports. The situa-
tion shows no sign of improvement.

What have we achieved in return? A
$40 billion trade deficit, which, by the
way, is likely to top $50 billion this
year.
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Chinese tariffs on American exports
average 23 percent, a bewildering array
of nontariff barriers to United States
goods. The piracy of our intellectual
property and the intentional diversion
and illegal transfer of American dual
use technology. The key to a successful
policy of engagement is supposed to be
reciprocity. The administration’s advo-
cacy for renewing MFN is a policy of
appeasement, not reciprocity. China’s
weapons proliferation practices are a
source of international concern and
serve to embroil regional turmoil.

We must be willing to use our tre-
mendous economic influence in order
to stop any nation from violating
international nonproliferation agree-
ments. We should be willing to use our
economic power to foster measurable
progress on human rights around the
world. The government in Beijing has a
deplorable human rights record, and
the administration’s decision to delink
human rights from the MFN debate has
not helped but has contributed to a
worsening condition in China.

A recent poll by a major United
States news outlet showed that nearly
two-thirds of Americans believe that
we should demand progress from China
on its human rights practices before
extending any trade privileges. | agree.

We should base our foreign policy on
the values that have made a great Na-
tion of America: democracy, freedom,
universal human rights, and the rule of
law. Accordingly, | strongly encourage
my colleagues to support this resolu-
tion. | invoke the words of the great
American, Dwight D. Eisenhower, who
said a people that values its privileges
above its principles soon loses both.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. STUPAK].

(Mr. STUPAK asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, how can
we endorse products manufactured by
slave labor, child labor, and prisoners?
We as United States citizens and as
citizens of the international commu-
nity, we cannot, we should not endorse
these Chinese labor practices. We must
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reject trade agreements whereby low-
cost products of countries which lack
effective labor laws are sold in the
United States at considerable profit for
these countries.

My second concern involves the trade
deficit with China. This trade deficit
now stands at $40 billion. It is expected
that our trade deficit with China will
exceed Japan’s within the next 12
months. In 1989, it was only $3 billion.
Less than 10 years later, it is now $53
billion.

Mr. Speaker, that is not a trade pol-
icy. It is a trade giveaway. | hope we
will all vote in favor of House Joint
Resolution 79.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DOOLEY].

(Mr. DOOLEY of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Speaker, every year that | have been in
Congress we have had this debate re-
garding China. The one thing that has
been very consistent and very constant
is that all Members, regardless of what
their position is on China MFN, do
agree that there are serious problems
with human rights in China, with nu-
clear proliferation, with religious free-
dom. And there certainly are trade bar-
riers. But what there is great disagree-
ment on is, how can this country be
most effective in addressing and im-
proving upon those problems?

| agree with what every President
since the 1980’s has agreed to, that it is
by maintaining economic engagement
with China that we are going to be
more successful in empowering the
citizens of China to be able to be more
successful in improving their human
rights situation.

Since many of my colleagues have
discussed many issues surrounding the
China debate, | want to spend a little
bit of time talking about agriculture.
As a farmer from the most productive
agriculture region in the country, | be-
lieve that the most useful action the
Federal Government can undertake is
to expand market access for agri-
culture products.

Few people realize that China is cur-
rently the sixth largest export market
for United States agriculture goods. In
1996, China bought over $1.9 billion of
United States agriculture products.
When we look to the future with 1.2 bil-
lion people in China, with limited ara-
ble land, it is now expected that China
will consume almost 50 percent of the
increases in United States agricultural
exports in the coming decades.

China is already No. 1, the world’s
largest wheat importer, and in the last
4 years China’s feed grain consumption
has increased by over 50 million tons.
We must ensure that this country can
be a reliable supplier to China. We
must not repeat some of the mistakes
of the past when this country put in
place a grain embargo, when we acted
unilaterally. The only people who suf-
fered when we put in the grain embargo
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were United States farmers. If we do
not choose to go forward with China
MFN policy, we will in fact be putting
another embargo that will also be uni-
lateral which will ensure that it be will
the United States farmers who will
have the most to suffer. Let us vote
against this resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHooD). The Chair would advise all
Members that the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. CRANE] has 32% minutes re-
maining; the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. STARK] has 30 minutes remain-
ing; the gentleman from California
[Mr. MATsuI] has 30%> minutes remain-
ing; the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
BUNNING] has 17 minutes remaining;
and and gentleman from New York
[Mr. SoLomMoON] has 3%z minutes remain-
ing.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. BUNNING].

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida [Mrs. FOWLER].

(Mrs. FOWLER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, almost
exactly a year ago, | stood before this
body to oppose extension of most-fa-
vored-nation trading status for the
People’s Republic of China. | did so
with reluctance because | am a strong
supporter of business and | have a fun-
damental commitment to free trade,
also because | believe that the United
States should remain engaged with
China, which is an emerging super-
power.

However, I do not believe in com-
merce at all cost. | could not in good
conscious support normal trade rela-
tions with the PRC in view of a number
of the Chinese Government’s activities.
I had hoped to be able to support MFN
this year. But unfortunately, the ac-
tions of the Chinese Government over
the last 12 months and this administra-
tion’s lack of a coherent response to
those actions leave me no choice but to
oppose MFN once again.

In addition to its egregious human
rights violations, including the use of
slave labor, outrageous abuse and ne-
glect of baby girls and persecution of
Christians, the PRC continues to ac-
tively engage in weapons proliferation
activities around the globe and to be a
one-stop shopping center for Third
World nations hoping to acquire or de-
velop weapons of mass destruction.
These proliferation activities pose a
clear and present danger to our na-
tional security and to our young men
and women in uniform, and the current
administration has done little or noth-
ing to address this situation.

I believe that supporting MFN would
amount to tacitly approving both Chi-
na’s dangerous weapons and technology
sales and this administration’s lack of
a coherent policy for dealing with the
PRC. | can do neither and | will vote in
favor of this resolution as a way of
sending a message that this Congress
will no longer tolerate the current
state of affairs.
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I urge my colleagues to do the same.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN].

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in support of MFN for China. I
rise in support of the common sense
proposition that we continue to nor-
malize trade relations with the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China. We live in a
global economy and it simply makes no
sense to turn our back on a nation of a
billion people. It is in our own national
security interest as well as our eco-
nomic interest that we have normal re-
lations.

We are all concerned about human
rights and individual freedom, but the
best way to promote those causes is to
be present in China with our values and
our products. In my district alone |
have heard from large and small com-
panies whose futures for products and
jobs largely depend on new markets.
Mr. Speaker, | can think of no more
important export to China than each
and every example of the American
success story.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
resolution and to support MFN for
China.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. BROWN].

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
every year China promises to open its
market to American products. Every
year Congress grants most-favored-na-
tion status to China. Yet nothing
seems to change and we are about to do
it again.

MFN is a job killer for America. MFN
is a job killer for America because
China refuses to open its markets to
us. MFN is a job killer for America be-
cause China uses slave labor in prison
labor camps. MFN is a job killer for
America because it uses child labor to
make things like these Spalding golf
balls or this Mattel Barbie doll.
Twelve-year-old Tibetan boys and girls
in slave labor camps in China make
these soft balls for 12-year-old kids to
play with on America’s playgrounds.
Chinese children make these Barbie
dolls in sweatshops—12-year-old Chi-
nese children make these Barbie dolls
in sweatshops—so America’s 12-year-
olds can play with these Barbie dolls in
their bedrooms.

Mr. Speaker, repression in China
today is much more than an isolated
mock trial here, a closed newspaper
there. Instead it encompasses the arbi-
trary arrest, torture, and execution of
thousands of prisoners of conscience. It
is systematic. It is wholesale. It is
thorough, it is complete.

When | hear the State Department
say that no dissidents are known to be
active in the People’s Republic of
China, as it did in its 1996 human rights
report, | am reminded of a line from
Star Wars which is chillingly applica-
ble to China. It is as if millions of
voices cried out in terror and were sud-
denly silenced.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1%
minutes to the distinguished gen-
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tleman from New York [Mr. LAFALCE],
ranking member of the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

(Mr. LAFALCE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, in Janu-
ary 1979, | was fortunate to be a part of
the United States congressional delega-
tion that represented the United States
at the ceremonies reestablishing rela-
tions between the United States and
China. That was the first time | was in
China. We met extensively with Deng
Xiaoping; we viewed China. It was a
drab, terrible place. But it was good
that we reestablished relations.

This year, 18 years later, January
1997, 1 had occasion to go to China
again, met with President Jiang Zemin
and saw China 1997.

Mr. Speaker, | doubt that any coun-
try in the history of the world has ad-
vanced as much in an 18-year period as
China has. | doubt that the human
rights condition of a people has ad-
vanced in any country in the world as
much in 18 years as China has. That
would not have happened had we not
reestablished relations. That would not
have happened had we not established
normal trading relations with China.
So if Members want to pursue the
cause of human rights in China, con-
tinue normal relations with China, do
not make the single largest foreign pol-
icy mistake in the history of the Unit-
ed States.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from
lowa [Mr. GANSKE].

(Mr. GANSKE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, in 1995
and 1996, | voted for MFN. This year |
will not. | will support this resolution.

Why the change? Well, it is not just
one reason. | think that China’s human
rights record is no better and it may be
worse. Second, | know for sure that our
trade deficit is worse because we are
not making any progress on bringing
down their import tariffs. And we are
losing American jobs because of it.

Third, we just learned that the Chi-
nese sold cruise missiles to Iran. This
places American troops in harm’s way.
And how about Chinese sales of nerve
gas technology to Iran?

Finally it appears that the Chinese
have tried to influence our own elec-
tions with illegal contributions. United
States-China policy made in China.

Mr. Speaker, we need to send China a
message. First, lower your tariffs. Sec-
ond, stop persecuting religious freedom
of speech. Third, stop selling weapons
of mass destruction to terrorist states
and, fourth, do not ever meddle in our
elections again. Vote ‘‘yes” for this
resolution.

Mr. Speaker, | include the following
for the RECORD:

Today | vote on whether to extend most-fa-
vored-nation [MFN] trade status to China. Ev-
eryone agrees that the United States-China
relationship is very important and | have spent
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much time thinking about our country’s rela-
tionship with the most populous nation on
Earth. | voted for China MFN the last time.
This year | will not. Why the change?

| believe our foreign policy should promote
democratic freedoms, stop the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction, and promote
U.S. exports. Indeed, since the Tiananmen
Square massacre of 1989, Congress has been
concerned about China’s violation of trade
agreements, sales of weapons of mass de-
struction, and human rights violations. There is
new information available on abuses in each
of these areas. In addition, it appears that the
Communist Chinese Government tried to influ-
ence the outcome of our election in 1996.
United States-China policy made in China.

| believe that free markets around the world
lead to higher standards of living for all. How-
ever, free markets mean free markets. The
United States, under MFN for China, levies an
average 2 percent tariff on Chinese goods
coming into the United States. The Chinese
levy a 35 percent tariff on United States goods
exported to China. Is it any wonder that the
United States trade deficit with China has
soared from $6 billion in 1989 to $50 billion
projected in 19977 In January 1997 alone, im-
ports from China were up 18 percent over the
month before and United States exports to
China were down 28 percent.

Despite the 1995 and 1996 intellectual prop-
erty rights agreements, piracy of United States
software and CD’s continues in China. In
1996, that piracy cost our economy over $2.3
billion. China wants our technology, requires a
“certification” of that technology by Chinese
research and design institutes, and then dis-
seminates that technology to Chinese domes-
tic ventures. Is it any wonder that the CEO of
one of lowa’s largest seed companies told me
that they won't do business with China until
his company’s intellectual property is better
protected?

Congress has had concerns about Chinese
sales of arms, but just this past week the
State Department officially informed Congress
that the Chinese Government has sold cruise
missiles to Iran that enhance Iran’s ability to
disrupt Persian Gulf shipping and strike United
States forces there. In addition Chinese com-
panies have recently sold Iran chemicals and
technology that help Iran make nerve gas.
China has provided Iraq and Libya with mate-
rials to produce nuclear weapons, have pro-
vided missile-related components to Syria and
have provided Pakistan with advanced missile
and nuclear weapons technology.

United States companies have sold super-
computers to China that allow the Chinese to
do small underground nuclear tests at the
same time that Chinese companies have ex-
ported AK-47’'s to be used by gangs in Los
Angeles.

The United States should not ignore Chi-
nese transfer of weapons technology to rogue
nations like Iran when we are spending billions
of dollars a year to promote Middle East
peace. Furthermore, just last week United
States military intelligence reported that the
Chinese are developing an intercontinental
ballistic missile that will give Beijing a major
strike capability against the Western United
States within 3 years.

In the human rights area, there was a re-
cent report released by the State Department
in January 1997 stating, “The (Chinese) Gov-
ernment continued to commit widespread and
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well documented human rights abuses, in vio-
lation of internationally accepted norms, stem-
ming from the authorities’ intolerance of dis-
sent, fear of unrest, and the absence of laws
protecting basic freedoms.”

Since the State Department release, addi-
tional information has been provided to Con-
gress about the Chinese Government perse-
cuting evangelical Protestants and Roman
Catholics who choose to worship independent
of the government church, promoting a policy
of forced abortions, and brutally repressing the
people of Tibet. The takeover of Hong Kong
by China is scheduled for July 1, 1997. Al-
ready, the Chinese Government has moved to
disband Hong Kong's democratically elected
legislature and to repeal its bill of rights.

The current policy of so-called constructive
engagement has bolstered the Chinese Gov-
ernment and has made little progress in pro-
moting Chinese-United States fair trade, stop-
ping Chinese nuclear proliferation to countries
which are dangerous to us, and in promoting
the political freedoms we will be celebrating
ourselves this 4th of July. A “no” vote by the
House of Representatives on MFN would send
a message to the Chinese regime and also to
the Clinton administration that the status quo
is not acceptable.
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Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. OXLEY].

(Mr. OXLEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise In
support of a productive engagement
with China, support of American jobs,
in support of the people of Hong Kong,
in support of human rights, in support
of religious freedom, and against the
resolution disapproval.

I have had an opportunity to visit
China on three different occasions. And
as my learned friend, the gentleman
from New York [Mr. LAFALCE], had
said earlier, China has changed dra-
matically, has changed dramatically
much more than any of us could have
anticipated in so many ways.

I remember having a discussion with
a young lady who was working in this
case for an American company in
China on our most recent visit. She
had been educated here in the United
States at a rather prestigious univer-
sity and then went back to China and
began working for an American com-
pany based there. She told me that
about 20,000 Chinese students are edu-
cated in the United States, a total now
of over 250,000 of the bright, elite peo-
ple in China, the people who are the fu-
ture of China, and that they have been
educated in the United States, have
gone back to their home country, and
have participated in changing China in
SO many ways.

And | thought to myself as | spoke to
this young lady that she really rep-
resented the future of China, that
China is changing dramatically and
continues to change in a positive way.
And the fact that these students are
going back and working for American
companies based in China providing
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modern telecommunications, modern
pharmaceuticals, and the like, | think
was a real eye opener for all of us who
were part of that delegation.

It would be a mistake, a huge mis-
take, if we are going to think somehow
that by revoking normal trade rela-
tions with China, the same relations
we have with everybody else, if we re-
ject MFN, that we in fact have made a
huge mistake in our trading relation-
ships with the largest country in the
world.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
[Mr. DEFAZzI0].

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, no one
will stand on this floor today to defend
China’s arms trafficking to terrorist
nations, Iran, Iraq, Libya, Syria, Amer-
ica’s enemies. But the apologists also
say MFN is not a tool to stop illegal
traffic and weapons of mass destruc-
tion. No one will stand on this floor
today to defend the human rights
atrocities of the Chinese regime. But
the apologists will say MFN should not
be used to defend human or labor
rights. The apologists say MFN for
China is just normal trade relations.
How can you have normal trade rela-
tions with an outlaw regime? How can
we have normal trade relations with
the most unfair trading nation on
Earth?

The Chinese systematically exclude
nonstrategic United States goods.
First, there is a 23 percent tariff, on av-
erage. Then they have their discrimi-
natory 17-percent value-added tax,
which often only gets added to United
States goods, not Chinese goods. Then,
if that is not enough, they have non-
tariff barriers that make the Japanese
nontariff barriers look like the work of
amateurs. And finally, something
might somehow get past that they
have unwritten rules that change day-
to-day, port-to-port in China to keep
out anything that might get past those
barriers.

The bottom line is, the only United
States goods allowed in are those that
enrich China’s corrupt leaders or add
to their store of critical technology
and military weaponry. Yeah, it is
about jobs. It is about Chinese jobs, not
American jobs.

With a $50 billion trade deficit this
year, according to the Commerce De-
partment’s own way of figuring exports
and imports, we will export 1 million
United States’ jobs to China. Yes, this
is free trade. One-way Chinese free
trade into America, the largest
consumer market on Earth, and not
through their protected barriers into
China.

Stop the apologies. Stop the appease-
ment. Send the Chinese a tough mes-
sage they will respect.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. ROEMER].

(Mr. ROEMER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
favor of normal trade status with the
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Chinese. Back in 1919, then-President
of the United States Woodrow Wilson
said this, and I quote,

We set this Nation up to make men free
and we did not confine our conception and
purpose to America.

Now | say that for two reasons. One,
because in 1920, the United States,
after 140 years, extended the right to
vote to women; 140 years. We did the
right thing. We are still having prob-
lems in this Nation at times doing the
right thing. Yet Members of Congress
parade down here and they want to see
China do the right thing in 1 year, in 6
months, in 2 weeks.

I think what Woodrow Wilson said in
that quote was not only recognizing
that we stand up for human rights in
this country, but we should insist on it
in other countries. And that is what
constructive engagement is doing slow-
ly, day by day. And if we go back to
when we recognized China, they can
now vote for somebody that is not a
Communist and not be thrown in jail.
There is tangible progress.

Now | know we have a lot of experts
here in this body on foreign relations.
But when we go to the real experts on
foreign relations and we are concerned
about religious freedom, Billy Graham,
the Reverend Billy Graham has writ-
ten, ““Do not treat China as an adver-
sary but as a friend.”

If my colleagues were concerned
about human rights, ask Martin Lee,
who is over there in the trenches. ‘Do
not take away MFN,” he says. If my
colleagues are concerned about Hong
Kong, Gov. Chris Patten says, ‘“Do not
take away MFN for Hong Kong or
China.”

Finally, for us, if we go forward and
revoke MFN, we will spend billions of
dollars in defense, with a new cold war
era, we will spend billions on environ-
mental problems, and we will give up
billions to trade for the Japanese and
the Koreans.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Washington, Mrs. LINDA SMITH.

Mrs. LINDA SMITH of Washington.
Mr. Speaker, | rise today to give voice
to millions of Americans who have
grave concerns about America’s rela-
tionship with China. | guess the rain-
bow to this long debate over most-fa-
vored-nation status for China has
ended with Americans realizing that
something is wrong, deeply wrong.

Americans know in their hearts and
minds the difficult social, moral, and
economic issues involved. We knew
something was wrong when we watched
our President change his mind and
turn his back on the issue of slave
labor, which he said he would change if
he were elected. We knew something
was wrong when he decided that it no
longer made any difference that we saw
more labels ‘““Made in China’ that used
to be carrying proudly the ‘“Made in
U.S.” label.

Americans are weighing this issue,
and they are thoughtfully, thought-
fully but adamantly, against giving
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MFN to China. Just this week, a poll
came out and it is growing the opposi-
tion. It is now 67 percent against giving
most-favored-nation status. It is not a
third for. Only 18 percent would sup-
port it at this point after this long de-
bate.

Furthermore, Americans are dissatis-
fied with the current status quo. Re-
cently, | got another letter from a
union in my area, the Machinist Union,
and they echoed the concerns of this
poll. They echoed the concerns that
China has to open up its markets. We
have very few products and very few
commodities now going into China. But
they really had a loud voice in this let-
ter, and also in the poll, that said a
country that tortures its own to keep
the rest terrified is not acceptable.

I would urge my colleagues to join
the American people and vote ‘‘yes’ on
this resolution.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to our distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
EwWING].

Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, I am here
today, of course, to talk about most-fa-
vored-nation status. Much has been
heard about our bilateral trade deficit
with China. It is the same argument
that protectionists use as a reason not
to trade with Japan. These protection-
ists argue that because we have a large
trade deficit with a specific country,
we should erect trade barriers or force
them to purchase more American goods
to level the playing field.

In the 1980’s, Japan was the culprit.
Today it is China. And if China is
treating us unfairly simply because of
our trade deficits, then we are treating
nations like Australia, Argentina,
Egypt, and Poland unfairly and they
should erect trade barriers to level the
playing field with American products.

The fact is, all Americans run up life-
long trade deficits with their local res-
taurants, grocery store, department
store. We do not demand that our local
grocer or retailer purchase something
from us in return for patronage. Of
course, that is where | believe the so-
called fair traders are incorrect. It is
difficult to find a majority of econo-
mists who agree on anything, but they
do agree erecting trade barriers hurts
the nation doing it.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Ohio
[Ms. KapPTuR], a champion on this
issue.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker | rise in
support of the motion of disapproval
and ask the question: Why renew the
terms of an abnormal relationship that
is not working? Have freedom and lib-
erty of the Chinese people expanded?
No. Repression has increased. Has the
United States earned income from this
trade deal? No. Our trade deficits with
China have exploded, as we watch
China spend their dollar reserves to
arm themselves militarily while they
keep their tariffs against our goods at
40 percent, and give us no reciprocity
in their market. For America, freedom
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should mean more than selling fer-
tilizer.

John F. Kennedy inspired the world
when he said that human progress is
more than a doctrine about economic
advance. Rather, it is an expression of
the noblest goals of our society. It says
that material advance is meaningless
without individual liberty and freedom.

Exercising economic sanctions
against South Africa’s repressive re-
gime resulted in an advance of free-
dom. But in our Chinese engagement,
America’s efforts have resulted in cre-
ating more powerful oligarchs that
feast off our misdirected trade policies.

Upend this abnormal trade relation-
ship, support the motion to disapprove.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. CLEMENT].

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from California [Mr.
MATsuI] for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, | cannot think of a
more compelling argument made in the
U.S. House of Representatives today
than the words of a very dear friend
and inspiration of mine, Dr. Billy Gra-
ham. As many of my colleagues re-
member, last February we bestowed a
great honor on Dr. Graham and his
lovely wife Ruth, the highest award,
the Congressional Gold Medal.

Dr. Graham is not a politician or a
policymaker. He is not going to be
pulled into the political debate. But he
understands China and he understands
the world because he has traveled it ex-
tensively. He said recently, and | think
he said it so well, “In my experience,
nations respond to friendship just as
much as people do.”

Dr. Graham is exactly right. MFN ap-
proval is not a vote or a referendum on
China’s behavior. It is a vote on how
best to promote U.S. values. The only
way to change China is to continue to
engage China, not to declare economic
warfare.

Mr. Speaker, please look at the big
picture. | firmly believe that without
MFN, human rights abuses will worsen
and the dream of achieving democracy
in America will dim. Vote ‘“no’” on
House Joint Resolution 79 and ‘‘yes’ to
the rising voices and change in China.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON].

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, | strongly oppose MFN for China.

My reasons to defeat MFN.

HUMAN RIGHTS

Every year since 1980, when President
Carter first extended China MFN, supporters
have argued that this action will help the Unit-
ed States promote human rights in China.

It has failed. State Department’'s own Coun-
try Reports on Human Rights (January 1997)
admits:

The Chinese Government continued to
commit widespread and well-documented
human rights abuses, in violation of inter-
nationally accepted norms, stemming from
the authorities’ intolerance of dissent, fear
of unrest, and the absence or inadequacy of
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laws protecting basic freedoms. * * * Overall
in 1996, the authorities stepped up efforts to
cut off expressions of protest or criticism.

And from Clinton’s Assistant Secretary for
Asia:

Frankly, on the human rights front, the
situation has deteriorated * * * They’'re
rounding up dissidents, harassing them
more.

In addition: Over 1,000 forced labor camps;
harvest and sale of organs from executed pris-
oners; forced abortions; and persecution of re-
ligious believers.

Nongovernment churches are outlawed.

Independent worshipers of the government
church are harassed and imprisoned.

Their house churches are being forcibly
closed or destroyed.

NATIONAL SECURITY

Selling nuclear material, weapons and mili-
tary technology to rogue states (ex: Iran)

Purchased 46 American-made super-
computers which could design nuclear war-
heads for missiles capable of reaching the
United States.

COSCO lease of Long Beach Port gives
PLA base of operations in the United States.

TRADE

Economic espionage: U.S. workers
when U.S. technology is stolen.

Violations of intellectual property rights: $40
billion trade deficit; 2 percent of United States
exports are allowed in China, 33 percent of
China’s exports come to United States.

China charges American products with huge
tariffs:

Even if we would extend least-favored-na-
tion [LFN] status to China, their tarrifs would
still tower ours.

China import tax on United States cars: 50
percent. United States import tax on LFN cars:
25 percent, that is one-half the rate charged
by China.

China duty on shoes: 50 to 60 percent. Unit-
ed States duty on LFN shoes: 35 percent.

Allegations of attempting to influence our
Presidential elections through campaign con-
tributions. Vote “yes” for House Concurrent
Resolution 79.

Yet, the administration has chosen to stand
up to China on only one issue: intellectual
property rights.

When they were faced with trade sanctions
over this issue, they backed down.

If this type of muscular action is justified for
the music industry, then it is justified for per-
secuted Christians, murdered infants, and nu-
clear proliferation. We need to put away the
carrots and break out the sticks. The Presi-
dent’s policy isn't just one of engagement, it's
a see-no-evil strategy.
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Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER].

(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, as
chairman of the Subcommittee on Asia
and the Pacific, | oppose House Joint
Resolution 79.

There is perhaps no more important
set of related foreign policy issues for
the 21st century than the challenges
and opportunities posed by the emer-
gence of a powerful and fast-growing

lose
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China. However, today we are not hav-
ing a debate focused on those chal-
lenges. Instead, we are debating wheth-
er to impose 1930-era Smoot-Hawley
trade tariffs on China that the rest of
the world and China knows we will
never impose.

This particular annual debate has be-
come highly counterproductive. It un-
necessarily wastes our precious foreign
policy leverage and seriously damages
our Government’s credibility with the
leadership of the PRC and with our al-
lies. It hinders our ability to coax the
PRC into the international system of
world trade rules, nonproliferation
norms, and human rights standards.
Moreover, Beijing knows the United
States cannot deny MFN without se-
verely harming American companies
and workers, or without devastating
the economy of Hong Kong or Taiwan.

It is true, as MFN opponents argue,
that ending normal trade relations
with China would deliver a very serious
blow to the Chinese economy, but the
draconian action of raising the average
weighted tariff on Chinese imports to
44 percent instead of the current aver-
age of 4 to 5 percent would severely
harm the United States economy as
well. And after China’s certain retalia-
tion, many of the approximately 175,000
high-paying export jobs related to
United States-China trade would dis-
appear while France, Germany, Can-
ada, and other major trading nations
would rush to fill the void.

But MFN is about much more than
trade. China is an emerging power with
a potentially wide range of interests
and influence around Asia. Ending nor-
mal trade relations with the PRC
would not only send that economy into
a tailspin, making China’s neighbors
especially nervous, but would have a
devastating impact upon Hong Kong
and Taiwan. For example, the Hong
Kong Government estimates that as
many as 86,000 Hong Kong workers
would lose their jobs.

Mr. Speaker, ever since President Nixon
traveled to China, United States policy has
sought to promote a stable and peaceful Asia
where America’s trade interests could be ad-
vanced without sacrificing security. Successive
administrations have made expansion of trade
relations and economic liberalization key te-
nets of our China policy. The goal has been
not only to expand United States trade, but
also to provide a means of giving China a
stake in a peaceful, stable, economically dy-
namic Asia-Pacific region. This approach has
worked well and protected not only our na-
tional interests, but also those of our friends
and allies. Immediately, U.S. dock workers,
transportation workers, and retail workers
would be harmed until alternative sources for
Chinese manufactured goods could be found.

For example, the Hong Kong Government
estimates that as many as 86,000 Hong Kong
workers would lose their jobs if the United
States ended normal trade relations with
China and, almost incredibly, they project that
Hong Kong's gross domestic product would
decline by nearly half. That is why Governor
Patten recently stated in a letter to Members
of Congress that ‘“unconditional renewal of
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MFN is the most valuable gift that America
has within its power to deliver to Hong Kong
at this critical moment in its history.” And
Hong Kong is not alone—Taiwan also quite
appropriately, but too quietly, recognizes the
importance of MFN. Last year, key business
leaders publicly supported normal trade rela-
tions between the United States and China.

Mr. Speaker, the United States has con-
vinced nearly every other country in the region
that the best way to avoid conflict is to engage
each other in trade and closer economic ties.
Abandoning this basic tenet of our foreign pol-
icy with China would be a serious shock and
set back what we have been trying to achieve
in the entire Asia-Pacific region. It would send
many countries scrambling to choose between
China or the United States.

Opponents of MFN say that human rights in
China have not improved and that the human
rights situation in China has deteriorated. |
certainly do agree that very serious human
rights problems remain including arbitrary de-
tentions, widespread religious persecution,
suppression of nearly all political dissent, and
coercive abortion practices. But, it is simply
wrong to ignore the fact that since the United
States embarked on normal trade with China,
the day-to-day living standard of the Chinese
people has improved dramatically. Moreover,
the denial of normal trade relations with China
will not directly improve the plight of those
courageous advocates of democracy and re-
form in China—indeed it may worsen their
plight and cause repressive action on many
more Chinese citizens.

In making somewhat of an exit assessment
on January 1, 1994, then-United States Am-
bassador Stapleton Roy said that in the his-
tory of China “[t]he last two years are the best
in terms of prosperity, individual choice, ac-
cess to outside sources of information, free-
dom of movement within the country and sta-
ble domestic conditions.” Now, 32 years after
Ambassador Roy’s observations, those gen-
eral trends continue; the Chinese people enjoy
even more personal choice concerning their
career, education, or place of abode. Just last
year modest legal reforms were advanced in
the area of criminal procedures which make it
more likely that individuals will be considered
innocent until proven guilty, will have a right to
a lawyer at the time of detention, and will be
able to challenge the arbitrary powers of the
police. Although these reforms have far too
many caveats that permit the government to
suppress political dissent, they nonetheless
represent progress toward a rule of law in
China.

There have been other positive develop-
ments in China. The National People’'s Con-
gress showed small but encouraging signs of
assertiveness by attacking a government re-
port that failed to adequately address corrup-
tion. Village elections, once the sole domain of
local Communist party functionaries, have
suddenly become contested events—with non-
communists elected in many places.

For these reasons, many human rights lead-
ers support normal trade relations. For exam-
ple, Wei Jingsheng, a prominent dissident still
jailed for his eloquent and strongly held demo-
cratic beliefs, urges the United States to con-
tinue MFN. Similarly, Martin Lee, a democratic
leader in Hong Kong, argued for unconditional
renewal of MFN on his recent visit to the Unit-
ed States.

Mr. Speaker, as the chairman of the Asia
and the Pacific Subcommittee, this member
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has become convinced that the annual MFN
process is counterproductive and undermines
United States foreign policy interests with re-
spect to China. However, the United States
has other points of leverage where we can en-
courage China’s leaders to be responsible ac-
tors in the world community.

For example, China’s leaders will be faced
with many difficult economic reform decisions
in the next several decades; Therefore, rather
than devoting attention to MFN, the United
States should focus on one of the most impor-
tant foreign policy decisions for the United
States: China’s accession to the World Trade
Organization [WTQ]. A good way to maximize
our trade leverage is embodied in legislation
that this Member and the gentleman from llli-
nois, Representative Tom EWING recently in-
troduced. That legislation, the China Market
Access and Export Opportunities Act, requires
China to pledge adherence to the world’s
trade rules and accede to the World Trade Or-
ganization or face ‘“snap-back” tariffs on
goods imported to the United States. It would
induce China’'s leaders to join the WTO by
eliminating our annual MFN review upon Chi-
na’'s membership in the World Trade Organi-
zation. Alternatively however, the China Mar-
ket Access and Export Opportunities Act
would require the President to impose realis-
tic, pre-Uruguay Round tariff increases—4-7
percent—on Chinese imports if the PRC con-
tinues to deny United States exporters ade-
guate market access or if it does not make
significant progress to become a member of
the WTO.

The PRC’'s desire to get into the World
Trade Organization represents a historic op-
portunity for the United States to level the
playing field for United States companies and
workers wanting to sell their products in
China. But we should act now. Recent press
reports indicate that the PRC's trade nego-
tiators may be walking away from the currently
unproductive negotiating table. This news is
especially disturbing given that last year's U.S.
trade deficit with China was nearly $40 billion
and this year's imbalance has risen by 37 per-
cent Secretary of Commerce, William Daley,
recently said that “China remains the only
major market in the world where U.S. exports
are not growing and this despite significant
economic growth in China.”

The China Market Access and Export Op-
portunities Act is a tough but fair approach to
China’'s WTO accession. The Congress should
immediately consider this legislation to accel-
erate the forces of change that have been un-
leashed by the PRC’s desire to become a part
of the world trade community. Economic and
trade liberalization reforms in China, which this
legislation will promote, not only will reduce
our enormous bilateral trade deficit and benefit
United States workers and consumers, it will
also continue to provide the most positive
forces of political and social change in China.

Mr. Speaker, | urge opposition to
House Joint Resolution 79.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ken-
tucky [Mrs. NORTHUP].

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, | rise
to speak against the resolution and in
behalf of continuing normal trading re-
lationships with China.

We are all here today for one reason,
because we are very concerned about
China. We are very concerned about
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human rights and civil rights, and we
are wondering in what way we can best
reach out and change China’s current
policy. The fact is that we recognize
that China is a growing power, and
there are some things, Mr. Speaker,
that no matter what we do today in our
vote, we are not going to change.

We are not going to change the fact
that China is growing militarily. We
are not going to change the fact that
technologically China is advancing at a
very rapid pace. We are not going to
change the fact that China is going to
have a profound impact on our world in
the coming years.

And so, Mr. Speaker, the question be-
fore us is not how do we stop those
things which we cannot stop, but how
do we most influence them? Over the
last 20 years, China has changed, China
has grown, it has become more aware
of civil and human rights, and their
citizens have demanded more than they
ever have before. Is it fast enough for
us? No, it is not. But the fact is, it is
that relationship, it is that continued
relationship that gives us the most
chance to affect China as it inevitably
grows and advances.

Mr. Speaker, we can do a lot from the
outside, demanding and asking for civil
and human rights in China. But the
way it will most change is when the
Chinese people begin to be able to
think, because of prosperity, about
something more than where their next
meal is coming from and how to meet
their basic needs. When they begin re-
alizing what is available in other coun-
tries in terms of their own civil rights
and human rights, they will also de-
mand more from within as we are de-
manding from without. Please, let us
continue this relationship so that they
will be able to enjoy the civil and
human rights that we do.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. LEwis], a champion for human
rights throughout the world.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
30 seconds to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. LEwWIS].

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
| do not propose cutting off relations
with China, but | simply cannot accept
the situation as it is with China today.
We cannot stand by while innocent
people in China and Tibet are fighting
and dying for democracy. Thousands of
innocent Christians, Muslims, and Bud-
dhists are dying in Chinese gulags. Mil-
lions of Chinese women are not allowed
to plan their own families. They are
not allowed to make the most basic,
the most private decisions. The Chi-
nese Government intrudes on families,
their beliefs, their lives. They are des-
perate for our help. Yet we do not help.
We continue business as usual. The
abuse of human rights continues. And
the United States renews MFN. China
will not work with the community of
nations to stop nuclear proliferation.
And the United States renews MFN.
Business as usual. Trade as usual.

We cannot accept and we must not
accept what is happening in China. To
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quote Gandhi, ‘““Noncooperation with
evil is as much a duty as is cooperation
with good.” We can never forget
Tiananmen Square. Those students
bravely stood for democracy, and they
were slaughtered. | was a student once,
fighting for what | believed, 1 was
fighting for a nation free of racism,
free of segregation. During the 1960’s,
some among us were jailed and beaten
during that struggle. Some even died.
Schwerner. Goodman. Chaney. Three
young men gave their lives so that oth-
ers could register and vote, so that oth-
ers could participate in the democratic
process. They did not die in vain.

Now it is the 1990s and China is on
the other side of the world from us but
their struggle is just as important.
Their lives and their struggle must not
be in vain. In a real sense, Mr. Speaker,
our foreign policy, our trade policy
must be a reflection of our own ideals,
our own shared values.

What does it profit a great nation, a
compassionate and caring people, to
close our eyes and look the other way?
As Martin Luther King said, ‘““There
comes a time when a Nation and a peo-
ple must stand for something or we
will fall for anything.” | feel that the
spirit of history is upon us. We must
make a decision today and it should be
on the right side of history. We must
stand with the people who are strug-
gling for freedom, struggling for de-
mocracy. If we fail to act, no one will
act. They are our brothers and our sis-
ters.

Yes, Mr. Speaker, | believe in trade,
free and fair trade, but 1 do not believe
in trade at any price. | ask my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle, how
much are we prepared to pay? Are we
prepared to sell our souls? Are we pre-
pared to butcher our conscience? Are
we prepared to deny our shared values
of freedom, justice and democracy?
Today | cast my lot with the people in
the streets, with the students of
Tiananmen Square, and with the peo-
ple of this country who understand
that a threat to justice anywhere is a
threat to justice everywhere.

I urge and | beg of my colleagues to
oppose MFN for China. | thank the gen-
tlewoman from California and the gen-
tleman from New York for yielding me
this time.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHooD). The Chair will remind all
persons in the gallery that they are
here as guests of the House and that
any manifestation of approval or dis-
approval of proceedings is a violation
of the House rules.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. GREEN].

(Mr. GREEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GREEN. I thank the gentleman
from California for yielding me this
time.
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Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposition to
the disapproval resolution and | reluc-
tantly do so. In previous Congresses, |
voted for the extension of MFN for
China with the belief that more en-
gagement on economic and diplomatic
fronts would yield gradual but positive
changes within China. But as our trade
deficit has worsened, | know that has
not been the case. | know things have
changed in China. In fact, there are
elections that are going on on the local
level, so there has been progress. But
the concern | have is the tariff dispar-
ity between the United States and the
People’s Republic of China, so | was se-
riously considering voting in favor of
the disapproval resolution. But | am
going to vote against it today, because
I do not think it would improve our
trade deficit if we pass this resolution.
I do not think it would give us more
access to the China market. | do not
think it would improve the treatment
of Christians in China, although | know
we have heard today both people who
said they are persecuted and people
who have said, including Reverend
Billy Graham, that it would be bad not
to have most-favored-nation. | do not
think it would prevent China from sell-
ing weapons to lIran if we disapprove
most-favored-nation.

I think the best choice we have is to
continue to work with China and re-
spect their culture and respect their
country, and to say we are two great
nations and we need to work together.
That is why China’s desire for WTO
membership requires more open mar-
kets. | hope we will see that in China.
I hope we will see a lessening of the
tariffs on our products going to China
because then this will come up again
next year. That is why | have cospon-
sored our Democratic leader’s bill ask-
ing for China’s accession to WTO be
subject to a vote in Congress.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. SCARBOROUGH].

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker,
yesterday in the New Republic we had
this headline talking about persecution
of Christians. It is in stark contrast to
what we read about and hear about
from apologists for China, whether it is
in Wall Street, Washington, or in Hol-
lywood.

The New Republic reported that per-
secution is real and by all reports get-
ting worse. Attacks of Catholics and of
Protestants continue, and the Far East
Economic Review stated that police de-
stroyed 15,000 religious sites in one
province last year alone. Priests were
sent to re-education camps for 2 years
for simply saying mass, and 40 percent
of all inmates in labor camps are mem-
bers of the Christian underground. The
New Republic went on to say that

The methods used to re-educate Christians
include starving and beating detainees, bind-
ing them in excruciating positions, hanging
them from their limbs and torturing them
with electronic cattle prods and drills.
Sometimes, relatives are forced to watch the
torture sessions.’

When | hear the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. LEwIS] speak about what
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happened in the 1960°’s in America, it
reminds us too much of what is hap-
pening today even in a country that
has killed 60 million of their own peo-
ple in the past 50 years. We have to
stop apologizing for China and stand up
to this tyranny.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would advise all Members that
the gentleman from [Illinois [Mr.

CRANE] has 24%> minutes remaining; the
gentlewoman from California [Ms.
PELOsSI] has 22 minutes remaining; the
gentleman from California [Mr. MAT-
sul] has 24 minutes remaining; the gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. BUNNING]
has 10%2 minutes remaining; and the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SoLo-
MON] has 3 minutes remaining.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. CRANE].

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2%
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ARCHER], the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. ARCHER. | thank the gentleman
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong opposi-
tion to House Joint Resolution 79
which would strip most-favored-nation
trading status from China. At the out-
set, | want to make it clear, and | am
sure it has been said before but it bears
repeating, that the term most-favored-
nation is a misnomer. It implies that
we are somehow giving a country spe-
cial treatment. Rather, when we pro-
vide MFN, we are only giving the same
normal standard treatment that we
give almost every country in the world;
well over 100 countries. The only coun-
tries to whom we do not give MFN are
Afghanistan, Cuba, Laos, North Korea,
and Vietnam. We give better than MFN
treatment to another very select group
of countries, Canada, Israel, and Mex-
ico. What we are considering today is
whether we should continue giving
China average treatment.
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Now a move to the substance of the
resolution. Quite apart from the bene-
fits enjoyed by our companies by con-
tinuing to do business with China, our
ability to win this vote affects whether
United States values will continue to
be of influence in China. Shutting down
trade with China or making the terms
of trade impossibly restrictive would
put in place a policy of unilateral con-
frontation that would not change Chi-
na’s behavior. Maybe MFN for China is
not a good policy until, as Churchill
would have said about democracy,
“You consider all of the other alter-
natives.” And those who oppose MFN
for China do not really consider the
other less attractive, by far, alter-
natives. If we remove MFN from China,
we would disengage our government
from a leadership role in the region and
would remove the positive influence
that our business community has in
China.

At the same time, | hope that China
will continue to pursue accession to
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the WTO and will be able to agree to
take on the rights and obligations that
make membership. At that point | be-
lieve that the United States should be
in a position to provide China with full
MFN treatment uncluttered by any
conditions, a relationship identical to
that which we have with almost all of
the world. Once China becomes a WTO
member we will be able to utilize the
highly effective dispute settlement
mechanism of the WTO to resolve our
trade disputes with China.

As | understand it, China still has a
long way to go in that accession bid. In
the meantime, | urge my colleagues to
vote a strong no on this disapproval
resolution.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. HoYER], who in his capacity
and his work on the Helsinki accords
and Commission has been a champion
of human rights throughout the world.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, one cannot
discuss this issue in 1 minute. Every-
body on this floor knows this, and in
fact perhaps in 5 or 50 minutes.

For over a decade and a half as chair-
man of the Helsinki Commission, | was
not for most-favored-nation status for
the Soviet Union. Why? Because they
did not meet international norms.
America has been, is now and hopefully
always will be the beacon of freedom
and justice for all the world. | am for
constructively engaging on those prem-
ises, but | am also for principled en-
gagement, for an engagement that says
we will not do business as normal with
those who do not treat their own peo-
ple as international norms would de-
mand. And not only do international
norms demand that, but the peace and
security and stability of all the world
demands that.

My colleagues, let us stand up, let us
lift that torch high of liberty and jus-
tice and say not business as usual.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. CAPPS].

Mr. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, | rise in op-
position to the resolution. | do so with
profound respect for the gentlewoman
from California [Ms. PeLosI], the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. LEwIS] and
my good friends on the other side. |
want to make two points briefly.

First, the very term ‘‘most favored
nation” is inaccurate. MFN is not a
privileged status according to close
friends, but an ordinary tariff treat-
ment extended to all but 11 countries.
Today | will introduce a bill to replace
MFN in our trade law with a more suit-
able and accurate term, ‘“‘normal trade
relations.”

Second point: | have a heart full of
thoughts on this issue, Mr. Speaker. |
had the privilege of being in China in
December and lecturing at Peking Uni-
versity. While |1 would not call myself
an expert on this subject, 1 do recog-
nize that the underlying subject here is
about culture, about cultural dif-
ference, cultural clash, cultural
change. United States culture is not
Chinese culture.
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We talk about human rights. China,
with a cultural tradition of more than
5,000 years, talks more about stability.
We are dedicated to Judeo-Christian
values. They for their part owe more to
Confucius, to Lao Tzu, to the | Ching.
We talk proudly of democracy. China
has had centuries of feudalism, of em-
perors and empresses and are moving
toward democracy. Consequently, it is
difficult to translate across cultural
lines. It is impossible to read their his-
tory according to our vectors.

But we must live together in the 21st
century, and we must strive together
to find ways to do this. This is not the
time to isolate China, this is not the
time to isolate ourselves against
China. | plead a no vote on the pending
resolution.

During my recent visit to China, | withessed
the promise of leadership among the emerging
generation of active, intelligent, responsible
young people. | am confident that they want to
be active participants in the 21st century, not
as enemies of the United States but as part-
ners. | don't want to close the door on them
right now. | want to encourage them as | have
been encouraged by them. Democracy is a
very delicate plant in China today. But we can
help nurture and strengthen it.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. PITTS].

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
to call for an end to the many human
rights abuses in the People’s Republic
of China, and I rise in support of renew-
ing China’s most-favored-nation trad-
ing status because, Mr. Speaker, these
two goals are not mutually exclusive.
In fact, renewing MFN for China will
enable us to address the abuses we find
so objectionable, first by keeping the
lines of communication open with
those leaders in China who have the
power to change persecution and the
climate there through private and
tough diplomacy and, second, by allow-
ing the many human rights, mission
and Christian agencies in China to con-
tinue their work with the Chinese peo-

le.

P Mr. Speaker, revoking China’s MFN
trade status and essentially declaring
economic warfare on China is not the
best way to achieve our goal of improv-
ing the human condition for the Chi-
nese people. In fact, it would exacer-
bate the problem. Since this debate
began | have spoken with many in the
mission and Christian community who
live and work in China, missionaries
and Christian leaders whose whole lives
are committed to the Chinese people.
What they have told me is that if MFN
status is revoked they feel that they
would feel the effects of retribution on
themselves and on Chinese Christians
and on human rights activists. They
told me that the hand of the hard lin-
ers would come down upon the people
of China and especially anyone who is
perceived as representing the West.

Rev. Daniel Su, a former member of
the Chinese Red Guard who now works
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for China Outreach Mission Ministry,
has said, quote:

The Chinese people are better off if MFN
status is maintained. People suffer when
China becomes isolated and hostile. Isolating
China will do nothing for human rights in
China particularly the rights of Chinese
Christians. Like Rev. Daniel Su has said,
Cutting off ties with China is like setting
your car on fire when it stalls.

Dr. Samuel Ling, the Institute for
Chinese Studies said this:

History has proven that as the United
States engages China, a more pluralistic at-
mosphere develops, and both the standard of
living and human rights and freedoms stand
to improve.

Others have made other quotes, Mr.
Speaker. | urge the Members to sup-
port MFN.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. DELAHUNT], a member
who has worked very hard on this
issue.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, this
vote is about American credibility.

Yesterday a bill was on the calendar
which would have prohibited financial
transactions with terrorist countries.
It would have passed without debate.
Yet China has sold chemical weapons
to Iran and missile components to
Syria, and what of human rights? Last
year Congress enacted the Helms-Bur-
ton Act because of human rights
abuses in Cuba. Yet when it comes to
China we ignore our own State Depart-
ment report that the human rights sit-
uation actually worsened in 1996.

Then of course there is trade. We
criticize the unfair trade practices of
the Japanese, yet according to the last
Sunday’s L.A. Times, China has devel-
oped barriers to United States goods
and services that would make the Jap-
anese blush.

This vote is fundamentally about
American credibility. We cannot de-
mand respect for our values from the
rest of the world and set a different
standard for China. Please vote yes on
the resolution.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Mis-
souri [Ms. MCCARTHY].

Ms. MCcCARTHY of Missouri. Mr.
Speaker, | rise in opposition to House
Joint Resolution 79 and in support of
the President’s decision to extend nor-
mal trade relations with the People’s
Republic of China. Terminating our
current trade relationship with China
would undermine America’s economic
interests in those States such as my
own. The American consumer would be
burdened with dramatic price in-
creases. Thousands of American trade
and investment jobs would be lost.

Chinese retaliation would likely ex-
clude companies from opportunities in
one of the world’s fastest grow econo-
mies. Last year Missouri companies
alone exported over $80 million in
goods to China, an increase of over 64
percent from the previous year. United
States exports to China currently sup-
port over 200,000 American jobs. The
jobs which have been created have been
good, high paying jobs.
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In my home State of Missouri em-
ployment by foreign subsidiaries has
risen 165 percent since 1980. Manufac-
turing jobs created by foreign invest-
ment have risen 51 percent. In my dis-
trict MFN for China means that agri-
businesses, high technology, and avi-
onics industries are able to export
their goods to one of the world’s larg-
est markets. From national firms like
Farmland Industries to regional com-
panies like Hanna Rubber Co. and
small family-owned businesses such as
Sun Electronics in Raytown, MO, MFN
for China means jobs, revenue and busi-
ness.

I have grave concerns over China’s
human rights record, particularly the
practice of female infanticide, which
has no place in any society. | have a
constituent, Mattie, who was born in
China just 2 years ago. She was adopt-
ed by loving Missouri parents and is
living the American dream of freedom
unknown in her native land. | want to
advance our values within China so
that future Chinese baby girls like
Mattie can live proud and free within
China as well.

We cannot walk away from this or
any other problem that China faces. We
have a moral obligation to remain en-
gaged with China so that they can
learn our values of democracy. | urge
this body to reject the resolution and
extend normal trade relations to the
People’s Republic of China.

Revoking trade privileges will reverse the
progress that the Chinese people have made
in their struggle for basic political, religious,
and economic freedoms.

The power of our democratic principles and
ideals eventually led to the fall of communism
in Eastern Europe. It is important that we con-
tinue to engage in debate with China until we
achieve victory in Asia as well.

Mr. Speaker, for these reasons, | support
extending normal trade relations to the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China, and | urge my col-
leagues to reject House Joint Resolution 79.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, | reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Washington [Ms. DuUNN], our distin-
guished colleague on the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, for the past
7 years this body has gone through the
annual ritual of debating MFN status
for China because the minority of our
membership thinks that China needs to
be taught a lesson. This may make
some of my colleagues feel good, but I
believe it is a misguided response that
hinders the development of human
rights and democracy in China.

Before rushing headlong into the
mistake of adding China to the list of
nations denied MFN, there are two
points to consider. First of all, who
would be penalized by denying China
MFN? Our compassion for the suffering
in China is useless if the policy has no
effect other than to put our own people
out of work. Indeed, then the compas-
sion is misplaced. We have made no dif-
ference in the life of those suffering
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overseas while only increasing the
numbers of those suffering without
jobs here at home. By terminating
MFN to China, this is exactly what 1
believe will occur. The loss of MFN will
not change China. It will, however,
cost our Nation and Washington State
billions of dollars in aircraft, lumber,
software, and agricultural sales and
tens of thousands of jobs to our Euro-
pean and our Asian competitors.

The second point to consider is will
revoking MFN accomplish our goal of
improved human rights and democracy.
I do not believe it will. United States
trade and investment teach the skills
of free enterprise that are fundamental
to any free society.

For instance, in my home State of
Washington we export a number of
United States products from aircraft to
software, and every single airplane and
every single CD carries with it the
seeds of change.

It has already been noted that the
Reverend Billy Graham recently ob-
served that Christian love and integ-
rity are now being delivered to mil-
lions of people in China who were de-
nied this opportunity during the dark-
est days of China. This sentiment is
shared not only by the Reverend Billy
Graham, but by his son who is my con-
stituent, Ned Graham. His organiza-
tion, East Gate Ministries, is based in
Sumner, WA, and it has shipped 1%
million Mandarin language Bibles to
China and 4 million more will be deliv-
ered before the end of the century
under an agreement with the Chinese
Government.

Just last weekend | had the oppor-
tunity to meet with the younger Gra-
ham to discuss his organization’s work
in China and the current debate here in
the United States Congress. He ex-
pressed concern about this debate and
that the crusade against MFN may
harm the ability of his ministry to get
Bibles into the hands of the Chinese
people.
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The message was clear, Mr. Speaker.
Revocation of China MFN is in the in-
terests of no one, particularly the Chi-
nese people themselves. If we want to
affect Chinese behavior and trade pol-
icy in civil liberty areas we all care
about, we should increase our mutual
contact.

I urge my colleagues to oppose the
resolution of disapproval.

Mr. Speaker, for the past seven summers,
this body has gone through the annual ritual of
debating MFN status for China because a mi-
nority of our membership thinks that China
needs to be taught a lesson.

This may make some of my colleagues feel
good, but | believe it is a misguided response
that hinders the development of human rights
and democracy in China. Before rushing head-
long into the mistake of adding China to the
list of nations denied MFN, there are two
points to consider.

Who would be penalized by denying China
MFN? Our compassion for the suffering in
China is useless if our policy has no effect
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other than to put our own people out of work.
Indeed, then the compassion is misplaced,;
we've made no difference in the life of those
suffering overseas while only increasing the
numbers of those suffering here at home.

By terminating MFN to China, this is exactly
what | believe would occur. The loss of MFN
won't change China. It will, however, cost our
Nation and Washington State billions of dollars
in aircraft, lumber, software, and agriculture
sales, and tens of thousands of jobs to our
European and Asian competitors.

The second point to consider is—will revok-
ing MFN accomplish our goal of improved
human rights and democracy?

| do not believe it will. U.S. trade and invest-
ment teaches the skills of the free enterprise
that are fundamental to a free society.

For instance, in my home State of Washing-
ton, we export a number of U.S. products,
from aircraft to software. And every single air-
plane and every single CD carries with it the
seeds of change.

It has already been noted that the Rev. Billy
Graham recently observed that Christian love
and integrity is now being delivered to millions
of Chinese who were being denied this oppor-
tunity during the darkest days in China.

This sentiment is shared by not only the
Rev. Billy Graham, but a constituent of mine—
Ned Graham. His organization, East Gates
Ministries, is based in Sumner, WA, and has
shipped 1.5 million Mandarin-language Bibles
to China. And 4 million more will be delivered
before the end of the century under an agree-
ment with the Chinese Government.

Just last weekend, | had the opportunity to
meet with the younger Graham to discuss his
organization’s work in China and the current
debate here in the Congress. He expressed
concern about this debate and that the cru-
sade against MFN may harm the ability of his
ministry to get Bibles into the hands of the
Chinese people. The message was clear, Mr.
Chairman—revocation of China MFN is of in-
terest to no one, particularly the Chinese peo-
ple themselves.

If we want to affect Chinese behavior in the
trade policy and civil liberties areas we care
about, we should increase our mutual contact,
make MFN status permanent, and eventually,
bring China within the disciplines of the World
Trade Organization.

| urge my colleagues to oppose the resolu-
tion of disapproval.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MILLER].

(Mr. MILLER of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, | thank the gentleman for
yielding. | rise today in opposition of
extending MFN to China because | be-
lieve the United States policy of con-
structive engagement has failed.

Mr. Speaker, selling goods into the
United States market is not a right, it
is a privilege, and it is a privilege that
should be restricted to dictatorships
like China. Despite the promises of the
White House, big business, and the
MFN supporters, the United States
trade relationship with China has
failed to move that nation toward
democratic reform in order to reduce
the threat China poses to world secu-
rity.
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China’s Government continues to
brutally repress all dissent in that
country and violate religious freedoms.
Meanwhile it exports to rogue nations
like Iran, lIraq, Libya, and Burma the
technology to make weapons of mass
destruction. China continues to close
its market to United States goods and
services and allows American products
to be pirated, costing us billions of dol-
lars. Faced with the evidence that our
current policy of engagement toward
China has failed, supporters of MFN
then argue that we should ignore all
those problems and extend this privi-
lege to save American jobs.

Mr. Speaker, | oppose the extension
of most-favored-nation status for
China.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Guam [Mr. UNDERWOOD].

(Mr. UNDERWOOD asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, |
stand for human rights progress and a
secure Asian-Pacific region and against
House Joint Resolution 79. This is fun-
damentally an issue which asks wheth-
er we want to engage in as normal rela-
tions as possible with an emerging
world power in order to shape their fu-
ture direction, in order to shape a safer
and more secure Asian-Pacific world.

This is not a one-shot process, and
there is no one-shot solution. Engag-
ing, shaping, relating to China requires
difficult decisions and fully under-
standing what is at stake, a secure
Asian-Pacific world in which the forces
of democracy arise from local experi-
ences under our encouragement, and is
not forced by well-intentioned but mis-
guided foreign policies.

The issue is not human rights today
but making it possible to have progress
in human rights over the long haul.
The issue is not Chinese hostility
today, but whether we want to allow
hostility to shape our and their policy.
Some would have us believe that put-
ting China on notice today through de-
nial of MFN somehow brings their
abuses to a halt.

I urge my colleagues to reject House
Joint Resolution 79.

Mr. Speaker, many arguments have been
offered from both sides of the issue: Support-
ers of House Joint Resolution 79 believe that
withholding most-favored-nation status from
China will send a strong, clear message that
the United States will no longer kowtow to
Chinese interests. Many cite purported Chi-
nese meddling in America’s election cam-
paigns as further proof of just how far the Chi-
nese lobby has extended its reach into our do-
mestic affairs. There are also arguments relat-
ing to China’s nuclear capabilities and its
sales of equipment to Iran. The strongest con-
tention so far in this debate over MFN status
has been the human rights issue. China’s cur-
tailing of political and religious freedoms, steri-
lization, laogai institutions, and list goes on
and on.

Despite these points, | adhere to the belief
that extending MFN to China will be a wise
policy decision for the United States. As we all
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know, MFN is not a special status, it is one
conferred to our regular economic partners
throughout the world. According China MFN
status will be the avenue through which we
can influence China’s discriminatory practices
against some segments of its society. Political
and religious freedom will follow greater eco-
nomic freedom.

As part of the Congressional Human Rights
Caucus, | am knowledgeable of the various
human rights abuses committed against politi-
cal dissidents and jailed inmates in China. It is
a deplorable situation, but | do not believe re-
voking MFN will be the solution. Increasing
diplomatic contact and applying pressure
through international organizations is a wiser
decision that unilaterally isolating one quarter
of the world’s population. Democratic prin-
ciples are transmitted through the free flow of
ideas between nations in close interaction with
one another. Isolating China is not the answer
to curbing human rights abuse.

Those who support House Joint Resolution
79 have mainly focused on the human rights
question, but | believe that MFN is an eco-
nomic issue. Using trade as a tool of engage-
ment is a mutually constructive way for us to
improve relations with China. In 1996, United
States exports to China totaled $14 billion,
and exports to China generated some 200,000
American jobs.

| wish to emphasize that the MFN debate is
ostensibly about trade and should be limited to
a discussion about whether we want to en-
gage in normal trade relations with the fastest
growing economy in the world. This seems to
be a no-brainer and the answer is yes. This is
fundamentally an issue which asks whether
we want to engage in as normal relations as
possible with an emerging world power, in
order to help shape their future direction; in
order to help shape safer and more secure re-
lations in the Asia-Pacific world. this is not a
one-shot process and there is no one-shot so-
lution. Engaging, shaping, relating to China re-
quires difficult decisions and fully understand-
ing what is at stake—a safer, more secure
Asia-Pacific world in which the forces of de-
mocracy arise from local experiences under
our encouragement and not forced by well-in-
tentioned, but misguided foreign policies.

But many have added other issues to this
debate to alleviate its focus as a trade issue,
rather, they have converted it into a form of
political theatre designed less to influence the
eventual outcome which is well-known to ev-
eryone, but designed to assuage various con-
stituencies in this country.

Contrast this with the reaction in the Asia-
Pacific region. Nearly everyone in the region
who is directly affected by China does not see
the extension of MFN as weakness or a tol-
eration of abuses inside China; but as a way
to constructively engage China.

The issue is not human rights today, but
making it possible to progress in human rights
over the long haul; the issue is not Chinese
hostility today, but whether we want to inad-
vertently allow hostility to shape our and their
policy. There is implicit in the debate today the
sentiment that failure to put China on notice
today through denial of MFN somehow will
bring their human rights abuses to a halt and
stem their growth towards being a competitive
and hostile world power.

It seems to me that the denial of MFN will
bring help facilitate the very thing the oppo-
nents of MFN decry—moving China to rogue
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status as a state. Let us bring a little common
sense and not emotion to this discussion and
let us engage China within a system of trade
and security in which we have primary influ-
ence rather than make China an outcast state
intent on destabilizing the Asia-Pacific region.

As we approach the new millennium, we
find that tools such as the Internet and mone-
tary policies are helping draw the nations of
the world in an ever tighter web. Events such
as American normalization of ties with Viet-
nam, Burma and Laos's guaranteed admit-
tance into ASEAN, NATO extension, and the
future establishment of the Euro relate just
how tight this version of the World Wide Web
is contracting. The United States will take a
great leap backward if it chooses to revoke
MFN for China. At a time when competition is
steep for the Chinese market, at a time when
China’s human rights situation is still problem-
atic, the United States should be at the fore-
front of engaging China’s political and eco-
nomic policies.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, | reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WELDON].

(Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, my comments today are
aimed at our newer Members.

I am unusual in this debate, because
I have opposed MFN in the past. In fact
I voted against NAFTA because | was
not happy with the side agreements. In
fact, | am concerned about China’s
human rights record. I am a member of
the Human Rights Caucus and take
great pride in my involvement there.
And on missile proliferation, | probably
spend as much time on that issue as
any Member in this body as the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Military
Research and Development of the Com-
mittee on National Security. As a mat-
ter of fact, | wish | had as much inter-
est as demonstrated today by Members
on both sides on missile proliferation
on the debate on our defense bill as |
have heard today in this debate.

Mr. Speaker, | would remind our col-
leagues when we heard about the at-
tack on the Stark, the U.S.S. Stark, it
was not a Chinese missile, it was a
French-made Exocet missile. In fact,
we have our own allies exporting mis-
siles that are being used against our
troops by rogue nations around the
world.

Now, I am not happy with China’s ac-
tions in many areas, but | do not want
to isolate China; | think that is the
worst thing we can do now. | fault this
administration for a lack of enforce-
ment of existing arms control agree-
ments. The MCTR violations, the Gar-
rett rocket engines that were sent to
China, the M-11 missile transfers, the
ring magnet transfers, the chem-bio
transfers, they are all wrong; but we do
not just talk about those on the MFN
debate alone. We deal with those issues
all year long, and | do that all year
long, and all of us should do that all
year long.
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I am appalled by the statement that
has been said numerous times here of
Gen. Xian Guang-Kai, but | say to my
colleagues, | confronted him person-
ally. 1 went to Beijing and sat across
the table from him, and | said, General,
those statements are unacceptable.
That is what we need to do, Mr. Speak-
er, is aggressively engage the Chinese
leadership.

| spoke this past year twice at the
National Defense University in Beijing,
and | told Chinese military leaders
what | am telling our Members today.
We are not happy with China’s policies
in many areas, we are not happy with
human rights improvements in China,
and we are not happy with arms con-
trol violations; but we have to do that
in an effective way and not isolate
China and make it a demon. That is
the wrong signal to be sending.

Oppose this resolution and support
the status of trade relations normally
with China.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentle-
woman from California [Ms. SANCHEZ].

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, we have
a very important choice to make here
today, but that choice is not between
engagement or isolation. Certainly we
will continue engagement with China,
but that engagement must be construc-
tive.

The debate over China MFN is an im-
portant one for Americans. Nothing
less is at stake than our economic fu-
ture, our national security, and our
democratic principles.

Proponents of continuing MFN sta-
tus for China say it merely normalizes
trade in the same way that we have
done so with many other countries.
But trade relationships between the
two countries is anything but normal.
China does not play by the rules. China
should not receive most-favored-nation
status because it does not reciprocate
the trade benefits that we grant them
with MFN.

Besides not following trade rules,
China violates international arms con-
trol treaties and protocols, but the
most disturbing violations in China are
the gross negligence of human rights in
that nation. China persecutes millions
of religious believers of the Christian,
Muslim, Buddhist and Jewish faith.
These appalling human rights must
stop. | urge my colleagues to vote
‘‘yes’ on the resolution.

Mr. Speaker, we have a very important
choice to make here today. But that choice is
not between engagement or isolation. Cer-
tainly we will continue engagement with China.
But that engagement must be constructive.

The debate over China MFN is an important
one for the American people. Nothing less is
at stake than our economic future, our national
security and our democratic principles.

Proponents of continuing MFN status for
China say it merely normalizes trade in the
same way that is done with many other coun-
tries. But trade relations between the two
countries is anything but normal.

China does not play by the rules. China
should not receive most favored nation status
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because it does not reciprocate the trade ben-
efits that we grant them with MFN.

But the most disturbing violations in China
are the gross negligence of human rights in
that nation. China persecutes millions of reli-
gious believers of the Christian, Muslim,
Buddist and Jewish faiths. The severity of this
religious persecution has been well-docu-
mented by the international human rights com-
munity.

Chinese Christian women are hung by their
thumbs from wires and beaten with heavy
rods. They are denied food and water, and
shocked with electric probes for simply seek-
ing to openly practice Christianity.

Freedom House reports that there are more
Christians imprisoned for religious activity in
China than in any other nation in the world.
Four Roman Catholic bishops have been im-
prisoned by the Chinese Government for cele-
brating mass without official authorization.

Evangelical Protestants are arrested and
tortured for holding prayer meetings, preach-
ing and distributing Bibles without state ap-
proval. Churches of all faiths have been offi-
cially banned and replaced by “patriotic asso-
ciations” created by the Communist govern-
ment.

These appalling human rights violations in
combination with their arms control violations
and high tariff barriers are very powerful rea-
sons to deny MFN for China. | urge my col-
leagues to vote “Yes” on this resolution.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas [Mr. BERRY].

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in support of most-favored-na-
tion status for China. Only last year,
the U.S. Congress told the American
farmer, we want you to compete in a
free market situation. In the 1970’s the
American farmer was successfully
doing that and the U.S. Government
unilaterally embargoed its markets to
the point that they destroyed those
markets and precipitated the agri-
culture crisis of the 1980’s.

| beg my colleagues not to allow this
to happen again. China has 25 percent
of the world’s population and 7 percent
of the arable lands. We sell them 4 bil-
lion dollars’ worth of agricultural prod-
ucts each year. Even Rev. Billy Gra-
ham says, this is a good idea to trade
with China and it will improve their
country and ours. We must have access
to the international marketplace if we
expect our farmers to succeed. | urge
my colleagues to vote for MFN for
China and against the resolution.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. KNOLLENBERG], my very good
friend and one of the hardest workers
in the cause for MFN.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, |
rise today to support normal trade re-
lations for China. American workers
benefit most from the trading status
with China.

The facts | think are very clear. If we
reject MFN, we do not improve the
trade deficit, but we do lower or ap-
prove the loss of exports to China. In
my State of Michigan alone, there is
some $215 million in exports and over
5,000 jobs. If we translate that into the
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USA entirely, it is 228,000 jobs. China
has been reported as the world’s third
largest economy, after the United
States and Japan. It has, by far, the
world’s highest annual growth rate of 9
percent. We cannot exclude American
companies, farmers, workers, goods,
and services from this large market.

For the sake of our businesses, our
jobs, and our workers, we must reject
this resolution. We must not slam the
door on one-fourth of the world’s popu-
lation. If we really want to promote
human rights and civil rights, and | do,
and we want to plant the seeds of mu-
tual understanding, then continue nor-
mal trade relations. | urge opposition
of this resolution.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. ENGEL].

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, | thank my
colleague for yielding me this time. |
rise in strong support of the resolution
denying MFN for China.

Those who argue against it say this
is not the right vehicle. I would say to
my colleagues, what is the right vehi-
cle? If 1 had another vehicle, | would
try it, but the Chinese Government has
thumbed its nose. They do not even
give us a hook to hang our hat on.

We talk to them about human rights.
A recent report said that there is no
dissident activity in China anymore.
They have suppressed all of it. We
know what they are doing with Hong
Kong now. We know what they are
doing with the trade deficit in selling
weapons to Iran; what they did in Tai-
wan, what they have done in Tibet. The
list goes on and on and on.

When does it end? When does our
Government stand for something?
When is the almighty dollar not the
most important thing?

I think that we in this country say
that we stand for human rights and de-
mocracy and self-determination. There
are more than 1 billion Chinese people
who are looking toward us, they are
looking toward us, they are looking for
us to stand for something. They are
looking for us to help them throw off
oppression of their Government. When
does this end? No dissident activity?
We cannot tolerate this. Support the
resolution. Reject MFN for China.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. FORD].

(Mr. FORD asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, today | rise
to oppose this resolution. In my esti-
mation, this debate boils down to a
simple question. Will we choose to iso-
late China, or will we remain actively
engaged?

I believe that a policy of engagement
and not isolation is a powerful tool for
change and will enhance our ability to
positively influence China’s policy.
China is the world’s most populous na-
tion and has the potential to be the
world’s most dynamic economic power
in the 21st century. Continuing MFN
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will further our national interests of
helping China into the community of
nations as a stable partner which re-
spects human rights and contributes to
our global economic trading system.

My colleagues on both sides of the
aisle have raised valid and legitimate
concerns about the unfair trade prac-
tices, but revoking MFN status is not
the way to go about it. Enforcing exist-
ing international trade laws and
targeting sanctions might be a more
prudent course.

Mr. Speaker, the 20th century will be
recorded as America’s century. As we
move into this next century to main-
tain our position of economic pre-
eminence and economic dominance, it
would be unwise and imprudent at this
point for us to revoke MFN.
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Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, | reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ne-
braska [Mr. CHRISTENSEN], a very val-
ued member of the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, |
have thought a lot about this issue.
There are people on both sides of this
issue who have struggled over it, peo-
ple of faith, people that | respect im-
mensely. There is not a right or wrong
answer on this decision. Nobody knows
what the right answer is, but | support
MFN this year and | supported it last
year because | believe that taking MFN
status away is going to do more to
harm than help for Christians in China.

This past week we had an oppor-
tunity to talk to some Wycliffe Bible
translators. They said:

Taking MFN away is going to cause every
one of our Bible translators to be viewed as
a suspect of the government, an agent of the
State. You take MFN status away from
China, you are going to cause real persecu-
tion upon all the Bible translators and mis-
sionaries in China.

So people of faith are in disagree-
ment over this issue. Yes, everything
that has been said is true about the
persecution, about the human rights
abuses. But the correct answer has not
been resolved yet. Taking it away, tak-
ing MFN status away, is not clear and
conclusive evidence that it is going to
improve things over there. | believe
what Billy Graham has said and other
missionary organizations have said is,
‘“‘Stay engaged, keep the process going,
stay involved, keep the dialogue open.
We can bring them around to our way
of thinking.”

When | was over in Hong Kong I
talked to a man who said, JON, we are
moving in the right direction. Yes, we
are not moving as quickly as we want
to move. But your culture is not any
better. You have allowed abortions out
of convenience. Yes, we have had them
also, but you have allowed abortions
out of convenience. You are the largest
exporters of pornography. You have the
largest murder rate, the highest per-
centage of murder rate and rate of
teenage dropout in high school. Your
culture is not any better than in China.
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When we get over this debate and
people of faith disagree on this issue,
let us turn our focus back on America
and start cleaning up our own back-
yard before we continue to look at
China. Renewing MFN is the best way
of solving the persecution over there;
staying engaged, staying involved, and
moving the ball forward. Vote for
MFN.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Hawaii
[Mr. ABERCROMBIE].

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Speaker, I am speaking today
near the end of this debate as a mem-
ber of the Committee on National Se-
curity. | think that before we cast any
vote we should think about the na-
tional security implications.

In today’s Washington Post, to go no
further than the most contemporary
moment, Mr. Speaker, *““U.S. is big
market for firms owned by the Chinese
military.”” The People’s Liberation
Army is now being called in some quar-
ters the People’s Liberation Army, In-
corporated. We find ourselves in cir-
cumstances where military-related
firms now are working in our seaports,
they are involved in shipping.

The military is pervasive throughout
China. It is against our national secu-
rity interests to go forward with most-
favored-nation status for China at this
point. It reminds me of the 1960’s. We
find ourselves walking down a path to-
ward confrontation with China which
need not occur if we are able to see
today that we should not grant most-
favored-nation status.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BENTSEN].

(Mr. BENTSEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in support of extending MFN
trading status with China and against
the resolution. All of us are concerned
about China and their actions, whether
it be religious persecution, treatment
of Taiwan, weapons proliferation, their
human rights violations, or their ques-
tionable trade and copyright practices.

The fact is, do we really believe, if we
pull out of normal trading relations
with China, that our industrial allies
and other trading allies that we just
met with in Denver are going to follow
our action and pull out as well? Of
course not. What they are going to do
is fill the void and turn a blind eye to
the concerns we have as a Nation.
What we will do is to cut off our nose
to spite our face, and walk away from
one of the largest markets at the ex-
pense of American jobs.

We have heard a lot about security
concerns, and there are some things we
should be concerned about. There is no
question about that. But we also
should consider some facts: that China
has adhered to the Nonproliferation
Treaty of 1992, and it supported the in-
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definite nonconditional extension in
1995. It ratified the Chemical Weapons
Convention. It has signed the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty.

Yes, there are problems with that,
but we have other ways we deal with
that. Time and again, the administra-
tion has taken actions to impose sanc-
tions against the Chinese for prolifera-
tion activities. We have put the laws
on the books to do that. We have the
laws to deal with copyright and other
trade violations. What this says is that
we will have normal trading practices
to open the doors to deal with the Chi-
nese, and on individual cases we can
impose laws to deal with them. Let us
not shut the door. It will do nobody
any good.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | am
happy to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. SALMON], one
of our greatest and hardest working
champions and one of the initiators of
the whole plan to deal with democracy
and human rights in China.

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Speaker, this has
been a very tumultuous year, espe-
cially for our relations with China. As
we go forward and have this debate yet
one more time on whether or not we
should extend most-favored-nation sta-
tus with China, Members, look deep in-
side.

I have to say that those who are op-
posing the most-favored-nation status,
people like the gentleman from New
Jersey, Mr. CHRIS SMITH and the gen-
tleman from Virginia, Mr. FRANK

WoOLF, to me are heroes by every
stretch of the imagination. | have
watched them before | came to Con-

gress and since | have been here, and |
have been amazed at their ability to

articulate passionate beliefs which
they care deeply about.
There are some, however, not nec-

essarily just within this body but with-
out, as well, who would like to have us
believe that this issue is simply cut
and dried, that those who support
most-favored-nation trading status are
profiteers, that they are out there
working for the interests of corporate
America, and that those who are
against it care deeply about human
rights and that is the end of the story.
In fact, | have heard slogans that say
something like profit over substance,
or profit over principle.

The fact of the matter is, nothing
could be further from the truth. When
I served a mission for my church in
that region of the world in the 1970’s, |
grew to love the Chinese people. | grew
to love them deeply. When | saw the
massacre at Tiananmen Square, part of
me died that day, because people who
cared deeply about freedom, people
who cared deeply about their convic-
tions, were wasted away. We want to do
something. We want to thump China in
the nose. We want to do the right
thing.

But the answer is not to walk away
from this relationship, because if we do
nobody will be at the table articulating
the things we care about so deeply. It
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will not be France, Germany, Japan.
They will not be there. There will be a
big silent spot. Does that mean we
have been 100 percent accurate and
good in everything we have done in our
dealings with China? No. We have not.
We should speak up. We should do some
things. We crafted a bill which will do
that. But the answer is not to throw
the baby out with the bath water. The
answer is not to walk away from this
relationship.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. LANTOS], a
cochair of the Human Rights Caucus of
the Congress of the United States.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, there are
a dozen good reasons to deny most-fa-
vored-nation treatment for China,
ranging from the persecution of Chris-
tians to the selling of weapons of high-
technology to despicable countries, to
the theft of our intellectual property,
to discrimination against American ex-
ports. But we all know what is going to
happen here. They will get MFN be-
cause even if this body should approve
this resolution, the administration will
veto it, and we do not have the votes to
override it.

So my plea is to my undecided col-
leagues, the only thing we are dealing
with is the sending of a message to the
Communist totalitarian regime in
Beijing. Let us send a strong message.
Let us tell them that we can stand on
principle.

When a year ago this body unani-
mously approved my resolution giving
the right to the President of Taiwan to
visit his alma mater in Cornell, we
stood on principle. When we voted not
to move the Olympics to Beijing, we
stood on principle. Today at least we
should stand on principle.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHooD). The Chair announces that
when we get close to closing, we will go
in this order of closing: The gentleman
from New York [Mr. SoLomoN] will go
first; the gentleman from Kentucky
[Mr. BUNNING] will go second; the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MATsuUI]
will go third; the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. STARK] will go fourth; and
the gentleman from |Illinois [Mr.
CRANE] will close the debate.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. MATsUI].

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1%-
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. DAvIS].

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
today | rise in strong opposition to the
motion of disapproval, and in support
of continuing our normal trade status
with China. Opponents of most-favored-
nation status say we must send a state-
ment to China, a message.

In some respects | agree with that.
China must know as a nation we will
be vigilant in our efforts to fight
human rights abuses, and we will
watch closely the transition of power
with respect to Hong Kong, that we
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will not tolerate acts of aggression to-
ward their neighbors, and most impor-
tantly, we will continue to work to
open their market to exporters.

But the real question today is wheth-
er MFN is the proper vehicle to send
this message, and whether revoking
MFEN advances our interests on these
issues. The answer to both these ques-
tions is no. MFN is not a referendum
on China’s policies. It is not a sense-of-
the-Congress resolution that we have
serious differences with China. It is not
just a symbolic vote, allowing us to
send a message to the Chinese that we
are unhappy with their leadership. It is
a real vote with real implications, both
at home and abroad.

If we are concerned about Hong
Kong, we must not undermine their
economic stability at a point when
that leverage is vital to protecting
their freedoms. If we are concerned
about religious persecution in China,
let us listen to the missionaries who
fear serious repercussions if we revoke
MFEN. If we are concerned about mar-
ket access to our exports, we should
not set off a trade war which could
raise tariffs up to 70 percent and effec-
tively cut off our economic relation-
ship, estimated to cost consumers
nearly $30 billion.

Indeed, if we want China to act in ac-
cordance with established inter-
national principles, let us not isolate
them from commercial, cultural, and
religious exchanges.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
vote against the motion for dis-
approval, and to support continued
MEN status for China.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. UPTON].

(Mr. UPTON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of the motion to deny most-fa-
vored-nation trading status.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in opposition to re-
newal of most-favored-nation trading status for
China. | supported MFN renewal last year be-
lieving that | should try the theory of engage-
ment for 12 months and see what happens.

Well, it's now 12 months later and what ac-
tions has the Chinese leadership undertaken.
Allow me to read some headlines for some of
our Nation’s papers this year:

“U.S. Confirms China Missile Safe to Iran”,

“China called Obstinate over talks about
Tibet”,

“China Buys U.S. Computers, Raising Arms
Fears”,

“China joins forces with Iran on short-range
missile”.

The United States has given the Chinese 8
years of warnings and demands for improved
human rights and to stop selling weapons and
advanced missile and nuclear weapons tech-
nology to rogue nations like Iran or Pakistan.
It's time to act now and take decisive action.
No more carrot and stick approach. Just as
the United States brought pressure on the So-
viet Union to allow Jews to emigrate and on
South Africa to end apartheid, and on South
Korea to become more democratic, we must
keep up our pressure on China.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Conditioning MFN for China provides the
United States with the best leverage to im-
prove human rights and send a strong signal
about its weapons sales because preferential
access to the United States market is critical
to China's authoritative regime. Societies
based on democratic principles and respect
for basic human rights and freedoms make the
best neighbors and the best trading partners.

I'm aware that United States business ex-
ports to China in 1993 totalled $8.8 billion. In
the meantime, China’s trade surplus with the
United States has grown from $6 billion in
1989 to $45 billion last year with many of the
Chinese products being produced by forced
labor.

While | recognize the importance of MFN re-
newal to my home State of Michigan and its
businesses, this must be weighed with the
overriding goal of trying to foster a more hu-
mane way of life for the Chinese people, par-
ticularly as it impacts the rest of the world.

Last week the Spence amendment restrict-
ing supercomputers to those countries that
violate nonproliferation agreements passed by
a 332 to 88 vote.

Last night, this House passed the
Rohrabacher amendment restricting funds to
Russia if they transfer certain missile systems.

Mr. Speaker, this is the people’s House. We
need to send a message to the people around
this globe that human rights violations and the
transfer of horrific technology-chemical and
nuclear proliferation must end today.

China MFN will continue. The President has
the votes, but we can send a message that
this practice of so many bad things must end.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. WATT].

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, the last time this issue came
before Congress | voted to extend MFN
trading status to China. | felt that en-
gagement was our best hope for getting
China to act more responsibly on issues
of human rights, international affairs,
and international trade.

Since that vote, however, China has
shown no progress on any of these is-
sues. On human rights the State De-
partment’s 1996 report confirms that
China continues to commit widespread
human rights abuses, and in 1996 China
actually stepped up efforts to cut off
protest and criticism.

On international affairs, China is
transferring dangerous weapons and
technology to lIran, Iraq, Libya, Syria,
Pakistan, and Burma. On international
trade, Chinese tariffs on our exports
average 35 percent, while our tariffs on
Chinese imports average 2 percent, and
our 1996 trade deficit with China was
$40 billion. In the face of this, Mr.
Speaker, | simply cannot be in support
of extending MFN status, and | urge a
vote in support of that proposition.
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Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from New
York [Mrs. MALONEY].

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, often in this Congress we are
faced, as we are today, with two imper-
fect choices. As a delegate to the U.N.
conference in Beijing, China, | spoke
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out against China’s human rights
abuses, and | will continue to do so. |
also know that, since beginning nego-
tiations, changes have taken place.
Normal trade relations are importing
and exporting more products. They are
exporting an understanding of our
democratic standards.

In 1994, the state compensation law
was passed allowing Chinese citizens to
sue Government officials and collect
damages. Similar laws have passed but
they would not have occurred without
U.S. influence. Denying normal trade
status to China would do nothing more
than transfer trade to our inter-
national competitors and give ammu-
nition to anti-American hard liners
within China who will use our denial as
an excuse to reverse advances that
have already been made. | urge a vote
against the resolution.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, | reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DELAY], our distinguished whip.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, | under-
stand the deep feelings of the oppo-
nents of MFN and | have deep sym-
pathy with those feelings. But the
question before us is very simple. Will
revoking MFN lead to more freedom in
China? In my view, the answer is a re-
sounding no. | want to send the Com-
munist Chinese Government a message
regarding human rights and religious
freedom. But | believe that cutting off
MFEN is a very ineffective way to send
that message, and in sending that mes-
sage, we are taking freedom away from
Americans.

Mr. Speaker, free trade leads to free-
dom, and capitalism is a synonym for
freedom.

Will revoking MFN help those Chi-
nese who are being persecuted by their
Government? Will revoking MFN stop
the Chinese Government from selling
dangerous weapons to unstable coun-
tries? Will revoking MFN end barbaric
social practices within China? 1 fear
that the answer to all those questions
is a big no. Instead of closing the door
on China, we should be forcing that
door open to open even wider. Instead
of taking away freedom from Ameri-
cans, we should empower our citizens
to fully engage China.

We should have congressional delega-
tions going to China demanding that
the Chinese Government free political
and religious prisoners. We should dis-
allow visas for any member of the Chi-
nese Government who is a known
human rights violator, and we should
press on many different fronts to make
our views known to the Chinese Gov-
ernment that we care how they treat
their citizens. But we should not cut
the strongest link we have with the
people of China especially now that
Hong Kong is falling under the control
of the Beijing regime.

That link is trade. And the trade link
is the lifeline for many Chinese who see
America not as an adversary but as a
friend. And this is not just my view. In
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a statement supporting MFN for China,
Dr. Samuel Ling, who happens to be
program director of the Institute for
Chinese Studies at Wheaton College’s
Billy Graham Center, said: History
since 1979 has proved that as the United
States engages China, a more open,
pluralistic atmosphere develops, and
both the standard of living and human
rights and freedoms, including reli-
gious freedom, tend to improve. Wash-
ing our hands of China is simply irre-
sponsible. Let us not impose a false iso-
lation of China that diminishes our in-
fluence, hurts the very people we want
to help and takes freedom away from
American citizens.

I urge my colleagues to vote down
this disapproval motion, and let us give
a helping hand to those who are now
being persecuted in China.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. BoNIOR], distinguished minor-

ity whip.
Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, brutal ef-
ficiency, prison, torture, executions,

these are the tools of the Chinese lead-
ers. These are the tools they use to
muffle the voice of anybody who dares
speak out against basic liberties. Tar-
iffs, regulations, piracy, these are the
tools Chinese leaders use to keep
American goods out of China. They are
effective tools, tools that have been
sharpened into economic and political
weapons, weapons that cut at the very
heart of our belief in fairness, freedom,
and democracy.

As we speak today, every Chinese ac-
tivist, every voice of dissent, every ad-
vocate of freedom and democracy in a
country of 1 billion people is either in
jail or in exile. According to the State
Department, not a single dissident is
free in all of China.

I want to talk briefly about one
brave voice who languishes in Chinese
prison. His name is Wei Jing Sheng.
Because he spoke out for democracy,
he has been forced to endure two dec-
ades of prison, labor camps, and soli-
tary confinement. Mr. Wei’s message,
that China needs democracy, frightens
the Government so much that his
guards will not allow him to even have
a pen and paper. To dictators who fear
the truth, this humble electrician is a
dangerous man. But Mr. Wei is not the
first electrician to stand up to cruel
corrupt regimes. In the early 1980’s,
Lech Walesa said enough is enough and
launched a fight for freedom that
spread across eastern Europe and even-
tually the Soviet Union itself.

Like Lech Walesa, Mr. Wei is a sim-
ple, direct man. He stands firm in his
belief in democracy. But, for now, his
voice has been silenced. So we must
speak for him and for all the people in
prison who have been speaking their
conscience, just as we spoke for Lech
Walesa a decade ago.

For 8 years we followed a policy of
engagement with China, and the
human rights situation has only gotten
worst. The same is true for our trade
deficit with China, which continues to
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soar out of control. In the past 5 years
it has more than doubled. This year it
is expected to hit about $53 billion.

Supporters of the status quo claim
that revoking most-favored-nation sta-
tus will hurt our exports to China. Let
us take a look at the numbers. China
exports about a third of their goods
here, a third of what they produce
comes here. What percentage of Amer-
ican exports make it to China? Less
than 2 percent, 1.7 percent. We export
more to Belgium.

What kind of things are we exporting
to China? A lot of high technology
equipment and machinery that China
is using for questionable ends, ends
like stealing intellectual property,
building up their military and spread-
ing weapons of mass destruction.

Is this the behavior we are supposed
to reward with most-favored-nation
status? Is this the behavior we take as
evidence of a growing respect for
human rights? Is this what we call en-
gagement?

If America grants most-favored-na-
tion status to China, we should call it
what it is: It is looking the other way.
Revoking most-favored-nation status
will not signal disengagement from
China or that China is the enemy, but
revoking that status will send a strong
message to China’s leaders. If they
want the best possible access to these
markets which they have a third of
their exports going to now, they have
to uphold their end of the deal.

Looking the other way does not
make the problem go away. Looking
the other way only makes the problem
worse, and looking the other way at in-
justice wherever it is undermines our
credibility, our leadership and our
moral authority in a world that needs
it more than ever.

This is a vote about what our future
is going to look like. If we do not stand
up for the principles of democracy and
human rights in China, we risk losing
those principles here at home. If we do
not stand up for decent wages and safe
working conditions and environmental
protections in China, we risk losing the
quality of life we have worked so hard
for here at home. We cannot designate
China as one of our most favored na-
tions without debasing our standards,
damaging our credibility, and betray-
ing the ideals on which America
stands.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. DEUTSCH].

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, there is
a fundamental choice that we are mak-
ing today. That is a choice of engage-
ment versus nonengagement with
China. It is unfortunate that most-fa-
vored-nation status is called most-fa-
vored-nation status. It would much
more appropriately be called trading
status. Among the countries today in
the world that have most-favored-na-
tion status with the United States of
America are Syria, Iran, and Iraq. It is
a choice that we are making to isolate
ourselves. Into the next century there
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is no question that China will be, and
is today, but will only continue in its
status as a world power. And in that
economy we will have a choice in terms
of whether we want to be part of that
growth and part of that synergy of the
world economy or not.

I urge my colleagues to reject this
resolution in terms of the opportunity
to continue just the normal trading
status, not really a most favored status
at all.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHooD). The Chair would advise all
Members that the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. CRANE] has 7 minutes remain-
ing; the gentleman from California
[Mr. STARK] has 9 minutes remaining;
the gentleman from California [Mr.
MATsuUI] has 12 minutes remaining; the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
BUNNING] has 10%> minutes remaining;
and the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SoLoMON] has 3 minutes remaining.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. BUNNING].

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, | reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | vyield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from lowa [Mr. LEACH].

(Mr. LEACH asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, there is probably
no bilateral relationship more important than
that between China and the United States.
The evolution of Sino-American relations over
the next decade will be of profound import not
only for stability in the Asia-Pacific region, but
for the world.

In this regard it must be understood that
most favored nation [MFN] trade status—that
is, normal trade relations—is the linchpin of
Sino-American economic relations. it is also a
natural extension of the open door policy that
hallmarked American involvement in China at
the end of the 19th century. By contrast, rev-
ocation of MFN would effectively drive a stake
through the heart of our economic ties with
China and place in grave jeopardy our future
relationship with one-fifth of the world's popu-
lation.

Hence it is crucial that the issue of extend-
ing MFN be delinked from the aberrational
issue of the moment, in this case ongoing
campaign finance investigations.

These issues—MFN which is fundamentally
about relations between two peoples, and
campaign finance abuses which likely involve
the foolish actions of a few—are distinct.
While Congress has a profound obligation to
review the allegations of illegal involvement by
foreigners and perhaps their governments in
the American political process, perspective
must be maintained. Campaign indiscretions
are about deal-making conflicts of interest;
MEN is about the future of the planet.

In the context of the recent Presidential
campaign, it must be understood that the most
appropriate antidote to campaign finance vio-
lations is for the Justice Department to uphold
vigorously current law and the Congress to
work forthrightly on campaign finance reform.

As for the Chinese, Beijing would be well
advised to conduct its own inquiry into this af-
fair, encourage openness and full disclosure
and not shield any potential witnesses from
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the accountability required by United States
law enforcement and congressional oversight.

By way of background, this Member has
long believed that when confronted with the
choice of high walls versus open doors in
Sino-American relations, open doors are pref-
erable. Hence my historically strong support
for maintaining MFN. Though | favor uncondi-
tional MFN for China at this time, | do not
favor MFN unconditionally for all countries at
all times. MFN is all about reciprocity. The
best way for countries to have good sustain-
able economic relations is to have reciprocal
open markets, and the best way to achieve
reciprocity in trade is to get politics out of eco-
nomics into the market.

With this in mind, Congress should not hesi-
tate to renew China’'s MFN status, preferably
on a multiyear basis in conjunction with Chi-
na's entrance into the World Trade Organiza-
tion [WTO] on commercially acceptable terms.
In this regard, it is my view that in the next
century relations between states will relate
more to the capacity of the business commu-
nity to advance mutuality of interest than to
the efforts of public officials to advance a civil
dialog. Public policy is nonetheless crucial, for
what is at stake is the advancement of the
rule of law—whether it relates to U.N. Charter
ideals, arms control, or rules of trade.

With regard to the latter issue, the obvious
deserves repetition:. Common rules of trade
are in the vested interest of all countries which
want to be part of the modern world. Those
nations which want privileged status to protect
their own industries, usually on grounds of the
old infant industries argumentation, generally
hurt themselves. As recently pointed out by
perhaps the most erudite 20th century head of
state, Vaclav Havel, there is littte more coun-
terproductive for developing economies than
protectionism. Financial services is a classic
example. While China has become dramati-
cally more integrated into the international fi-
nancial system over the last decade and a
half, it has only taken modest steps to open
up its banking, insurance, and financial service
industries to foreign competition. Yet in my
view China and its economy would be far bet-
ter off to welcome United States and other for-
eign financial institutions and their panoply of
low-cost commercial and investment banking
products.

As for Hong Kong's return to China, this is
clearly one of the seminal events of our time.
For the West, it marks the end of a transition
from colonial rule that began at the end of the
Second World War and the end of an imperial
presence in Asia. For China, in conjunction
with the return of the Portuguese colony in
Macao in 1999, Hong Kong's transfer marks
the end of its traumatic colonial experience. In
the short run, China has made its intentions
clear. It intends to hold the reigns of freedom
in Hong Kong rather more tightly than Gov.
Chris Patten. In the long run, one’s confidence
in the future of Hong Kong depends on one’s
confidence in China and its ability to learn
both from its own experience and the experi-
ence of others. Clearly, it's in China’s interest
to see the one country, two systems, concept
successfully implemented. After all, Hong
Kong’s financial and managerial expertise is
crucial to China's modernization drive and
Hong Kong companies have accounted for
over half of all outside investment in China,
while Chinese concerns have invested over
$60 billion in Hong Kong.
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Will China honor its agreements with the
British and allow a two-systems approach to
internal government? We cannot know the an-
swer to this question. But this Congress can
certainly point out to Beijing the enormously
destabilizing consequences of any substantial
mishandling of the Hong Kong transition.

Clearly, the United States has important and
financial as well as philosophical interests at
stake in Hong Kong's smooth and successful
transition to Chinese sovereignty on July 1. It
is certainly the hope and expectation of the
Congress that Hong Kong will remain one of
the world’s most vibrant and productive soci-
eties, that it will enjoy the substantial auton-
omy promised to it by the People’s Republic of
China, and that fundamental freedoms of its
people will be fully protected and respected
after 1997. In addition, it is self-evident that
China’s handling of the Hong Kong transition
will powerfully affect attitudes toward the main-
land in Taiwan.

In this regard, it is interesting to note that
perhaps the only revolutionary leader held in
high esteem by China, as well as Hong Kong
and Taiwan, is Sun Yat-sen, whose principal
contribution to Chinese political theory, beyond
nationalism, is the precept of a three stage,
guided evaluation to political democracy. Per-
haps because it has a manageable population
base, perhaps because it is located in the cur-
rents of trade and sits as a cultural and com-
mercial island-bridge between China, Japan,
and the Americas, Taiwan has led the way
with political and economic democracy and the
least divisions of wealth of any industrializing
society. A generation ago its leading party, the
Kuomintang, while rightist, resembled in orga-
nization the Communist Party of China. Today
it looks more like Margaret Thatcher's Con-
servative Party. Tomorrow, who knows? The
only thing that is certain is that the future of
Hong Kong will have a bearing.

Deng Xiaoping underscored the new Chi-
nese pragmatism with his cat and mice meta-
phor, and by promoting “socialism with Chi-
nese characteristics.” That pragmatism has
led to unprecedented social and economic
change in China. Indeed, despite continued
political repression, China may be changing
more rapidly that any other country in the
world. Not only is it looking outward to trade
and establishing a market-oriented internal
economy, but in terms of private discussion
there is much more freedom of expression
than existed two decades ago. Privately, one
can criticize the Government without repercus-
sion; it is public criticism that remains shack-
led. This latter circumstance is indefensible,
but the looseness of controls on the farmer is
not without significance. Nonetheless, China’s
social and economic transformation can't pro-
ceed in the long run without effecting political
change. At some point Beijing’s new leaders
must recognize the incompatibility of free en-
terprise and an authoritarian political system,
and must recognize as well that instability can
be unleashed in society when governments
fail to provide safeguards for individual rights
and fail to erect political institutions adaptable
to change and accountable to the people.

Whether the 21st century is peaceful and
whether it is prosperous will most of all de-
pend on whether the world’s most populous
country can live with itself and become open
to the world in a fair and respectful manner.
How the United States, its allies, and the inter-
national system responds to the complexities
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and challenges of modern China is also one of
the central foreign policy challenges of our
time.

Revocation of MFN would not be responsive
to that challenge. It would not effectively ad-
dress our legitimate concerns on human
rights, nonproliferation, Taiwan, or trade. On
the contrary, it would constitute a supremely
self-destructive act.

The United States would be far better to de-
velop a bipartisan and biinstitutional approach
that maintains the open door to China and
with it a relationship that could be key to
peace, stability, and prosperity in the 21st cen-
tury than to annually threaten this political
brinksmanship on the House floor. | urge the
defeat of this self-defeating legislation.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. MANZULLO].

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, this is
not a vote about who is more against
religious persecution in China. We all
deplore violations of human rights not
just in China but in the entire world.
Defeating MFN will not stop human
rights abuses in China. Many Christian
ministries with an outreach to China
believe that religious persecution will
get worse in China if MFN is defeated.
For these Christian missionaries it is
their life’s work. They are the experts
on religious freedom. The Rev. Billy
Graham, his son Ned, the president of
the National Association of
Evangelicals, the President of Moody
Bible Institute, Fr. Robert Sirico,
president of the Acton Institute, and
Bob Grant of Christian Voice, they all
encourage us to remain engaged with
China.

MEN is at the heart of America’s en-
gagement policy with China. MFN, if it
is revoked, is the wrong vehicle to pro-
test China’s behavior. If Chinese goods
are being illegally dumped here, we
have laws against that and the same
with goods that may be made in slave
labor camps. We can stop that here
with existing laws.
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Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. WyYNN].

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in op-
position to renewal of most-favored-na-
tion status for the People’s Republic of
China. This is, basically, a question of
fairness and of common sense. The fact
of the matter is that we have a tremen-
dous trade deficit with China. China
does not allow U.S. products in. China
imposes tremendously high and unfair
tariffs.

Mr. Speaker, this is simply a ques-
tion of common sense. Our choice is
not either isolate or engage. We also
have the choice to negotiate, to say to
China, “We want to trade but on fair
terms. You should not have such a
trade imbalance. You should not block
our products. You should not pirate our
intellectual property. You should not
trade arms to our enemies.” These are
things that we can negotiate while
maintaining a relationship.

People say, well, MFN will give us a
better situation in all these areas. The
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fact of the matter is, we granted MFN
last year and the situation got worse.
In fact, our trade deficit this year is 41
percent worse than it was last year. So
there is no empirical evidence that
MFN has yielded results. We need
trade, but we need fair trade and a
measure of common sense.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from America
Samoa [Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA].

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I have been a member of the House
Committee on International Relations
now for about 9 years, and | have long
been a strong supporter of maintaining
broad, comprehensive ties with the
People’s Republic of China.

This policy of engagement has been
upheld in a bipartisan fashion by five
previous administrations, and | support
President Clinton in his efforts now for
continued engagement with China. We
cannot allow America’s broad range,
multi-faceted relationship with China
to be held hostage to any particular in-
terest or issue.

Mr. Speaker, | do not know if my col-
leagues realize that when the People’s
Republic of China was founded in 1949,
this government had to provide for
some 400 million people living in China
in 1949. Now we have got enough prob-
lems already on our own. Two hundred
years it has taken us to provide for the
needs of 264 million Americans. | think
we need to leave a little slack here in
realizing that this is not whether it is
a dogma, it is a Communist, or what,
but to provide for the needs of 1.2 bil-
lion people.

Mr. Speaker, we need engagement.
We need MFN with China.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, | yield 4
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, | thank my good friend, the
gentleman  from Kentucky [Mr.
BUNNING], for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, whatever decision we
make today, the American people will
see it as a decision about the role of
morality in U.S. foreign policy, and
they will be right. Mr. Speaker, this is
a vote about whether a government
which practices forced abortion and
forced sterilization on a massive scale
should be rewarded or punished. It is a
vote about how a government treats its
own people, especially people of faith,
Catholic bishops, priests and Protes-
tant ministers and Tibetan monks and
nuns. This is a vote about a govern-
ment that routinely uses slave labor
and does so with impunity.

I have held six hearings in my Sub-
committee on International Relations
and Human Rights on various aspects
of human rights in China. We heard
from people who survived the Laogai,
the gulag system, people like Harry
Wu. And | can tell my colleagues, the
victims are not in favor of continuing
most-favored-nation status with China
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because they know a butcher when
they see one.

Today’s vote is about dying rooms
and inhumane orphanages, where baby
girls and handicapped children are left
to die simply because they are un-
wanted by the dictatorship. Today’s
vote is about what happened in
Tiananmen Square—because what was
overt in 1989—the silence of dissent—is
more covert and sophisticated today.
But the repression remains pervasive
and brutal.

Last December, Mr. Speaker, the
President coddled the dictatorship’s hit
man General Chi Haotian, the Defense
Minister for the People’s Republic of
China, and gave him the red carpet
treatment. The man who ordered the
massacre at Tiananmen Square was the
President’s honored guest and during
his visit to the U.S. said ‘‘nobody died”’
at Tiananmen Square. Does anybody in
this room believe that? Of course not.
It is utter nonsense, an unmitigated
lie; but that is what the Beijing dicta-
torship is all about—Ilies.

Let me just ask my friends and col-
leagues, how long are we going to con-
tinue this misguided strategy of con-
structive engagement? As the previous
speaker pointed out, things have gone
from bad to worse. During the China
human rights period of time when
President Clinton had his executive
order in place, we saw a significant re-
gression, not progress but regression in
every category of human rights.

As a matter of fact, one of three
human rights missions to the PRC, |
was there at the halfway point during
the life of the executive order. During
the trip I met with Wei Jingsheng, the
father of the democracy movement in
the People’s Republic of China. A cou-
ple of weeks later, he met with John
Shattuck, Assistant Secretary of Dem-
ocrat and Human Rights—Bill Clin-
ton’s point man on human rights. How
did the Chinese Government respond to
those meetings, especially to the one
with Secretary Shattuck? They ar-
rested Wei, the dictatorship put him in
prison where he is today—another vic-
tim of this brutal dictatorship.

Let me also remind my colleagues
that if they think trade will trigger de-
mocracy and respect for human
rights—they are sadly mistaken. The
government of China has gone from
communism to fascism. And respect for
human rights have deteriorated. Who is
making big profits in the PRC? The
generals and officers affiliated with the
People’s Liberation Army and those
who are connected to the power struc-
ture of the dictatorship. And again, we
have seen significant regression in the
area of human rights.

On religious freedom, | beg to differ
vehemently with Billy Graham and
others and especially with his son Ned
Graham, who have suggested we should
continue most-favored-nation status as
a way of assisting religious liberty.
Nothing could be further from the
truth. The only people that can prac-
tice their religion in the PRC today are
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those who are part of the official Com-
munist controlled church, and that is
it. Step outside the boundaries of the
government church and the full weight
of the totalitarian state is visited upon
you.

If you’re a pastor in the underground
church—you go to prison. If you meet
for Bible study in a setting not ap-
proved by Beijing, you are harassed—
and you may go to a concentration
camp. | met with Bishop Su of the
Baoding Province. Bishop Su—who is
part of the “illegal’’ Roman Catholic
Church aligned with Pope John Paul
Il—celebrated mass for our delegation.
What happened to him? He was ar-
rested by the secret police and is now
back in prison for meetings with us.
Bishop Su is no stranger to persecu-
tion, having suffered more than 12
years for his faith. Now the bully boys
have sent this good man back to the
gulag. There is no religious freedom in
the PRC. Let us stop kidding ourselves.

To those who think trade equals
progress in human rights, can you at
least provide some evidence of that?
Let me remind members that there
were business men during the Nazi
years, in the 1930’s, who went and trad-
ed with the Nazis. But at least they did
not have the temerity to stand up and
say somehow that human rights were
going to break out because the trains
were running on time..

MFEN is empowering a brutal dicta-
torship. The oppressor is getting bolder
and stronger. And meaner. The dic-
tator will soon begin to project its
power to its neighbors—the signs are
all there. The dictatorship will soon
leave a bristling blue water navy to
project power and influence and to in-
timidate.

Let me just note at this point that
my business friends are not adverse to
using sanctions when intellectual prop-
erty rights are involved. Hollywood
will go to war to protect pirated mov-
ies and CD’s. But they shrink like vio-
lets when people’s lives are on the line.
When people, when torture, when
forced abortion and religious freedom
are the issue—they walk away and
spout ‘‘constructive engagement.”
Vote for the Solomon resolution and
against MFN for this dictatorship.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD].

Ms. MILLENDER-McCDONALD. Mr.
Speaker, this MFN status, as it is
called, is nothing more than according
normal trading status to China to fa-
cilitate commerce between the two na-
tions. It is in no way preferential to
China. MFN keeps tariffs from sky-
rocketing, and it retains a working re-
lationship between our two countries.

However, some Members of Congress
want to take MFN status away from
China, citing human rights violations
as an excuse to deny them the equal
trading status that we provide most
countries in the world. | understand
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these Members’ concerns and want to
see improvements in China’s human
rights record myself. However, only
through continuous engagement in dia-
logue will we have an opportunity to
effect change.

It is important to note, however, that
from 1990 to 1996, United States exports
to China rose by 90 percent, the fastest
growing rate of any major export mar-
ket. This has been a direct benefit to
southern California, given its recovery
from a recession. One quarter of all
cargo entering the United States comes
from China.

I urge my colleagues to support MFN
and to reject this resolution.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker,
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to point
out to the Members of this body that
three of the four former Presidents
have endorsed most-favored-nation sta-
tus for China: George Bush, Jimmy
Carter, and Gerald Ford. All three of
them have for this vote today.

In addition, every former Secretary
of Defense, Democrat and Republican,
over the last 12 years has supported
MFN for China. We have every Sec-
retary of the Treasury over the last 16
years supporting most-favored-nation
status for China. We have every Sec-
retary of Agriculture and every Sec-
retary of Commerce also supporting
MFN for China, as well as every Sec-
retary of State and every USTR, Unit-
ed States Trade Representative, that
currently is alive.

I might also mention, in terms of the
issue of the trade deficit, many are
making much out of the $40 billion
trade deficit. One needs to look at the
entire region, however. Because if we
look at Taiwan, Singapore, Hong Kong,
and South Korea, what we have seen is
a commensurate reduction in their
trade surplus with the United States as
the trade deficit with China has gone
up. So it is not a loss of United States
jobs, it is a transfer of jobs from these
four countries to China. That is ex-
actly what is happening in that par-
ticular area.

In addition, I might say that this
really is not any longer an issue of
trade, this is an issue of diplomacy. If
we cut off most-favored-nation status
with the Chinese, we will, in essence,
cut off diplomatic relationship with
the Chinese. What we are really talk-
ing about is what the United States-
China relationship will be 10, 15, 20
years from now. | think that is what
we should be focusing on.

China has 21 percent of the world’s
population. As a result of that, that re-
lationship will be the most critical re-
lationship the United States will have.
I urge a rejection of the resolution by
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SOLOMON].

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to our distinguished colleague,
the gentlewoman from Connecticut
[Mrs. JOHNSON].

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, | rise in strong opposition to

1 yield
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this resolution. Our goal must be to
strengthen our engagement with China
to bring her into the international
trading system, whose rules seek to as-
sure mutual benefit for all trading na-
tions, to bring her into the inter-
national web of agreements, whose goal
it is to prevent the proliferation of nu-
clear weapons and create the maximum
opportunity to resolve conflicts with-
out war.

As to the important issue of human
rights, we know more about today’s
problems in China then we did during
the terror of the cultural revolution
precisely because China is far more
open and allows far more personal free-
doms than in the past. Greater individ-
ual economic opportunity has always
fostered over time greater individual
freedom and respect for human rights.

We should continue to press China
toward international human rights
standards. But engagement, not dis-
engagement, will achieve these goals.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. CRANE] has 5
minutes remaining; the gentleman
from California [Mr. STARK] has 8 min-
utes remaining; the gentleman from
California [Mr. MATsuUI] has 8 minutes
remaining; the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. BUNNING] has 6% minutes
remaining; and the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SoLoMON] has 3 minutes
remaining.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, | reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. STENHOLM].

(Mr. STENHOLM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, today
we will decide whether to maintain the
normal trading relations we have had
with China since 1980. This vote is crit-
ical to agriculture in the rural areas of
our country that have made us the No.
1 exporter of agricultural products in
the world.

In 1996 alone, we exported over $60
billion in agricultural products. Last
year we had a $1.4 billion trade surplus
with China in agricultural trade. We
sold over $2 billion of agricultural
products to China. Ending normal trad-
ing relations will jeopardize this trade.

As China reaches out to the rest of
the world to meet more of its food
needs, the last thing we should do is
pull out of the market. While we clear-
ly lead the world in agricultural ex-
ports today, many of our friends in Eu-
rope and Central and South America
would relish the opportunity to supply
the Chinese market. Agriculture is one
of those things we Americans do best.
And the jobs that it provides in rural
areas are good jobs that are performed
with pride by the American farmer and
the workers who supply them; and that
is why it is so critical that we main-
tain the markets that we have worked
so hard to create.

China has opened its markets to live
cattle, cherries and apples from Wash-
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ington and grapes from California. Be-
cause we remain engaged in trade with
China, we are closer to gaining access
for other important commodities. If we
vote to end normal trading relations
today, China will see us as an unreli-
able supplier of a very important com-
modity, the food it needs to feed its

people.
And finally, if we vote against nor-
mal trading relations with China

today, we can forget about China’s ac-
cession to the World Trading Organiza-
tion. We have only begun to gain mar-
keting access to China’s agricultural
markets.
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With accession to the WTO based on
a commercially viable package, China’s
state trading enterprises which control
imports of agricultural commodities
will fall.

In the brief time allotted to me, |
cannot address all of the reasons we
should continue normalized trade rela-
tions with China. There are certainly
legitimate concerns about human
rights, religious freedom, international
cooperation, U.S. jobs, Hong Kong and
Taiwan. | believe, however, that
progress in all of these areas will best
be made, particularly in the area of
human rights and religious freedom, by
pursuing ever-increasing dialog and
constructive engagement rather than
reverting to isolationism.

The choices are clear. We can do
what America does best or we can re-
vert to those things that have been
tried and proven to be wrong for Amer-
ica and wrong for those that we per-
ceive to be helping.

| ask that we vote to continue nor-
mal trading relations. Vote against
this resolution before us today.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self 3 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, | suggest for those of us
who live in such grandeur and have the
most productive Nation in the world,
why not risk? Why not risk ending
slave labor?

Why not? Because the other side will
say that we cannot offend Boeing who
wants to sell jets to China, and Motor-
ola their cell phones. Why do we not
risk stopping the murder of female ba-
bies? No way. Wal-Mart needs those
cheap T-shirts and sneakers. Or why
not encourage religious freedom? For-
get it. Agriculture needs to sell grain
and cotton to China, those small fam-
ily farmers like Archer and Daniels and
Midland.

Why did it work in South Africa?
They tell us we were not alone in
South Africa. We were all alone when
we voted the Helms-Burton bill, were
we not? And why is it that Cuba is
treated real tough and China is not?
Maybe it is because Cuba did not make
big political contributions to Clinton-
Gore and other campaigns. Maybe that
is why. And maybe that, Mr. Speaker,
is why we are seeing human decency
sell out to big money.

If Members believe that they can
stand up for human decency, and if
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Members believe that this country is
strong enough to compete with anyone
based on its human values, then they
will vote for this resolution and send a
message to China that may get them to
change.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. STARK. | yield to the gentle-
woman from California.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, it has
been 8 years since the Tiananmen
Square massacre. Every year at this
time the President gives the regime an
anniversary present requesting a spe-
cial waiver to grant most-favored-na-
tion status to China. No wonder the
former Presidents and Secretaries of
State support renewing MFN. They are
the ones who brought us this failed pol-
icy in the first place.

What do we have to show for it? Lost
jobs, lost freedom, and a more dan-
gerous world. The American people
know it. That is why in a poll yester-
day, a Business Week poll, the Amer-
ican people support, 67 to 18 percent,
revoking MFN for China.

The President and the regime in
Beijing should take no comfort from
this vote on the floor today. The Amer-
ican people want a change in policy.
Our colleagues have thoughtfully spo-
ken out to say that if they vote for
MFEN, they still want to see stronger
actions taken by the Clinton adminis-
tration. But in order for the Adminis-
tration to do that, we need a strong
vote in support of the Solomon resolu-
tion today.

I urge my colleagues to oppose most-
favored-nation status for China by sup-
porting the Solomon resolution.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. FAzi0].

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | rise today in opposition to the res-
olution to disapprove most-favored-na-
tion status and in support of normal-
ized trade relations with China.

Like many of my colleagues, I am
concerned and often as outraged as
many here on the floor have been about
China’s continued unfair trade prac-
tices, proliferation of nuclear and
chemical arms, and human rights
abuses. But unlike my colleagues who
support this resolution, | believe that
cutting normal trade relations will not
change China for the better, but will,
in fact, slow the pace of democratic
and economic reforms in that country
while penalizing the United States in
the process.

Rather than restricting trade, we
should be concentrated on opening Chi-
na’s markets. We can do this by using
targeted trade sanctions to persuade
China to lower import barriers and end
unfair trade practices. Last June, the
United States and China reached an
agreement that has shown how we can
shut down illegal factories; 39 of them
were done so. They were producing pi-
rated software and computer disks. We
need to take more of this kind of tough
action.
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Since we have begun our policy of en-
gagement, China has made progress to-
ward halting the proliferation of nu-
clear, chemical and biological weapons
technology, and China just recently
ratified the chemical weapons treaty.
In addition, China has agreed to a mor-
atorium on nuclear testing and signed
the comprehensive test ban treaty.

Progress will continue to be made if
we use diplomatic pressure and the
prospect of economic sanctions to se-
cure commitments by China. Revoking
normalized trade relations will not
achieve our human rights goals.

Two nations in the region that once
had authoritarian regimes, South
Korea and Taiwan, now are among our
strongest allies. Why? Because we built
our relationships on trade and thereby
had direct influence in improving
human rights.

Let us build on our relationships, let
us not tear them apart. Keeping China
as a strong trading partner is the most
effective way of preserving our interest
in a nation that has undergone massive
change during the last 25 years. Please
support the position the gentleman
from California [Mr. MATSUI] has advo-
cated so effectively today.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the

gentleman from Alabama [Mr. CAL-
LAHAN].
(Mr. CALLAHAN asked and was

given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, being
the foremost authority on foreign aid
in the entire House, | rise in opposition
to the proposal today.

Mr. Speaker, | want to thank my colleague
for allowing me this opportunity to address the
House.

| rise today in opposition to the resolution
under consideration and in favor of normal
trade relations with the People’s Republic of
China.

Let me begin by stating that | have many
problems with the recent conduct of the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China.

From their abysmal human rights record, to
nonadherence on nuclear nonproliferation, to
its engagement in discriminatory and unfair
trading practices, and China has a long way to
go before this conduct earns the respect of
the United States.

That said, however, | am also concerned
that disapproving a trade agreement which
simply extends to China the same privileges
granted to all other nations with the exception
of only seven rogue terrorist nations is not the
most effective way for the United States to in-
fluence policy in China.

While | understand and share the concerns
of conservative Christians regarding religious
persecution in China, | believe a policy of dis-
engagement could potentially worsen the situ-
ation for religious minorities there, resulting in
more, rather than less, persecution, and
human rights violations.

Passage of this resolution will have a seri-
ously damaging effect on American business
interests both here and abroad. Enacting a
policy of trade isolationism with China would
roll back the progress which has been made
to this point, and would further undermine our
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diplomatic and economic influence in the re-
gion.

By engaging China to open markets and
supporting progressive democratic reforms,
the United States foreign policy regarding
China has had an impact.

The people of China will only realize full de-
mocratization and liberalization of rights with
the long-term, consistent involvement and en-
couragement of the United States.

| urge my colleagues to vote no on this res-
olution and support our continued engagement
with China.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER].

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, China is
one of the world’s major human rights
abusers. It ranks right up there with
Nigeria, Burma, Turkey, and the
Sudan. There is no doubt whatsoever
about this. Each year we debate MFN,
we vent our anger and frustration with
China and we send messages. | have
consistently, Mr. Speaker, voted to cut
off MFN. But nothing ever happens.
And nothing will happen this year. The
MFN approach is a legislative and pol-
icy dead end. If MFN were eliminated,
surely it would cut off American influ-
ence in China. It might well slow the
pace of economic freedom in China
that ultimately, | believe, will lead to
political freedom. And clearly it would
hurt the common people of Hong Kong
who have lived in freedom and under
the rule of law and face an uncertain
future under Chinese sovereignty.

Mr. Speaker, we must move beyond
the MFN exercise to a positive agenda
for the values we believe in for all peo-
ple. The gentleman from California
[Mr. DREIER] and | have joined together
with a number of our colleagues and
will introduce later this week the
China Human Rights and Democracy
Act of 1997. It will focus on increasing
our broadcasts through Voice of Amer-
ica and Radio Free Asia to China to 24
hours a day. It will bring the truth to
the Chinese people about their own
country and about ours and about the
world. It will build democracy in China
through the National Endowment for
Democracy. It will provide a voluntary
code of conduct for U.S. businesses. It
will cut off visas for human rights
abusers and proliferators. It will pro-
vide new reports on human rights; a
prisoner information registry; more
human rights officers in our embassy
in Beijing; a report on Chinese intel-
ligence activities; and a disclosure re-
garding the People’s Liberation Army
and its commercial activities.

Mr. Speaker, I commend my col-
leagues who are so passionately for the
rights of the Chinese people. I am still
very much with them. | believe this ex-
ercise, however, leads nowhere and
hope they will join us all in an effort
that will really impact Chinese society
and advance the cause of democracy,
human rights, and the rule of law.

Human rights, democracy, freedom and
equality of opportunity are the values that de-
fine us as Americans and they should be re-
flected in our foreign policy.
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Unfortunately, the MFN debate, as well as
the administration’s policy, pits these prin-
ciples against one another, dividing Congress
and the American people, and sending a
mixed message to the Chinese.

As cochairman of the Congressional Human
Rights Caucus, | have been a consistent and
outspoken critic of the Chinese Government
and its horrendous human rights record.

| have always used my MFN vote to protest
China’s treatment of its citizens and its rene-
gade foreign policy of market exploitation and
weapons proliferation.

Since 1994 when President Clinton formally
de-linked human rights and MFN, the MFN de-
bate has been an empty threat and has
ceased to be an effective means of advancing
our values within China.

Today, we have again engaged in a heated
debate that allows Members to vent their
anger at Beijing, but does little to change Chi-
nese society for the better.

| believe that we must move beyond this an-
nual exercise in futility toward a real policy
which more accurately reflects and more vig-
orously promotes American ideals within
China.

For this reason, my colleague DAVID DREIER
and | have sought out positive and pro-active
ideas from many of the leading voices on all
sides of this issue on how we can move our
China policy in a more productive direction.

The legislation that has resulted from this
consultation—the China Human Rights and
Democracy Act of 1997—includes funding for
24-hour broadcasts into China by Radio Free
Asia and the Voice of America in multiple lan-
guages.

It would promote democracy-building activi-
ties in China, such as legal and judicial train-
ing, and expand reporting on human rights by
the administration. Our legislation prohibits
visas for human rights abusers and those who
carry out China’s irresponsible policies of
weapons proliferation. The bill also includes a
voluntary code of conduct for United States
businesses operating in China. We would re-
quire expanded reporting on human rights and
other important concerns that Members of this
body have enunciated today, and increase
public and private exchanges between the
United States and China. Finally, we would
begin the process of creating a Commission
on Security and Cooperation in Asia—based
on the successful model of the Helsinki Com-
mission.

The premise behind all these initiatives is
that we can best promote our values by in-
creasing our contact with the Chinese people,
and concerns about human rights and democ-
racy should be dealt with in a way that re-
sponds directly to those issues.

The China Human Rights and Democracy
Act attacks China’'s abusive policies at their
roots by giving the Chinese people the tools to
build a civil society and decrease their de-
pendence on the Chinese Government.

Economic freedom and opportunity can pro-
vide a catalyst to increased political freedoms,
but we must not just sit around waiting for this
to happen. We must take positive steps to
bring these changes along, such as the China
Human Rights and Democracy Act.

Revoking MFN, however, would do nothing
to accomplish this goal, and would make it dif-
ficult to take the kinds of actions which will
bring China into the community of nations as
a responsible member.
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Moreover, MFN revocation would devastate
one of our best chances at changing China
from within—Hong Kong, which will come
under Chinese control this time next week. |
firmly believe that Hong Kong—a place of
freedom, the rule of law and a nascent de-
mocracy—has the potential to change China
far more than China will change Hong Kong.
If we take away MFN, Hong Kong will be the
first casualty.

If we want to improve the lives of the Chi-
nese people and improve the human rights sit-
uation in China, we cannot promote our values
selectively.

Members of Congress have spoken force-
fully against MFN today from their hearts—I
respect no one in this Congress more than my
colleagues from California, Virginia, New York,
and New Jersey who have passionately ad-
dressed this issue today, and we have worked
on these issues together for many years.

| know that | will not change their minds
today, but | ask that after this vote ends today,
that we work together to end this annual de-
bate and promote a more realistic approach.

MFN revocation is a dead-end for Congress,
and we have to move beyond sending mes-
sages to move China in the right direction. |
will support MFN today and continue to work
with all my colleagues to build a better ap-
proach to China. | hope that | can count on
their support.

Mr. Speaker, | include the following
op-ed from the Wall Street Journal for
the RECORD:

[From the Wall Street Journal, June 24, 1997]
WHY | CHANGED MY MIND ON MFN
(By John Edward Porter)

Human rights, freedom, democracy, free-
market economics and the rule of law are
the values that define America and that
must be reflected in our foreign policy. Un-
fortunately, the current MFN debate pits
these principles against one another, divid-
ing Congress and the American people and
sending a mixed message to the Chinese
leadership.

I have been a consistent and outspoken
critic of the Chinese government and its de-
plorable human rights record. China’s egre-
gious behavior is clear, and | have voted re-
peatedly to revoke most-favored-nation
trade status for China to convey America’s
outrage over Beijing’s abuses and to pressure
China to mend its ways. What’s also become
clear to me, however, is that the threat of
MFN withdrawal is not the most effective
way to advance our values within China.

With support from successive U.S. presi-
dents for MFN renewal, the Chinese have
concluded that our trade threat is an empty
one. Nonetheless, we continue to pursue an
annual debate that allows Congress to vent
its anger against Beijing but that does noth-
ing to change Chinese society and move it
toward basic freedoms.

Yes, a vote for MFN withdrawal sends a
message. But with a president committed to
vetoing such a resolution, it is a pointless
exercise that cannot affect China’s conduct.
Clearly, we need a new, active policy toward
China and should drop this annual debate.

With this in mind, I began working six
months ago to develop a list of policy initia-
tives that could make a difference within
China, primarily expanded broadcasts
through the Voice of America and Radio
Free Asia, a new radio service that brings
uncensored news directly to the Chinese peo-
ple. For the past 10 years, I've also worked
closely with Martin Lee and other domestic
leaders in Hong Kong to ensure that basic
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rights are protected there after June 30. I've
voted for legislation to establish direct U.S.
ties with Hong Kong in those areas where it
maintains autonomy and have introduced a
bill to help protect Hong Kong journalists,
who are the first line of defense against ero-
sion of the freedoms enumerated in the Sino-
British Joint Declaration.

When Speaker Newt Gingrich returned
from his recent trip to China, he addressed
the Congressional Human Rights Caucus and
emphasized his support for this kind of ini-
tiative. My discussions with the speaker led
to formation of an MFN Working Group,
which has brought together a group of House
members who share a strong commitment to
human rights but who have divergent views
on MFN. Our goal was to come up with legis-
lative proposals that would help define an ef-
fective U.S. policy toward China.

The group is planning to introduce legisla-
tion—the China Human Rights and Democ-
racy Act—that we believe will be more effec-
tive than the annual MFN debate in moving
China toward democracy. Passing this meas-
ure would make Congress a more forceful
player in the U.S.-China policy debate and
encourage the administration to integrate
concerns about human rights and democratic
development into all our dealings with
China.

Our bill would increase funding for broad-
casting by Radio Free Asia and Voice of
America, with a goal of 24-hour broadcasts
into China in Mandarin, Cantonese, Tibetan
and other Chinese dialects; increase funding
for democracy-building activities, such as
legal and judicial training, in China through
the National Endowment for Democracy; ex-
pand State Department reporting on human
rights violations and political prisoners; and
require disclosure of Chinese companies’ ties
to the People’s Liberation Army. Our initia-
tive also suggests the formation of a con-
gressional commission on human rights
abuses in China and in other repressive soci-
eties, including Vietnam, Laos, Burma and
North Korea.

Furthermore, our legislation would in-
crease both public and private exchanges be-
tween the American and Chinese peoples, but
it would deny visas for U.S. travel to those
whom the State Department determines to
have committed human rights violations or
who are involved in proliferation of weapons
or other sensitive technologies. Also, U.S.
companies would be encouraged to adopt a
voluntary code of conduct, to show how they
treat Chinese workers and foster our values.

The premise of these initiatives is that we
can best advance our values through contin-
ued contact with China. This is especially
true as China is about to regain sovereignty
over Hong Kong, a center of robust economic
freedom that would be devasted by MFN rev-
ocation. As we have seen in Taiwan and
South Korea, economic freedom ultimately
leads to political freedom. 1 believe that
Hong Kong, a place of freedom and the rule
of law and, more recently, a place of democ-
racy, will ultimately change China much
more than China will change Hong Kong.

If we want to bring China into the commu-
nity of nations, we cannot promote our val-
ues selectively. It is time to recognize that
revoking MFN is a dead-end policy that can-
not succeed in bringing us closer to our
hopes for China. Members of Congress have
in past years spoken forcefully from their
hearts in voting to deny MFN for China. But
now our minds tell us that we must go be-
yond sending messages to move China in the
right direction.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1%
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER].

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, there has
been an awful lot of talk throughout
this debate over the issue of sending a
signal. ““‘Let’s send a signal.” They are
absolutely right. There are several
very important signals that we should
be sending. For starters, in just a few
days, we are going to see Hong Kong
revert to China. We need to send a sig-
nal to the freedom-loving people in
China that we want to maintain United
States-China relations. In fact, the
greatest apostle for freedom there,
Martin Lee, has made it very clear in
his statement that the nonrenewal of
MFN would hurt us badly. We also need
to send a signal to the international
community, especially our closest al-
lies in Asia.

Bob Dole made it very clear in a
piece that he wrote today in the Wash-
ington Times:

Revoking MFN would engender grave
doubts in all Asian capitals about the wis-
dom of American policymakers and under-
mine their respect for us as the guarantor of
Asian stability.

We also, Mr. Speaker, need to send a
very important signal to American
citizens, American private citizens who
are in China, American citizens there
who are spreading the gospel, Amer-
ican business men and women who are
on the front line pursuing capitalism
and pushing our western values into
China, and also to democratic activ-
ists, like our International Republican
Institute, out there encouraging de-
mocratization at the village level. It is
very important that these signals be
sent, and the most important signal is
to the people of China, the 1.2 billion
people of China who should know that
we stand with them. The single most
powerful force in the 5,000-year history
of China has been the economic re-
forms. We need to stand for MFN and
in opposition to this resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHooD). The gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. CRANE] has 1¥> minutes remaining;
the gentleman from California [Mr.
STARK] has 5 minutes remaining; the
gentleman from California [Mr. MAT-
sul] has 3 minutes remaining; the gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. BUNNING]
has 6% minutes remaining; and the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SoLo-
MON] has 3 minutes remaining.

The first Member to close will be the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SoLo-
MON], followed by the gentleman from
Kentucky [Mr. BUNNING], followed by
the gentleman from California [Mr.
MAaTsul], followed by the gentleman
from California [Mr. STARK]. The gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. CRANE] will
close the debate.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON].

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, we need to send signals
all right, but we do not need to send
do-gooder signals and we do not need to
send feel-good signals. We need to send
signals that the Chinese Government
understands.
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Let us get one thing straight. It is
important to note right now that no-
body is talking about severing rela-
tions with China. Nobody. Nobody is
talking about severing trade relations
with China. Nobody. In fact, we are not
even advocating permanent revocation
of MFN. If we pass this resolution into
law, there is nothing whatsoever to
stop this Congress from renewing MFN,
and | would be one of the first to help
do it at a later date, maybe 3 months
from now, 6 months from now, 7
months from now. That is why there is
really no good reason for us to oppose
this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, the status quo is simply
unacceptable. As | think our side has
outlined very forcefully here today,
China’s behavior remains repugnant, it
remains dangerous to this country, and
it is certainly unacceptable. Our cur-
rent policies simply are not working.

To recap, even the State Department
says that human rights abuses are get-
ting worse in China, not better. Let us
not fool ourselves. A new round of reli-
gious persecutions is under way. That
is unforgivable.

China itself announced that its mili-
tary spending will increase 15 percent
this year, and that is 50 percent over
the last 4 or 5 years. It was just 6
months ago that China concluded a
deal with Russia to purchase a missile
which is specifically designed to Kill
American sailors.

Mr. Speaker, would it not be worth it
to delay renewing MFN for China for 3
months if China decided to stop buying
deadly missiles from Russia? Would it
not be worth it if China stopped reli-
gious persecution, even made a step in
that direction? Would it not be worth
it if a 3-month delay saved a few hun-
dred lives? Would it not be worth it?
Lives are precious.

I would ask my colleagues to come
over here and vote, not to cut off MFN
for China but to delay it, so that we
can sit down. The Chinese are the
smartest people in the world. Let me
tell my colleagues, we send this tem-
porary measure to them, and they will
sit down and we will see a difference.
My God, would we not have a great
feeling in our conscience if that hap-
pened?

O 1500

Please come over and vote for this
resolution.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, to close
the debate | yield 6%2 minutes to the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. WoOLF].

(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, | feel more
strongly about this issue than any vote
I have cast since | have been in this
body. | want to thank all of the groups.
I wish I can mention all of the names,
but I want to thank the Family Re-
search Council, | want to thank the
Catholic bishops and the Catholic con-
ference, | want to thank the Christian
Coalition, and | want to thank the
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AFL-CIO for coming together and
making this point. | will tell them we
have won this debate, we have won it
outside of this Chamber, and next year
we will win it inside of this Chamber.
The American people are with us. The
Congress may not be with us, but the
people are with us.

Why should we support the Solomon
resolution? The administration’s policy
is fundamentally failed. It is not true
to American values. | will tell my col-
leagues it is amoral, and | personally
believe that it is immoral.

Why? The Catholic priests and bish-
ops that are in jail, some for saying
holy communion. The next time my
colleagues approach the rail and when
the pastor or the priest says we break
the bread of the body of Christ, he re-
members us and the wine for the blood
of the Christ, think of the bishops and
the priests that are in jail for doing
this, for this very, very thing. There
are Protestant pastors that are in jail.
None of my colleagues go to house
churches when they go there, none of
my colleagues visit the prisons. The
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SMITH] and | were in Beijing Prison No.
1. We met with the underground
church. If we can be with a church, my
colleagues can be with a church, too.

And what about the Buddhists, the
Buddhists who have been raped, the
nuns? Raped with a cattle prod and tor-
tured? And what about the Moslems?
We are a diverse country. There are 80
million Moslems in that country that
are being persecuted, and they have
more slave labor camps in China then
thay had in the Soviet Union when
Gulag Archipelago was written by Sol-
zhenitsyn.

And they have programs where they
shoot prisoners and when they drop
they cut their kidneys out and they
sell them for 35 to $50,000.

They have forced abortions. The gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]
and | can tell our colleagues we talked
to the people where they were told that
they were tracked down and women
were forced to have abortions.

So why is this an immoral policy or
at least an amoral policy? Because of
those things.

Second, the long arm of the Chinese
Government has reached into our Gov-
ernment. Charlie Trie, a friend of the
President has influenced this policy.
Charlie Trie is in Beijing, probably
watching this debate as the foreign
ministry is watching this debate in
Beijing. Where are the Riady family?
They have had an influence on this pol-
icy. They have with money attempted
and have been successful, successful in
influencing this Government and, indi-
rectly, this body.

And where is John Huang? He will
not come forward, and he will not come
forward, but after my colleagues cast
their vote 6 or 7 months from now the
story will come out with regard to the
influence of John Huang when he
worked for the Government and then
when he raised money for the Demo-
cratic National Committee.
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And major companies, read today’s
Wall Street Journal. Major companies,
and | am not going to mention them, I
do not want to embarrass anybody or
mention any names, have been pres-
sured, pressured with fear of losing
business.

So this Government has been directly
influenced and this Congress has been
indirectly influenced by the Chinese
Government.

| fear what would have happened if
the same thing had been done during
the 1970’s and the 1980’s with regard to
the Soviet Union. What? Are we giving
the Soviet Union MFN?

Third, third, in the light of the mili-
tary buildup the administration’s pol-
icy is one of appeasement. It is a policy
of appeasement that 1 believe with
every fiber of my body. Now the Sec-
retary of State will not like that be-
cause she knows better because she
lived in Eastern Europe, she saw what
communism can do. But let there be no
mistake. This Clinton policy is a policy
of appeasement.

Now do my colleagues remember the
debates in the House of Commons when
Winston Churchill got up in the 1930’s
and talked about what was taking
place in Nazi Germany. Chamberlain
never listened to him, and the House of
Commons never listened to him, and fi-
nally it was too late and millions of
Americans and millions of British died.
The same thing is happening with re-
gard to this. We are going through the
same policies that Winston Churchill
went through.

I had a briefing, and not many of my
colleagues have had it. | had the brief-
ing from the CIA, | have had the brief-
ing from the DIA, and | have had the
briefing from the Office of Naval Intel-
ligence, and | will not say what one,
but | said, *“‘Sir, can you tell me how
many Members have had this brief-
ing?”’ | wanted him to tell me 25 or 40.

He said, ‘“There were three, and you
are the third.” One is sitting in this
Chamber now, and the other one is in
the other body.

If my colleagues have not had the
DIA briefing and the CIA briefing and
Office of Naval Intelligence, frankly
those colleagues are voting in igno-
rance because all the material that
they told me, and much of what was
said on the floor, that | cannot say,
really is true with regard to sales, the
missiles, with regard to Iran and many
of the other things. They are endanger-
ing our country, they are endangering
our men.

Imagine for just 1 minute being a
priest, a minister or dissident in jail
and having heard that tomorrow morn-
ing that the House of Representatives,
the people’s House, had voted to grant
MFN. Can my colleagues imagine how
demoralized they would be? The guard
will probably come by, and | was in
Beijing prison to see the conditions,
and | was with the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] in Perm Camp
35. There are terrible conditions. Very
few people have gone to those places.
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The guard will probably mock. The
guard will say to the four bishops,
“Your American friends forgot you.”
Imagine how it would feel.

But on the other hand, imagine hear-
ing the U.S. Congress had voted to
deny MFN, and we are not denying
MFN, we are sending a message. Can
my colleagues imagine how encouraged
they would feel? Natan Shcharansky
has said he knew that the U.S. people
and the Congress and the Government
stood with him.

Let me just end by turning to my
side. They can take care of their prob-
lem. We ought not be bailing out this
fundamentally corrupt policy of this
fundamentally corrupt administration.
Vote to send a message to this admin-
istration, vote to send a message to the
Chinese people, vote to send a message
to the dissidents. Be true to American
values. Ask, my colleagues, does this
policy fit into American values? Be
with the American people, 67 to 18. Be
on the side of freedom.

Do my colleagues remember, those
who were here when Ronald Reagan
gave the Evil Empire speech? In Or-
lando, FL, he was criticized by many
on that side and many in the press, but
it was the right speech, where he stood
out with regard to religious freedom
and evangelicals. And do my colleagues
remember when Ronald Reagan gave
his speech at the Berlin Wall? The
State Department said, ‘“Mr. Reagan,
don’t mention the Berlin Wall,” and
Ronald Reagan said in that speech be-
cause he knew what he believed in and
he knew the values; Ronald Reagan
said:

“Mr. Gorbachev, tear down the wall.”

And the wall came down.

When Thomas Jefferson wrote the
words in the Declaration of Independ-
ence, he said,

We hold these truths to be self-evident,
that all men and women are created equal
and endowed by their Creator, by God, with
certain inalienable rights: life, liberty and
the pursuit of happiness.

Those words were not only meant for
Virginians, they were not only meant
for Americans, they were meant for
people in the gulags of China, they
were meant for the dissidents, they
were meant for the entire world.

I beg of my colleagues if they are un-
decided, | plead with them, support the
Solomon amendment so when the
priests tomorrow hear, when the bish-
ops tomorrow hear, when the dissidents
tomorrow hear, they will know that
the people’s House has sent a message
to the Chinese Government: We will no
longer permit this to take place, and |
strongly urge the support of the Solo-
mon amendment.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support of
House Joint Resolution 79 to revoke most-fa-
vored-nation status for China. Unconditional
MFN forms the backbone of the President
Clinton’s China policy—a policy which | be-
lieve has been a failure. The administration’s
policy is fundamentally amoral and not true to
American values.

Why?
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First, human rights abuses continue and are
worsening. They have not improved despite
our so-called policy of engagement * * * not
that there has been much engagement.

Catholic priests and bishops are in jail—
more and more go in each day for practicing
their faith outside of Government control.
Many have been arrested just for giving mass
or administering the sacraments. In April, just
before the visit to China of the congressional
delegation headed by the Speaker and the
visit by Vice President AL GORE, the Chinese
arrested the bishop of Shanghai, ransacked
his house and confiscated all his religious ma-
terial.

Protestant pastors and house church lead-
ers are still being thrown in jail in record num-
bers. Beatings and torture are routine. Some
reports indicate that Christians are being tor-
tured in a prayerful position—they are forced
to kneel in a praying position which they are
viciously beaten and their feet are crushed.

Buddhist monks and nuns are tortured and
killed. Tibet has been plundered. The Panchen
Lama has been kidnapped and replaced by a
puppet from Beijing.

Muslims in the northwest corner of China
are being persecuted.

All dissidents are behind bars, in exile, in
labor camps or under house arrest. The Chi-
nese Government has stifled all dissent.

There are more slave labor camps in China
than in the Soviet Union when Alexander
Solzehnitsyn wrote his famous book “The
Gulag Archipelago.”

The Chinese Government shoots prisoners
and takes their kidneys and corneas for trans-
plantation.

Forced abortions and sterilizations continue.

There is more.

The long arm of the Chinese Government
has directly influenced the Clinton administra-
tion and has indirectly influenced this Con-
gress.

Charlie Trie is an Arkansas friend of Presi-
dent Clinton’'s. He is now in Beijing and
doesn’t seem to be coming back. He helped
raise political contributions and sway policy.
Big time.

The Riady family left the country after alle-
gations of campaign finance improprieties.
They attempted to sway policy. Maybe they
did sway it. They surely spent enough money
trying.

John Huang worked in the Clinton adminis-
tration and raised money for President Clin-
ton’s 1996 campaign. Many think he passed
information on to those closest to the Chinese
Government. He helped sway policy.

Big companies have been silent on human
rights, religious freedom and democracy and
are being directly pressured by the Chinese
Government. These companies are afraid to
lose business so they exert pressure on the
U.S. political process in favor of American si-
lence on human rights.

The Chinese Government bought the
world’s silence at the U.N. Human Rights
Commission in Geneva by doling out lucrative
contracts to countries that refuse to support an
EU-sponsored resolution condemning China’s
human rights practices.

Imagine if the Soviet Union had tried to
exert this kind of influence on our Govern-
ment. Would we have turned around and
given them MFN?

Third, the policy the United States is pursu-
ing toward China, in light of China’s massive
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military buildup and weapons proliferation, is
one of appeasement. We are closing our eyes
just as Neville Chamberlain did in England in
the 1930's when faced with another aggres-
sive power.

Winston Churchill spoke up in the Par-
liament, but the Chamberlain government did
not listen. Now there is a new bully in town.

The Chinese Government is building up its
military—some say United States trade and
technology are helping provide needed re-
sources. China is selling chemical weapons,
missiles, and nuclear technology which could
pose a future threat to the United States and
its allies.

If you did not get the briefing by the De-
fense Intelligence Agency and the Office of
Naval Intelligence—you don't have all the in-
formation. | strongly urge all my colleagues to
get these briefings. You owe it to yourself and
your country to know exactly what China is
doing.

China sold chemical weapons and cruise
missiles to Iran. China sold nuclear technology
to Pakistan.

China is engaged in a military buildup and
becoming a threat to our future security. It is
developing ICBM missiles capable of hitting
the United States, our allies in Asia, or our
military installations in the Pacific. China also
purchased 46 American supercomputers
which intelligence experts say can be used to
design nuclear warheads to put on the long-
range missiles.

| believe that American men and women
may soon be in danger because of our current
policy of appeasement toward the Beijing re-
gime. Appeasement didn't work for Neville
Chamberlain in the 1930’s and it will not work
for the United States in the 1990's.

MFN is the backbone of a failed policy. A
policy of appeasement. A policy that is amoral
because it suggests engagement and yet,
does not engage. And a policy that is, and will
continue to be, dangerous to our national se-
curity.

What is needed is real backbone, not ap-
peasement.

Imagine if you were a priest or pastor who
was in jail. You had been beaten or tortured
or starved. You had been forced to endure
backbreaking labor. Imagine you heard that
the United States Congress had again granted
MFN to China—imagine how discouraged you
would feel.

But what if you, a jailed pastor or priest,
hear tomorrow on your crystal radio set that
the United States House of Representatives,
the People’s House, voted to deny MFN to
China. Wouldn't you feel encouraged? | would
and that's why I'm voting for the Solomon res-
olution.

To my colleagues on my side of the aisle.
I hope you will vote to deny MFN to China.

It is important to be true to American values.

It is important to be with the American peo-
ple who overwhelmingly, in poll after poll, sup-
port linking trade to human rights improve-
ments. The most recent poll, a Harris poll re-
leased yesterday in Business Week magazine,
found that 67 percent of Americans oppose
MFEN for China. Only 18 percent favor it. A
vote against MFN is a vote on the side of the
American people.

| encourage those on my side of the aisle to
be with the legacy of Ronald Reagan who re-
fused to grant MFN to the Soviet Union while
it persecuted people of faith. He engaged but
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he didn’t appease. He spoke out for American
values and stood with the persecuted when he
called the Soviet Union the evil empire and
demanded Mr. Gorbachev, tear down this wall.

Be on the side of history. Vote to deny MFN
to China and send a message to the Chinese
Government, to the Chinese people, and to all
persecuted people around the world that the
words of Thomas Jefferson in the Declaration
of Independence are for them.

These principles of freedom, “We hold
these truths to be self-evident that all men are
created equal, that they are endowed by their
Creator with certain unalienable rights among
them life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness”
apply to all people. Not just Virginians or
Americans or Westerners. These rights are for
all people, including the people of China.
That's the message we would send by voting
to deny MFN in the House.

Vote “no” on MFN for China.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes, the balance of our time, to
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAM-
ILTON], the ranking member of the
Committee on International Relations.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from California
for yielding this time to me.

I rise in opposition to the Solomon
resolution of disapproval. The resolu-
tion before us today presents a fun-
damental choice about our relationship
with China. Do we choose a policy of
engagement, or do we choose a policy
of isolation?

Now some have argued in this Cham-
ber today to end normal trade relations
with China and still pursue a relation-
ship with China. | do not think that ar-
gument can be sustained. To withdraw
normal trade relations is to declare
economic warfare against China. We
cannot declare economic war against
China and then expect China to play by
our rules on political security and pro-
liferation and human rights matters.
Political engagement and economic co-
operation with China go hand in hand.
We cannot separate them.

Now | support an engagement policy
because | think it is in the American
national interests, and | yield to no
person in this Chamber in my concern
for human rights. Engagement is not
appeasement. It does not mean ignor-
ing our differences with China. It
means actively engaging China to re-
solve the differences. It means hard
bargaining. It means, as the adminis-
tration did, sending two aircraft car-
rier groups into the Taiwan Straits
last year. It means threatening to im-
pose sanctions because of Chinese vio-
lations of intellectual property rights.
It means imposing sanctions on Chi-
nese companies because of their viola-
tion of nonproliferation laws.

Engagement works. Engagement has
produced a number of successes in the
nonproliferation area. They have been
identified here during the afternoon.

Engagement works. China was in-
strumental in convincing North Korea
to sign the agreed framework freezing
North Korea’s nuclear program.

Engagement works. Every Member of
this Chamber is proud of what hap-
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pened in the gulf war and how this
body conducted itself. Without China’s
cooperation in the U.N. Security Coun-
cil, it would not have been possible to
fashion the international coalition
that defeated Iraq in that war.

Engagement works. Millions of Chi-
nese have had their lives improved be-
cause of this engagement. Exposure to
the outside world and the accompany-
ing exchange of goods and ideas and
people have brought increased open-
ness, social mobility and personal op-
portunities to the Chinese. It is not a
perfect country, it is far from it, we
got plenty of concerns about their
human rights, and they are valid con-
cerns. But we got to get a perspective
of a couple of decades here and see how
China has evolved. Four hundred mil-
lion new people in China since Nixon
went to China in 1972.

Engagement works. It is meant that
we use our trade laws to attack Chi-
nese trade barriers and to help Amer-
ican enterprises export.

Engagement works. Our law enforce-
ment authorities work together to
combat terrorism and alien smuggling
and illegal narcotics, trafficking.

Engagement works on environmental
and public health issues.

Engagement has not solved all the
problems, of course not. We got plenty
of concerns left with China, but it has
a proven record of bringing China,
moving China, toward international
norms. It offers a better prospect of
achieving our policy objectives, includ-
ing a respect for human rights, than
isolation or containment. If we vote
today to revoke China’s normal trading
status, we will undermine our ability
to work with China in the future and
we will damage a broad range of inter-
ests that this country has at home, in
China, in the region and around the
world. Revoking MFN will almost cer-
tainly make the human rights situa-
tion in China worse, not better. It will
undermine the reformers. It will
strengthen the hard liners. It will slow
the flow of Western culture and ideas.
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Our influence would be reduced. If we
revoke MFN, we undermine our stature
throughout Asia; Hong Kong’s transi-
tion will be more difficult. Let us, my
friends in this Chamber, follow the ad-
vice of three former Presidents, six
former Secretaries of State, 10 former
Secretaries of Defense, and support
normal trading status for China. | urge
the defeat of the Solomon resolution.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 5
minutes, the remaining time, to the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP-

HARDT], the distinguished minority
leader.
(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was

given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, this is
a debate today that is not simply about
economics and trade, it is a debate
about principle and value and belief.
This country was founded not on eco-
nomic principles and not on economic
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ideas, but on moral beliefs that have
for over 200 years radiated out of this
country. As the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. WoOLF] said a moment ago,
the revolutionary words that appear in
our Declaration of Independence was
the starting place of this country,
which is an idea for all people.

We said, “We hold these truths to be
self-evident, that all men are created
equal, that they are endowed by their
creator with certain inalienable rights;
that among these are life, liberty, and
the pursuit of happiness.” When we
made those words, we did not say they
were American rights, we said they
were universal rights.

And almost 50 years from the date
those words were signed, Thomas Jef-
ferson said this: “May it be to the
world what | believe it will be to some
parts sooner, to others later, but fi-
nally, to all, the signal of arousing men
to burst their chains.”

In 1986 on the floor of this House a
Member who is on the floor today said
these words: “‘I would suggest, Mr.
Chairman, Members of this body,
human beings do not live by bread
alone, that there are spiritual values,
the right to stand as a dignified human
being, the right to stand as an equal
person. | would suggest that wherever
you are on the political spectrum you
should join me in this effort, not to
make a statement that is measured,
not to make an incremental step, not
to make a step that is a political step,
but to make the statement at this
point based upon what is right.”

He said, ““I am simply saying that
every human being on this planet
should have control over their human
destiny.”

The Member who said those words is
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DELLUMS], and he was not saying those
words about China, he said them about
South Africa. The freedom movement
in South Africa started on this floor,
and Members of this House of Rep-
resentatives stood in this well time and
time again and argued for the end of
apartheid and the beginning of freedom
in South Africa. | dare say had they
not stood in this place and made that
argument over and over again, Nelson
Mandela would be in prison today. And
all the arguments we are hearing now
were made then.

The policy we had with South Africa
was called constructive engagement.
People said we would lose contracts;
people said other countries would never
follow; people said it would hurt the
good people in South Africa who were
trying to break free; people said our
businesses would not be there to
change that government. But the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DELLUMS]
and Bill Gray and other Members of
this body stood tall and fought for
sanctions against South Africa, and
Nelson Mandela stood at that podium,
the president of the country, and
talked about freedom.

| say to my colleagues, the policy
that we are following is not working.
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We need firm engagement, not con-
structive engagement. | know all of the
good arguments that are made, and I
respect the people who make them very
much. First of all they say, well, trade
helps us with human rights.

Listen to what our own State Depart-
ment says about what is happening in
China. They say, “All public dissent
against the party and the government
was effectively silenced by intimida-
tion, exile, the imposition of prison
terms, administrative detention or
house arrest. No dissidents were known
to be active at year’s end.” This is at
the end of last year.

“Even those released from prison
were kept under tight surveillance and
often prevented from taking employ-
ment or otherwise resuming a normal
life.”” That is our own government, our
own State Department saying whether
or not the policy is working.

Then they say human rights and
trade should be separated. They are dif-
ferent issues. We have to trade, and
then we can talk about human rights.
Does anybody argue that we should
separate intellectual property protec-
tion from trade? Has any
businessperson stood up and said, for-
get about my intellectual property
rights, let us just go ahead and trade.
Of course they do not.

Mr. Speaker, do we not understand
trade issues are human rights issues?
What are we trying to do? We are try-
ing to build a world trading system.
How can we ever do that if people do
not have human rights? Who is going
to ever be in China to buy any of our
products? They will never have enough
money to do it. And we expose our
businesses and our people to this unfair
competition. You bet human rights is a
trade issue.

Then we hear, do not make China an
enemy. What a crazy argument. | do
not want China to be our enemy, that
is the last thing in the world we want.
But we are saying. By arguing that if
we do not give MFN, most-favored-na-
tion treatment, the treatment we give
to the most favored nations, that
somehow we have made them an
enemy. That is ridiculous. We can
trade with China.

Do my colleagues think China is not
going to trade with the United States?
They have a $40 billion trade surplus
with us. We are carrying China. They
have a trade deficit with every other
country in the world. We are literally
financing their form of government by
our insistence on giving them most-fa-
vored-nation treatment.

Finally, we say we will lose business.
We will lose business. Let me end
where | started. This country is not
just about business. This country is
about an idea, a moral belief that every
human being in the world is created
with liberty and freedom. If we do not
stand for freedom in China, who will? If
we do not lead for freedom in China,
who will follow? When will we start
this fight as we started it with South
Africa? Maybe we start it today.

June 24, 1997

Listen to this letter that was sent by
the parents of a third grade young girl,
near here in Baltimore, Maryland. She
was writing about Wei Jingsheng. As
you know, Wei Jingsheng has been in
jail for 14 years in China because he
dared to speak out. He spoke in the
universal language of the Declaration
of Independence and said human rights,
like freedom of speech, press, assem-
bly, and appeal to the government, are
inalienable rights belonging to the peo-
ple, the masters of the country. For
saying that he was put in jail and he
has been in jail for 14 years, like Nel-
son Mandela was in jail.

Mr. Speaker, this girl said, “l wish
all American citizens would help in
this struggle for what is right. 1 want
him to get out of prison and return to
his family and get healthy soon.” A
third grader speaking of the moral be-
liefs and ideas that are the founding
wellspring of this greatest country
that has ever existed on earth.

Six days after the Berlin Wall fell in
1989, Lech Walesa spoke here to a joint
session and he said, “We, the people. |
do need not remind anyone here where
those words come from. And | do not
need to explain that I, an electrician
from Gdansk, am also entitled to in-
voke them.”

| say to my colleagues there is as an
electrician this afternoon in a jail in
Beijing, and his name is Wei Jingsheng,
and he wants to get out and be free just
like Lech Walesa did and just like Nel-
son Mandela did. De Toqueville said
America is great because America is
good, and if we cease being good, he
said we will cease being great.

Representatives of the people of this
country, stand today and be good, and
stand for what is right and stand for
the founding principle of this country,
and we will bring freedom to China as
we brought it to Lech Walesa and Nel-
son Mandela. Stand against most-fa-
vored-nation treatment. Stand to send
a message to the leaders in Beijing. |
urge my colleagues to vote for this res-
olution.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

We have listened to some very elo-
quent testimony on both sides, and |
think this Chamber has represented
that today more than maybe most
days, evidence of what our system is
all about in terms of our exchanges on
a bipartisan basis. But let me focus
very briefly on why | think extension
of normal trade relations with China is
so important.

If we go back to the Great Leap For-
ward, and that was with total govern-
ment-managed control of that econ-
omy, there were 60 million Chinese
that starved to death. We can condemn
Deng Xiaoping for a lot of things, but
one thing that he will be most remem-
bered for is as the initiator of what he
called Leninist capitalism, the ulti-
mate oxymoron. But he did advance
free enterprise in mainland China, and
free enterprise has expanded so dra-
matically that our concern as a people,
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which is not the government, it is the
Chinese people over there, and bear in
mind that of 1.2 billion, only 40 million
of them are allegedly Communists, and
I think they are too bright even to be
Communists, | think they are just
bright pragmatists that have got a
good thing going for themselves.

But the fact of the matter is, more
Chinese people today are enjoying a
higher standard of living than ever be-
fore in the history of China, in its 5,000
years, and that is continuing to expand
dramatically, and it is because of their
commitment to free enterprise.

Now, we want to aid and abet and
help them in that effort, to be sure,
and that is why maintaining our con-
tacts and our business contacts is a
good idea. As Ben Franklin said, a good
example is the best sermon. We are
providing the best sermon by our pres-
ence over there in mainland China, and
that is continuing to improve the lot
for all of the Chinese people.

I would urge my colleagues to recog-
nize that there are alternative ways to
address legitimate questions that have
come up about arms transfers, legiti-
mate questions that come up about
human rights violations, but harking
back to the original reference to our
inalienable rights to life, liberty and
property, Thomas Jefferson was abso-
lutely correct. I mean he used that
phrase, “pursuit of happiness,” but it
was property.
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The fact of the matter is, how do you
enjoy life if you do not eat? That
means having access to property and
expanding and improving that access,
especially in terms of food, shelter, and
clothing. That is happening at an un-
precedented rate over there.

The last remaining issue to be ad-
dressed through that is liberty, but
that is where our presence can set that
good example. | would urge my col-
leagues to vote down the well-inten-
tioned resolution of disapproval, and to
guarantee that we continue what is
sound policy into the future, and holds
the greatest hope we have ever had in
our post-World War Il relations with
mainland China; namely, normal trade
relations.

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in op-
position to House Joint Resolution 79, the res-
olution to disapprove extension of MFN for
China. | have serious concerns about China’s
overall human rights record. However, if we do
not have engagement we will be doing more
harm than good—how do we isolate 1.2 billion
people? We have tried isolation and it did not
work. In arriving at this decision, | found par-
ticularly compelling the words of Rev. Billy
Graham who said “we must do all we can to
strengthen our relationship with China. It is far
better to treat it as a friend, than to treat it as
an adversary.” | believe it is in North Caroli-
na’'s best interest to engage China and build
on our strengths rather than damage a trade
relationship which other nations will vigorously
pursue in our absence.

Exports, especially in the agriculture sector,
are essential to North Carolina’'s economy.
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China represents a large and growing market
for our goods and services. This market sup-
ports thousands of jobs here at home. Agricul-
tural exports to China from the United States
have grown from $333 million in 1993 to $2
billion in 1996 and the prospect of future
growth is tremendous. Every $1 billion in addi-
tional exports creates nearly 20,000 new,
high-wage jobs in the United States. For North
Carolina, which exports $544 million—ninth
among U.S. States—in goods a year to
China—$297 million—and Hong Kong—$247
million—engaging China through trade will
provide jobs for North Carolina’s workers and
help ensure our economic success into the
next century. | also believe it will allow us to
press for better human rights policies as we
increase our economic involvement.

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in op-
position to House Joint Resolution 79, China,
disapproval of most-favored-nation [MFN]
trade treatment for China.

My vote against this resolution—a vote to
continue MFN for China—is not without delib-
eration.

| am deeply concerned about the continuing
allegations that China has not made sufficient
progress in their human rights and democracy
reform efforts. Both the State Department and
prominent international organizations such as
Amnesty International cite the persistence of
jailed and exiled Chinese dissidents. However,
| believe that the human rights issues must be
approached independently of our trade rela-
tionship with China.

MFN is not foreign aid. The United States
grants MFN—which is normal trade status—to
nearly 100 countries, and every President
since 1980 has annually renewed MFN for
China. MFN to China means that we grant
them normal tariff status. This is a policy that
the United States grants to all but a handful of
countries—Cuba, North Korea, Afghanistan,
Laos, and Vietnam. In fact, countries such as
Iran, Iraq, Libya, Syria, and Burma—where
many believe there continues to be abuse of
human rights—receive MFN treatment.

| want to see the administration work more
aggressively to encourage human rights and
religious freedom in China. But | do not be-
lieve that denying MFN to China will achieve
that goal. Cutting off normal trade relations
with China will only further isolate a country
with one-quarter of the world’s population.

China continues to grow as one of the Unit-
ed States’ main trading partners. U.S. exports
to China have almost quadrupled in the last
10 years. Exports to China support more than
17,000 jobs in the United States that, on aver-
age, pay 13 to 16 percent more than non-
export jobs. As key industries in the United
States, such as telecommunications, grow, we
need to maintain trade policy that will increase
market access and ensure that U.S. compa-
nies have opportunities in those emerging
markets. lllinois, for example, has benefited
from trade with China. Over the last 2 years,
exports from lllinois to China have increased 9
percent to $1.6 billion. And this trade growth
contributes to nearly 600,000 export-related
jobs in the State.

And while these benefits are significant, |
continue to be concerned about the data re-
garding China’s reliance on prison labor to
manufacture many of its exports. Since the
early 1990’s, in responses to charges that Chi-
nese political prisoners were used to manufac-
ture goods for export to the United States, the

H4275

administration—through the Customs and
State Department—began investigating these
charges. Our Government signed a memoran-
dum of understanding [MOU] with China in
1992 to facilitate inspection of Chinese pris-
ons. And continued allegations of using prison
labor led the administration to tighten proce-
dures for investigations and visits under the
memorandum. | am aware that Chinese co-
operation in implementing the memorandum
falls short of being satisfactory. But the admin-
istration is committed to fully enforce the terms
of the agreement. Since the MOU took effect,
U.S. Customs officials have made 58 referrals
to the Chinese Ministry of Justice for further
investigation. And according to the administra-
tion, Customs has obtained two prison labor-
related convictions. | believe that continuing
normal MFN for China will facilitate the en-
forcement of the MOU.

As a Member of Congress, | will vigilantly
monitor the progress of human rights, workers’
rights, and political democracy in China. | am
deeply committed to these values. However, |
do not believe that the resolution we are vot-
ing on today, is the proper arena to debate
these issues; nor is revocation of MFN the
most effective way to influencing internal Chi-
nese policies. | believe that a more com-
prehensive approach will serve as a better
means to bringing about a change in Chinese
policy, particularly in terms of human rights. In
America’s dealings with China, history has
shown that a more moderate approach is most
effective.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
fellow colleagues, | rise in opposition to the
resolution and in support of extending MFN
treatment to China. The term MFN refers to
the normal, nondiscriminatory tariff treatment
that the United States provides to all its trad-
ing partners. It is the cornerstone of commer-
cial relations between the United States and
any foreign country. MFN status is not a con-
cession and does not mean that China is get-
ting preferable treatment. Rather, MFN status
means that China and the United States grant
each other the same—no less favorable—tariff
treatment that they provide to other countries
with MFN status. The United States provides
special tariff preferences to a few selected
trading partners under the NAFTA, United
States-Israel Free Trade Agreement, Carib-
bean Basin Initiative, Andean Pact, and the
Generalized System of Preferences program.
Eligible imports from these countries enter the
United States duty-free or are subject to duties
lower than the MFN rate. China is not eligible
for any form of preferential or special treat-
ment. It is only getting the same type of treat-
ment that we extend to other countries.

Terminating China’s MFN status would seri-
ously affect virtually all trade between the two
countries, eliminate some of it, and result in
higher prices for U.S. consumers and possible
losses for U.S. exporters and lead to a signifi-
cant downgrading of bilateral relations. Hence,
carrying out a threat to terminate China’s MFN
status could significantly damage United
States-China economic as well as political re-
lations. The United States is the only country
that conditions MFN status for China. If the
United States terminated China’'s MFN status,
it is highly doubtful United States allies would
follow suit. Furthermore, American workers
benefit most from an extension of most-fa-
vored-nation status for China. In 1996, United
States exports to China were valued at $12
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billion, and of almost 200 United States trad-
ing partners, China ranked 15th as an export
market for American goods. If MFN were con-
ditioned or withdrawn, the United States would
unilaterally impose higher tariffs on Chinese
goods, and Beijing would almost likely take its
business elsewhere. Thus, because every 1
billion dollars’ worth of exports creates ap-
proximately 19,000 jobs in the U.S., the loss
of exports to China would put 228,000 Amer-
ican jobs directly at risk. Also, MFN revocation
would increase tariffs on imports from China
trade-weighted average of about 6 percent to
an estimated 44 percent. MFN revocation,
even accounting for changes in trade flows,
will require U.S. consumers to pay upward of
half-a-billion dollars more each year for goods
such as shoes, clothing, and small appliances
subject to increased tariffs. In addition, the
costs of goods manufactured in the United
States with Chinese components could in-
crease, reducing the competitiveness of the
finished goods.

| sympathize with the victims of the many
atrocious practices that China has engaged
with in the past. | also agree with the rationale
of many of my colleagues who seek to revoke
China’s MFN status due to its human rights
violations. However, revoking China’s MFN
status is too drastic and most likely would
prove to be counterproductive.

| would like to remind my colleagues of an
old maxim, “Judge not, that ye be not judged.
For with what judgment ye judge, ye shall be
judged: and with what measured ye mete, it
shall be measured to you again.”

If we want a more humane, China that
shows respect for her own people, who are
some of the most creative, artistic, brilliant
people on this Earth, we had better be pre-
pared to lead by first showing China what it
takes to be a superpower. Power is not dic-
tated by the ability to say no, most often it is
the ability to say yes under the most difficult
circumstances. We must pause to consider
that the measure of the right of our social, po-
litical, and economic systems are far greater
than the sum of all of our arguments regarding
the atrocities in that distant land. By the sheer
force of this country united under God we will
teach, preach, and reach every corner of
China with the messages and symbols that
translate into over 200 years of success that
the American experience has been.

MFN is not a reward; nor is it a special
treatment that results in special trade privi-
leges. MFN simply refers to the nondiscrim-
inatory treatment of trading partners, which
has long been a basic principle of international
trade. While China clearly has violated numer-
ous trade agreements in the past, the best
way to secure Chinese compliance is to en-
gage the Chinese Government, not isolate it.

Furthermore, the strongest case for keeping
United States trade relations with China is
made by Hong Kong and Taiwan’s political
and business leadership. They argue, if the
United States breaks the trade tether to
Beijing, it will undermine future economic and
human rights for the Chinese people for years
to come. Hong Kong's British Governor Chris
Patten and prodemocracy leader Martin Lee
have come out forcefully against using China’s
trade status as a way of showing United
States displeasure with its human rights
abuses. Chinese human rights leaders else-
where are opposed to using trade as leverage
against their country because they believe;
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First, it will not work, and second, stronger
economic ties to the West and private-sector
expansion will lead to an expanded middle
class, greater political freedoms, and eventu-
ally a democratic system of government.

MFN status for China cannot be compared
to the decision by the Congress to place sanc-
tions on South Africa. South Africa’s regime
was based on a policy of discrimination based
on race and race alone. In China the battle is
of tolerance of thoughts and ideas, not of skin
color or complexion.

We must consider that Hong Kong and Tai-
wan have been investing heavily in China's
emerging capitalist system and they see in-
creased United States trade ties as the
linchpin in the dramatic economic changes
going throughout the mainland. Now that his-
toric transfer is at hand we should not aban-
don the people of Taiwan during this critical
transition period.

Extension of MFN is an importnt step in pre-
serving Hong Kong's prosperity and freedom.
Today, the Chinese economy is the fastest
growing in the world. While many Chinese re-
main poor peasants, few go hungry and hun-
dreds of millions of Chinese have seen their
lives substantially improved through economic
reform. Many Chinese people enjoy greater
material wealth and a greater degree of per-
sonal economic freedom. Market reform is the
single most powerful force for positive change
in China in this century and possibly in the
country’s long history. In fact, economic reform
has helped to lift hundreds of millions of hard-
working people from desperate poverty, giving
them choices and opportunities never avail-
able before. Thus, hundred of millions of hard-
working people have access to information
and contact with Western values through tech-
nologies spreading across the country, thanks
to economic reform and the growth it created.

China has made good faith efforts to comply
with the concerns of the United States. For ex-
ample, in 1995, the United States reached a
historic agreement with China on the enforce-
ment of Intellectual Property Rights, particu-
larly copyrights, trademarks, and improved
market access for United States copyright in-
dustries ranging from computer software and
motion pictures to publishing and sound re-
cordings. China has also made commitments
to strengthen the enforcement at its borders
and to close plants engaged in piracy.

The people of Hong Kong strongly support
a full one-year extension of MFN. If China
loses MFN, Hong Kong would lose a colossal
amount of business. United States economic
growth in international trade would be halved
and our unemployment would be doubled.
Also, business confidence would be hit hard.
If the United States is concerned about the
handover, then the best thing is to assure the
community by making sure that nothing hap-
pens to Hong Kong. The fundamental question
for renewing MFN treatment to China is, if
China’s trade status were denied, would the
impact in the long run be good or harmful for
the Chinese and American people and, in par-
ticular, for improving China’s human rights?

My fellow colleagues, | have debated long
and hard over this issue, and while | do have
reservations about providing MFN treatment to
China while they continue to engage in abu-
sive actions, | believe that the most efficient
way to combat these abuses is to ensure that
the grassroots of the Chinese population is ex-
posed to Western ideals and financial stability.

June 24, 1997

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor of ex-
tending MFN treatment to China.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
support of House Joint Resolution 79, and in
opposition to the extension of most-favored-
nation [MFN] status to China. The failure of
current policies to yield significant improve-
ments in Chinese behavior, both at home and
abroad, signals the need for Congress to chart
a new course. MFN may not be the ideal vehi-
cle but it is the most powerful mechanism we
have to move China into compliance with
internationally accepted norms. The United
States represents 40 percent of China’s export
market, an amount equal to 2 or 3 percent of
its gross domestic product. U.S. markets and
purchasing power are irreplaceable. Because
trade is the only weapon in our arsenal that
China still pays attention to, we must use our
economic power and influence as leverage to
positively impact Chinese behavior and to ad-
vance fundamental United States interests in
China.

As the world’'s most populous country,
China boasts one of the most rapidly growing
markets in the entire world. Yet despite MFN
status, China remains a dictatorial society gov-
erned by a Communist oligarchy hardly a
monolith but China uniformly continues to
deny market access to the majority of Amer-
ican goods and products. Countries that do
not abide by universally accepted rules and
regulations forfeit privileges and rights in the
global trading arena. MFN would grant Chi-
nese goods the normal level of access and
protection afforded to members of the World
Trade Organization [WTQO]. With rights and
privileges come responsibilities, particularly
the need to abide by international norms. Chi-
na's behavior—whether through the abuse of
human rights or worker protections or through
the erection of trade barriers—has indicated
that it fails to merit a normal trading relation-
ship with other members of the WTO. Regular
trade with the United States is not the right of
a nation that violates basic economic and
human rights standards.

However, the numbers bear witness to the
fact that our trading relationship with China is
anything but normal or reciprocal. The aver-
age United States MFN tariff on Chinese
goods is 3 percent while the average Chinese
MFN tariff on United States goods is a stag-
gering 35 percent. Granting MFN year after
year has unfortunately produced no reciprocity
in trade policy. It has however, produced an
enormous trade deficit, that is on target to sur-
pass our trade deficit with Japan sometime
this year. China has argued that as a develop-
ing country it should be granted special ex-
emptions and allowances; however, a devel-
oping country that registered a $40 billion
trade surplus with the United States in 1996,
should not be the recipient of such markedly
underserved charity, especially in consider-
ation of their total behavior.

China’s one-way trade policy and the accel-
erating trade deficit highlight that the promise
of future massive payoffs is a mirage. In 1996,
the United States exported fewer goods to
China than it did to relatively small markets
such as Belgium and the Netherlands. Our ex-
ports are increasing at a more rapid rate in the
stagnant economies of the European Union
than they are in the dynamic Chinese econ-
omy. The situation in Japan has shown how
difficult overcoming protectionist policies and
reducing trade deficits can be. It is in our inter-
est to avoid similar problems with China,
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which potentially will represent a far larger
market than Japan.

America businesses are being forced to
offer major concessions to Chinese state plan-
ners, often technology and investment, in
order to gain access to potential Chinese cus-
tomers. By supplying China with state-of-the-
art technology, United States firms are ship-
ping jobs overseas that would otherwise re-
main at home if China were to allow the unfet-
tered entry of foreign goods. Through the ex-
tension of MFN we are exporting to China the
capability to develop domestic industries es-
tablishing export platforms of what are today
United States products will be sent around the
world.

The technologies of American business
partners, means that even the limited United
States goods and products will be abandoned
in favor of indigenous enterprises that are
being made in China. Trade policy should be
facilitating the export of goods, not jobs, and
a fundamental message policymakers must
bear in mind, is that the current trade phenom-
ena threatens the job security of American
workers and means that United States invest-
ment in China receive the safe harbor treat-
ment, positive trade status insures and en-
courages yet more United States investment
to the point that action to counter isn't pos-
sible.

All workers and members of Chinese soci-
ety should equally share in the profits of eco-
nomic growth in China. However, the reality is
that the benefits are reserved for the few in
order to suppress the freedoms of the many.
Accordingly, human rights violations have ac-
tually increased—not decreased—since we
have adopted the policy of constructive en-
gagement. China continues to deliberately and
consciously deny its citizens basic human
rights. Virtually all dissidents are either in
exile, in jail, or under house arrest. Workers
still cannot form an employee union of their
own choosing, nor undertake any legal action
to challenge abysmal working conditions. In-
stead of investing in its people, the Chinese
Government is using the added income from
the burgeoning United States-China trade sur-
plus to consolidate its stronghold on the di-
verse cultures of the Chinese people. China’s
$40 billion trade surplus has enabled the Gov-
ernment to increase national defense spend-
ing by 40 percent since 1990. As the United
States and Russia are cutting military expendi-
tures, China is pursuing efforts to purchase
new generations of high-technology weaponry
and exporting outside their borders to terrorist
countries helping such as Iran to realize its
dreams of nuclear capabilities. Only China has
nuclear missiles aimed toward the United
States, yet we continue to reward the Chinese
Government committed to building military ca-
pabilities rather than individual liberties with
MFN status.

In the race for the fabled profits of the Chi-
nese market, we have cast away both United
States national interests and principles. Trade
policy without conscience has not satisfied the
Chinese population’s hunger for personal and
civil liberties. There is no question that grant-
ing China MFN status will benefit larger Amer-
ican companies; however, it will adversely im-
pact small businesses and accelerate the de-
cline of the United States manufacturing base.
United States economic and trade policy clear-
ly is the ugly American theme revisited in
China. And at home no amount of profit can
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replace a job lost or restore the damage done
to U.S. communities. We need a trade strat-
egy with China that balances the interests and
values of companies, workers, families, and
communities. We must solidify our commit-
ment to upholding democracy and human
rights and abandon policies that assume the
interests of international corporations are iden-
tical to the U.S. national interest as a whole.

Many lament that trade policy alone will not
bring about the changes sought that it is inad-
equate, but we must try to isolate and lead,
unless the United States of America. The
global leader is ready to led others will fall into
our economic shadow of indifference.

Trade relations with China are so complex
that they understandably defy easy solutions.
In order to craft an effective and comprehen-
sive trade policy with China, we need more
options and flexibility than the yes/no decision
being made today. Extending MFN for a year
sends to China the dangerous signal of busi-
ness as usual: That there are no con-
sequences for irresponsible, inhumane, and
unfair behavior. Denial of MFN trade status is
a dramatic step, on the other hand, could re-
sult in the reciprocal and humane treatment
that past policies have failed to produce. The
most effective way to forcefully advance Unit-
ed States interests and to embark upon a new
era of United States-China relations is to vote
“yes” on this resolution and not extend normal
trade status to China and then back that up
with action not rhetoric.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, | want to see
China change. | am tired of waiting for China
to improve its human rights record, to stop re-
pressing the people of Tibet, to allow civil lib-
erties and public dissent, and to stop perse-
cuting religious minorities. I'm deeply disturbed
by China’s arms sales to Pakistan and Iran. If
| could, | would push a button, cast my vote,
and make the Chinese Government change its
ways.

So | understand the appeal of voting for this
resolution. It would be very satisfying, for a
few minutes, to feel that | did something, that
the Congress did something, to make China
change.

But | have to step back and ask whether re-
voking most-favored-nation [MFN] trading sta-
tus to China would have the desired effect,
and if not, what will. | don’t think passing this
resolution will make China change.

This cannot be just a one-sided debate. We
must consider not only the areas where we
have real and heartfelt disagreement with the
Chinese Government's actions and policies,
but also those often complex areas where Chi-
nese cooperation with the United States has
had and will have enormous consequences.
And there are important areas where China
has cooperated with us: Working with us to
stop North Korea’s nuclear weapons develop-
ment; helping us in the U.N. Security Council
on the war against Irag and subsequent sanc-
tions; and assisting United States efforts to im-
plement the nuclear test ban and extend the
nuclear nonproliferation treaty. In these areas,
cooperation and engagement with China made
all the difference in policies that are vital to
our national security.

In just 1 week, Hong Kong will be trans-
ferred from British to Chinese sovereignty. We
in the Congress have pressed China to live up
to its promise of “one country, two systems”
for Hong Kong. | have joined with other Mem-
bers of Congress in calling on the Chinese
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Government to respect the political and eco-
nomic freedom of the citizens of Hong Kong.
Yet, once Hong Kong is under Chinese rule,
trade with Hong Kong would also be subject to
stiff tariff increases if MFN trading status is re-
voked. So, at the very time the Congress is
pushing China to safeguard freedoms in Hong
Kong, Congress would be undermining Hong
Kong's independence and autonomy by se-
verely damaging its economy. It's estimated
that revoking MFN would cut Hong Kong's
economic growth in half, reduce trade by $30
billion, and cost 85,000 Hong Kong workers
their jobs—making Hong Kong dependent on
the Chinese regime during this critical transi-
tion period.

| have long advocated improved human
rights in China. After the 1989 massacre in
Tiananmen Square, | organized a protest
march of more than two dozen Members of
Congress who walked across Washington
from the United States Capitol to the Chinese
Embassy, where we met with the Chinese
Ambassador and presented in the strongest
possible terms our views that the Chinese
Government needed to change its ways.

| have also been very concerned about the
persecution of Christians, and other religious
minorities in China. Yet activists working to
stop the persecution of Christians are of two
minds on this issue. Many, including Rev. Billy
Graham and a number of Chinese Christians,
have said that they feel engagement with
China is the better course.

Revoking MFN trading status means in ef-
fect that the United States would be imposing
a huge unilateral increase in tariffs on Chinese
goods. No other country is expected or likely
to join us in raising tariffs, and that means rev-
ocation of MFN would be a unilateral eco-
nomic sanction. Given the particular culture of
the Chinese, | do not believe that this kind of
sanction will be any more successful against
China than unilateral trade sanctions have
been against any other country. And many of
our international competitors are quite ready to
take over the United States share of the Chi-
nese market.

The debate suffers from semantics, the mis-
understandings of “most favored nation” as
implying something special and concession-
ary. Actually, of course, “most favored nation”
trading status is just “normal” trading status—
it is the tariff schedule that applies to almost
every other nation we trade with, even coun-
tries with human rights records far from our
liking. There are only five countries to which
we deny MFN status: Afghanistan, Cuba,
Laos, North Korea, and Vietnam. Even the
“rogue states” of Iran, Iraq, and Libya, al-
though subject to other economic sanctions,
are technically eligible for MFN. Countries like
Syria or Indonesia, whose human rights
records we often decry in the Congress, have
MFN trading status.

Cutting off MFN status would mean that we
would lose the opportunity to expose China to
free market principles and values. | spoke re-
cently with a constituent who has worked with
Chinese mining companies. He told me that
China has averaged 10,000 deaths per year in
mining accidents. Yet to work with this Amer-
ican company meant that the Chinese had to
accept American standards of worker safety
that tolerate virtually no worker fatalities. This
seems a most basic lesson—that workers
should not have to risk their lives to earn a liv-
ing. American business men and women,
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interacting with their Chinese counterparts, will
be able to expose the Chinese to many such
standards and principles. Over time, it will
make a difference, not just in economics, but
in human dignity and human rights.

The globalizing world economy and the rev-
olution in information exchange and tech-
nology offers an unprecedented set of cir-
cumstances that will tend to push all but the
most isolated of nations toward integration
with the international community. To finance
expanding trade, China needs foreign capital
and investment. With that investment comes
exposure to internationally recognized values
and freedoms. With advances in information
technology, such as the Internet, electronic
mail, and fax machines—most of which are
essential for doing business today—repressive
governments like China’'s are fast losing their
ability to control what people can read, learn,
and think.

There are other, more positive, levers we
can use to encourage China to loosen its re-
pressive policies. One of those levers is Chi-
nese accession to the World Trade Organiza-
tion [WTO]. | expect our negotiators to drive a
hard bargain for market access and improved
business practices before we can agree to
China joining the WTO, a body China feels is
essential for its trade expansion policies.

Engagement will take time, and it is hard to
be patient. It will take time for trade, invest-
ment, and foreign enterprise to break the iron
grip the Chinese regime has over its people.
But American trade, products, and most im-
portantly exposure to American values and
people carry the seeds of change. Ultimately,
China cannot sustain the economic liberaliza-
tion supporting its trade with the United States
without seeing an inevitable erosion of its po-
litical isolation and its authoritarian regime.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
support of renewing most-favored-nation
[MFN] trading status to China. MFN status is
extended to virtually every country in the world
and permits a normal trading relationship with
China. There’s nothing “special” or “favored”
about MFN.

| believe that continuing this normal trading
relationship is critical to advancing U.S. inter-
ests. First, of course, revoking MFN, would
significantly raise tariffs on Chinese imports—
costing United States consumers more of their
hard earned money. Failure to extend MFN
would also hurt our exports which has been
steadily growing every year and support thou-
sands of U.S. jobs. The Chinese would un-
doubtedly retaliate, putting our jobs and ex-
ports at risk. We would be giving our global
competitors an open shot at the one of the
world’s biggest markets.

But even more important, if we are to dis-
engage from China and walk away from the
table, the very problems we have with China
will worsen—especially in the important area
of human rights.

Because we engage with China does not
mean that we approve of its practices. As an
example, | have grave concerns about its
human rights record. But the question is how
disengaging will help. Instead, we should want
the Chinese to become increasingly familiar
with American ideals through our contact with
them.

Mr. Speaker, renewal of MFN has been
supported by every President who has faced
this issue, and is supported throughout Asia,
including in Hong Kong, Taiwan, and Japan. |
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strongly urge my colleagues to oppose the
disapproval resolution and support renewing
most-favored-nation trading status to China.
Simply put, continued engagement with China
is the only way to help China become a con-
structive force for stability and prosperity in
Asia, and advance important American inter-
ests.

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
support House Joint Resolution 79, disapprov-
ing most-favored-nation status for China.
While | am an ardent supporter of free trade,
and have voted consistently for continuation of
MFN for China, my recent trip there has
changed my position on this issue as it pro-
vided me with first-hand information on what is
really going on in China. | left that country with
the overwhelming impression that the Chinese
do not care what the United States thinks
about their behavior. | have voted on four pre-
vious occasions to give China the benefit of
the doubt about its intention to open its mar-
kets to United States businesses and farmers
but the Chinese continue to thumb their noses
at the United States. While | would like to sup-
port a policy aimed at opening markets and
expanding trade, there has to be a level play-
ing field for such a policy to work. Instead,
China continues to raise artificial barriers and
place high tariffs on American goods and com-
modities, including United States-grown pea-
nuts. The trade deficit last year alone with
China was $40 billion.

In addition, China’s human rights record,
particularly against Tibet and Taiwan, is abys-
mal. Along with its disregard for human rights,
the Chinese strategically ignore numerous
international treaties they have signed on
arms proliferation. We have seen numerous
well documented reports where China is sell-
ing highly sophisticated nuclear technology to
Iran. Additionally, it continues to transfer ad-
vanced ballistic missile technology to Syria
and Pakistan.

The business community genuinely hopes to
influence positive change in China but | did
not see that during my visit. There is no Amer-
ican-style democracy, free enterprise, or
human rights. Rather, | saw a government that
controlled every aspect of life. The Chinese
consistently violate workers’ rights with many
workers laboring under slave-like conditions.
American companies that wish to sell their
products in China must locate production in
that country and share ownership with the Chi-
nese Government. We are currently transfer-
ring very sophisticated technology to China
who hen turn around and use our technology
against us.

It's time to send China a message by with-
holding MFN status for China. | would be der-
elict in my duty to ignore neglect, which | do
not believe is benign neglect.

Each year when | voted for MFN for China
| did it with the hope that this is the year the
Chinese will pay some attention to our con-
cerns more specifically, stop violating the pro-
visions of the general agreement on tariffs and
trade, and be shamed into improving its
human rights record. Sadly, this has not been
the case and | have no choice but in clear
conscience to vote NO for MFN for China.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, as a physician, |
know that what, at first, might seem to be a
cure for a particular ailment is, in actuality, not
a cure at all. In fact, going with a gut reaction
to prescribe a treatment can do more harm
than the original ailment may have. The same
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can be true for matters of government. The
initial reaction to a problem in society, or the
world will often lead us to make a conclusion
about a course of action. Unfortunately, that
first reaction can be wrong, even though guid-
ed by the best of intentions.

We have such a case before us now. It is
the dilemma of whether or not China should
be granted the same trade relationship grant-
ed to almost every other nation of the world,
a status misleadingly referred to as most fa-
vored nation, or MFN. We all know the
charges: The Chinese Government violates
basic human rights of its citizens, it is hostile
towards Christianity, and its system of govern-
ment runs contrary to our most fundamental
beliefs, therefore MFN status should be de-
nied. The initial reaction of our collective na-
tional psyche is to oppose MFN, to be tough,
and say, “No way, no special deals for
China.” But is this the proper solution?

To clear up a misconception, MFN is not a
special status at all. In fact, MFN status grant-
ed to a country simply means that U.S. citi-
zens can trade with citizens of that nation
without erection of extraordinary government
barriers to entering our marketplace. Free
trade is not something to be lightly dismissed.
And MFN is nothing more than an attempt, al-
beit imperfect, to move towards free trade by
lowering tariffs.

Eliminating MFN status for China does not
hurt the Chinese Government. But it does hurt
Americans in two ways. First, by imposing
what is essentially a tax on our people. It is a
tax because it is the American consumer who
will pay higher prices on goods coming from
China. This means higher prices on many
items and not just items which come directly
from China. If the tariffs on Chinese goods in-
crease, people will be forced to find replace-
ment products. As the demand for those prod-
ucts increase, so will prices of those goods.

The second means by which eliminating
MFN status hurts Americans can be found in
the reciprocal barriers China will likely erect. It
will become much more difficult for farmers
and businessmen in the United States to sell
their products in China. Nearly every farmer
and every agricultural group | have heard from
supports MFN status for China.

But the critics of MFN for China do not ad-
dress the free-trade aspect of the debate, or
the very real cost eliminating MFN would im-
pose upon the American people. Instead, they
focus on the real persecution of religious mi-
norities’ often practiced by the government in
China. And for that | defer to those who are
on the ground in China: the missionaries.

According to Father Robert Sirico, a Paulist
priest who recently discussed this topic on the
Wall Street Journal’s opinion page, Americans
in China working to help the Chinese people
are very frightened of what ending MFN might
do to their efforts and the people to whom
they minister. After all, ending MFN will not
bring about the freedoms we hope China may
confer upon its people, nor will ending MFN
mean more religious freedom or fewer human
rights violations. In fact, those working in
China to bring about positive change fear only
the worst if MFN is withdrawn.

“As commercial networks develop, Chinese
business people are able to travel freely, and
Chinese believers have more disposable in-
come with which to support evangelistic en-
deavors,” Sirico writes. Even worse, the mis-
sionaries have been reporting that “such ac-
tion would endanger their status there, and
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possibly lead China to revoke their visas. It
would severely limit opportunities to bring in
* * * religious materials. These missionaries
understand that commercial relations are a
wonderfully liberating force that allow not only
mutually beneficial trade but also cultural and
religious exchanges.”

And so the critical question remains: MFN,
or no MFN? Idealogically, revoking MFN is a
step in the wrong direction, a step away from
free trade. It is equally clear that revoking
MFN is harmful to our people, and likely to be
harmful to the Chinese. The ones to suffer will
be the very individuals we seek to help, not
the powerful elite in Beijing.

| have long held that governments do not
solve problems. Rather, governmental action
often creates more problems than existed pre-
viously. It is the individual people who are able
to bring about positive change in this world; it
is individuals who solve problems. China’'s
government is indeed a concern: for us and its
people. But it is a problem we can only re-
solve by changing the hearts of the Chinese
leaders. And whether we like it or not, the way
we can do that is through trade with China.

By rushing quickly for the “pills” of govern-
ment-enforced sanctions, we may have the
best of intentions to cure the Chinese Govern-
ment of its persecution of human rights. But
unfortunately, those pills will only harm the pa-
tient. We must swallow our pride and admit
that perhaps the best remedy is not the first
solution.

It is only through the open dialogue of indi-
viduals that the Chinese Government will ever
be convinced it is wrong. By closing the door
now, when we have the opportunity to allow to
grow the seeds of change which have been so
firmly planted in China, we will be damning
that nation’s people to a return to their darker
days.

We will lose the patient if we act hastily or
imprudently and that cannot be the correct op-
tion. It is never an option when | have a pa-
tient on the operating table, and it cannot be
an option when dealing with the situation in
China.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, China is a
rogue nation, ruled by totalitarians and Com-
munists. It oppresses its people, and denies
them basic freedoms and religious liberty. It
fails to abide by standards of good citizenship
in the community of nations. Its officials have
been tied with attempts to influence the 1996
elections in the United States through con-
tributions to the Democratic National Commit-
tee.

In this environment, now Congress must de-
cide whether continuing or essentially cancel-
ing regular American commerce with China
will advance or damage America’s national in-
terests. These interests include national secu-
rity, human rights and religious liberty, and
commerce and American jobs.

| take a back seat to no one as a defender
of liberty, and as an opponent of communism
and tyranny. | understand that this issue gen-
erates well-considered and strongly held opin-
ions on all sides. | believe that the Clinton ad-
ministration has badly mishandled our relation-
ship with China, and that Congress has no
choice but to fill the vacuum of leadership left
by the President.

With very few measures have | so deeply
struggled with determining the best course of
action, and with identifying what is right and
wrong for America. After having carefully con-
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sidered all of the facts, and reviewed all of the
notes and letters and calls from my constitu-
ents, | conclude that our best hope for
progress of American national interests in
China is best fulfiled by extending China’'s
regular trade status, and taking further actions
that demonstrate a more robust American pol-
icy in that part of the world. | further conclude
that blocking the renewal of MFN for China
would damage America’s national interests, in
national security, human rights and religious
freedoms, and American commerce and jobs.

History and recent experience tells us that
MFN gives the United States some leverage
to advance our interests in China—but not a
great deal of leverage. But if we cancel MFN,
America’s small leverage will become zero le-
verage. And China will turn away from Amer-
ica, and have no incentive to heed any of
America’s desires and interests.

Let me first address the matter of American
national security. Beijing has exhibited poor
citizenship in the world. It tested missiles in
the Taiwan Straits on the eve of free elections
in Taiwan in 1996. It sold weapons and nu-
clear and other weapons materials to rogue
terrorist nations. It attempted to expand its
maritime presence in former United States
military facilities, as in the case of COSCO at
Long Beach Naval Station, and has effectively
established beachheads at both ends of the
strategically important Panama Canal through
governmental industry subsidiaries. It smug-
gled AK-47 rifles into the United States,
bound for Los Angeles street gangs. It in-
creased its defense budget 40 percent over
the past couple of years. In light of this current
and emerging national security interest, it be-
comes clear that only by extending MFN for
China can we hope to preserve the American
interest and the American presence in China
and East Asia. For this reason, several of our
recent United States Secretaries of Defense
have agreed to support continuing China’s
MFN status.

Having nearly lost my life fighting com-
munism in Vietnam, this matter of what action
best represents America’s national security in-
terests is a matter | take very seriously. | as-
sure you that | am under no illusion that ex-
tending MFN for China will work miracles in
the advancement of our national security. It
will not.

But the penalty for terminating MFN for
China is slightly greater than its reward. Ter-
minating MFN with China simply drives the
Beijing regime away from the United States,
away from the community of law-abiding coun-
tries, into the arms of the world’s terrorist na-
tions.

Let me address the matter of human rights
and religious liberty in China. Again, Beijing’s
record in this field is repugnant to the cause
of freedom. The bill of particulars goes on and
on. Beijing oppresses the Buddhist people of
Tibet, and the Muslims of Xinjiang. It practices
a population policy that includes forced abor-
tions. It has detained, jailed, and killed its dis-
sidents. It severely restricts the activities of
Christians and other people of faith, and im-
prisons priests and ministers, and closes
house churches that attempt to teach the Gos-
pel free from the reach of the Beijing regime.

What action advances America’s national in-
terest in this area? Extending MFN continues
the reach of Americans, through commerce
and other outreach, into the lives of Chinese
citizens. | recognize that the Christian Coali-
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tion and other United States family organiza-
tions strongly oppose extending MFN for
China. But United States organizations that
support Christian missionaries in China are
supporting MFN for China. One of the titans of
the Christian faith supports extending MFN
trade status: Rev. Billy Graham. He says that
“I am in favor of doing all we can to strength-
en our relationship with China and its people.
China is rapidly becoming one of the dominant
economic and political powers in the world,
and | believe it is far better for us to keep
China as a friend than to treat it as an adver-
sary.”

Continuing MFN for China, again, does not
work miracles for the people of China. Con-
tinuing it thus far has not freed opponents of
China’'s communist government from prisons,
according to the United States State Depart-
ment. However, American commerce with
China has given the Chinese people a taste of
economic freedom, and economic freedom
may pave a path toward more political and re-
ligious freedom.

Again, the penalty for terminating MFN for
China exceeds its reward—particularly for Chi-
na's oppressed people. If we terminate MFN
for China, China will have no reason whatso-
ever to improve the human rights and religious
freedom of its people, or to accommodate
American visiting missionaries to China.

Last, | would like to address the matter of
commerce and American jobs. Extending Chi-
na’'s MFN status simply continues regular
commerce with the world’s most populous na-
tion. Companies in San Diego engage in sig-
nificant exports in China. Among these are
Solar Turbines, power plants, Cubic, mass
transit systems, Jet Products, manufacturing,
and many others. Furthermore, many Amer-
ican jobs are dependent on imports from
China. These include hundreds of thousands
of retailers. And American consumers regu-
larly purchase goods made in China.

Once again, the risks associated with termi-
nating China’s MFN status exceed their re-
ward. If we terminate MFN for China, Amer-
ican jobs are endangered, and China will sim-
ply approach the employers of other nations to
fulfill its market of 1.3 billion people.

Following the continuation of MFN for
China, and the failures and vacillations of the
Clinton administration’s China policy, | believe
Congress has a responsibility to exercise lead-
ership in the United States relationship with
the world’s most populous country.

We can begin this by enacting the China
Human Rights and Democracy Act, a measure
soon to be introduced by Rep. JOHN EDWARD
PORTER and others. Chairman PORTER for-
merly opposed China’s MFN status, but is
supporting it this year in hopes that we can
make real progress in other areas. Chairman
PORTER described this measure in today’s
Wall Street Journal to increase funding for
Radio Free Asia and the Voice of America, ex-
pand democracy-building activities through the
National Endowment for Democracy, require
additional United States State Department re-
port on human rights violations and political
prisoners in China, and greater disclosure of
Chinese companies’ ties to the People’s Lib-
eration Army.

As we did with the USSR and Eastern Eu-
rope, we can blanket the Chinese people, and
all freedom-loving peoples of Southeast Asia,
with broadcasts about freedom and democ-
racy in the outside World. We can also pursue
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other aggressive initiatives to stand tall and
strong for freedom in East Asia—initiatives
which thus far have not been part of the Clin-
ton administration’s weak American policy to-
ward China.

Congress can and should take further action
to send China powerful signals of our intention
to advance our interests. The fiscal year 1998
national defense authorization includes the
Hunter-Cunningham language from H.R. 1138,
prohibiting the leasing of former U.S. military
facilities to foreign state-owned enterprises.
Specifically, this will block COSCO, the mari-
time arm of the communist Chinese regime in
Beijing, from leasing a large beachhead at the
former Long Beach Naval Station.

And the House has already voted to estab-
lish direct United States ties with Hong Kong,
which reverts from British to Chinese control in
just a few days.

Extending China’s regular MFN trade status
does not work miracles. We should extend
MFN because it helps advance our national in-
terests in China in freedom and religious lib-
erty, in national security, and in commerce
and jobs. We should extend China’s MFN sta-
tus because blocking MFN would hurt, not
help, our national interests in China.

But we cannot stop there. Congress has a
responsibility to take the sure and strong ac-
tions that implant backbone into United States-
China relations, a spine that is thus far miss-
ing from the Clinton administration’s own pol-
icy. We can act. And we will.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
support of House Joint Resolution 79, a reso-
lution to disapprove most-favored-nation
[MFN] treatment to the People’s Republic of
China.

Our trade deficit with China in 1996 was
$40 billion. By the end of 1997, the trade defi-
cit is projected to be $53 billion, which aver-
ages out to the staggering sum of $1 billion a
week. A large part of this is due to the fact
that China charges American products with
extremely high tariffs. For instance, China lev-
ies a 50 to 120 percent tariff on imported cars,
a 50 percent tariff on imported athletic shoes,
a 60 percent tariff on imported leather shoes,
and a 40 percent tariff on imported toys. In all
instances, United States tariffs on Chinese im-
ports are substantially lower. China sells mil-
lions and millions of bikes in the United
States, because we only levy a 11 percent tar-
iff, while China charges us 50 percent. On av-
erage, the United States levies a tariff rate of
2 percent on Chinese goods. The Chinese
have levies a 35 percent tariff rate on United
States goods. We hear so much about free
trade, but our trade relationship with China
certainly isn’'t free, and it certainly isn't fair. It
costs American jobs. It's just plain wrong for
the American working men and women.

We constantly hear from China and the ad-
ministration that trade and foreign policy
should be separate issues. They should not
be linked. That is a very interesting argument
coming from China considering they are one
of the most skilled practitioners of such a pol-
icy. They reward friends and punish enemies
with economic carrots and sticks in the form of
huge government contracts.

Moreover, the use of trade sanctions is not
without precedent. It has been a vital compo-
nent of U.S. foreign policy. We sanctioned the
Soviet Union by the restriction of technology
transfers, denial of MFN under the Jackson-
Vanik amendment, and embargoes on Soviet
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purchases of American wheat. We maintain a
trade embargo against Cuba. We deny MFN
to North Korea and Afghanistan. We will soon
impose sanctions on Burma. Why should we
treat China and different? The answer is that
we shouldn’t. We should treat China a totali-
tarian regime in every sense, as we have
treated totalitarian regimes in the past. We
must not coddle them. We must not appease
them. We must not assist them.

Mr. Speaker, a vote for this resolution will
be a vote for democracy it will be a vote for
the ideals that founded this Republic. The
ideals that make this Nation truly great. As the
sole remaining superpower in the world, we
must send a strong message to the totalitarian
regime in Beijing that her actions will not be
tolerated any longer. Enough is enough. |
strongly urge my colleagues to support House
Joint Resolution 79.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, | am
submitting for the RECORD an article by Frank
Gaffney, executive director of the Center for
Security Policy, that appeared in today’'s
Washington Times, titled “Dealing with China.”
| believe that this insightful article should be
read by all Members of Congress and Amer-
ican citizens who are concerned that the Unit-
ed States Government develop a comprehen-
sive strategy to deter aggression by Com-
munist China.

[From the Washington Times, June 24, 1997]
DEALING WITH CHINA
(By Frank Gaffney, Jr.)

As the House of Representatives prepares
to vote on President Clinton’s decision to
renew Most Favored Nation (MFN) status for
China, it is being flooded with free advice.
Lobbyists representing firms doing business
with the People’s Republic—or hoping to do
so—are aggressively warning Congress of the
economic costs of failing to ‘“‘re-up’’; human
rights and religious groups are emphasizing
the costs in terms of freedom and religious
tolerance for the Chinese people if the Unit-
ed States continues to turn a blind eye to
Beijing’s repressive policies.

Yesterday, five of the finest public serv-
ants | have had the privilege of knowing—
Jeane Kirkpatrick, Jack Kemp, Lamar Alex-
ander, Steve Forbes and Donald Rumsfeld—
weighed in with their own take. Much of
what they say should be done with respect to
U.S. policy apart from the question of MFN
I find compelling, as | am sure, will many
members of Congress. | think we could agree,
for example, that the following sorts of steps
should be taken irrespective of one’s views
about renewing China’s Most Favored Nation
status:

Intensify efforts to provide truthful infor-
mation and encouragement of those resisting
communist repressing (including greatly ex-
panding the operations of Radio Free Asia;
enforcing the existing bans on importing
slave-labor-produced goods; imposing pen-
alties for religious intolerance, etc.). After
all, how a nation treats its own people is a
good indicator of how it is likely to deal
with those of other states.

Such steps can help make clear that the
United States is not an enemy of the Chinese
people, but that it steadfastly opposes the
totalitarian government that brutally rules
them. It can also help undercut the national-
ist xenophobia that the Chinese leadership
promotes in its bid to retain power.

Deny front companies and banks associ-
ated with the People’s Liberation Army and
other inappropriate Chinese borrowing enti-
ties the opportunity to sell bonds in the U.S.
market. This step can be taken in a non-dis-
ruptive fashion (for example, by creating a

June 24, 1997

security-minded screening mechanism for
these prospective bond issues) without fear
of jeopardizing U.S. exports, jobs or “‘people-
to-people’” contacts unaffected by such cash
transactions.

Block Chinese access to strategic facili-
ties—in the United States and elsewhere in
the Western Hemisphere, notably at the
eastern and western ends of the Panama
Canal.

Prohibit the sale of American military pro-
duction facilities and equipment to China.

Terminate the ‘“‘anything goes” policy
with respect to the export of dual-use tech-
nology to Chinese end-users. In the interest
of obtaining maximum pressure for change
in China, U.S. allies should be offered the
same choice they are currently given under
the D’Amato legislation on Iran and Libya—
foreign companies and nationals must decide
whether to export militarily-sensitive equip-
ment and technology to China or risk losing
their unfettered access to the American mar-
ketplace.

Develop and deploy effective global missile
defenses to counter China’s own growing bal-
listic missile capabilities and those Beijing
is transferring to rogue states like North
Korea, Iran and Syria.

Rigorously enforce existing U.S. laws pe-
nalizing those who engage—as the Chinese
government and its ostensibly private com-
panies have been doing—in the proliferation
of weapons of mass destruction and various
menacing conventional arms.

And increase significantly the resources
dedicated to uncovering and thwarting Chi-
nese espionage, technology theft and influ-
ence operations in the United States.

Where | must respectfully disagree with
my friends from Empower America, however,
is about the reason why such steps are need-
ed. They declare we ‘“‘should not demonize
China’ and assert ‘““there is no new Cold War,
and China is not a new Cold War enemy.”
The truth is that the reversion of Hong Kong
next week to communist control may prove
to be the first battle lost by the force of free-
dom in a new and far more difficult phase of
what Winston Churchill once called ‘‘the
Twilight Struggle.”

In any event, as noted in this space two
weeks ago, it is not entirely up to us whether
China becomes an enemy. The critically ac-
claimed book ‘“The Coming Conflict with
China’ observes: ‘“‘Before, Beijing saw Amer-
ican power as a strategic advantage for the
PRC; now it has decided that American
power represents a threat, not just to Chi-
na’s security but to China’s plans to grow
stronger and to play a paramount 