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

| say to my colleagues, | sit here in
continued amazement, because | keep
hearing there is no disputing, from my
side of the aisle by the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. ARCHER]; there is no disput-
ing from the Democrat side of the
aisle, the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
GIBBONS], that this Chinese Govern-
ment is a rogue government, that they
keep proliferating with nuclear activ-
ity, they keep dehumanizing people,
and it goes on and on and on, but there
is no disputing all this. All of my col-
leagues know and they admit it, but
then they make all of these kinds of
excuses.

Mr. Speaker, it is time to stand up to
the financial interests that consist-
ently push for business as usual with
the criminal regime in Beijing, and it
is time to discard the false dogma that
says that if we just keep trading with
Communist China, things will get bet-
ter.

Some are comparing Communist
China today to the depths of the Cul-
tural Revolution 30 years ago when
millions of people were being slaugh-
tered, and they say that things have
gotten better. Well, my goodness, Mr.

Speaker, that is a pathetically low
standard.
The fact is the behavior of the

Beijing dictatorship is much worse
than it was 5 or even 10 years ago, and
you all sit here today and admit it. The
trade deficit which destroys American
jobs has tripled in the last 10 years. We
all know it. Their military budget has
more than doubled when ours and
every other military budget in the
world has been going down. It was just
3 months ago that they were lobbing
missiles right off the Tailwanese coast
in an act of intimidation.

Mr. Speaker, things are not getting
better, they are getting worse and ev-
erybody in this Chamber knows it. How
high does the trade deficit need to go
before we react? How many more trade
agreements does Communist China
have to violate? You have all read
about it in liberal newspapers, like The
New York Times and The Washington
Post, and how many people have to be
imprisoned or Killed for their political
beliefs before we stand up on their be-
half? Whatever happened to American
foreign policy that looks out for
human decency around this world? How
much nuclear and chemical weapons
material does Communist China have
to ship to fellow rogue regimes, like
Iran, our enemy, before we punish
them? What will it take? Do they real-
ly have to make good on their threats
to bomb Los Angeles?

Mr. Speaker, this dictatorial regime
represents a growing threat to Amer-
ican interests, American jobs, and yes,
even more importantly to American
lives. | say to my colleagues, do not
come back here 15 years from now and
say, my goodness, | did not know it.
They must be dealt with now, Mr.
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Speaker. History shows us very clearly
that appeasement of tyrants does not
work. In fact, it leads to more intran-
sigence.
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Mr. Speaker, | want everybody to
come over to this Chamber and vote re-
gardless of whether they have GE and
IBM in their districts like | do with
25,000 employees and stand up for what
is right in this country. We can cut off
most-favored-nation treatment today
and in a month we can restore it, be-
cause the Chinese will come to the
table. They are smart people. They will
then negotiate fair trade with this
country, they will improve their
human rights violations, and that is
what this whole debate is all about.

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. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 1 minute 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, Teddy
Roosevelt once said, ‘“The only safe
rule is to promise little and faithfully
to keep every promise; to speak softly
and carry a big stick.” That is where
that great quotation came from. Well,
America’s new policy seems to be one
of empty promises and empty threats,
a policy toward China where we speak
softly and carry no stick whatsoever.

My colleagues, we have the oppor-
tunity to send a message to the world
that America will not support this
rogue nation, that we will not condone
terrorism, oppression, and intolerance.
today we have the opportunity to ef-
fect a change in China’s policies, and
tell the rest of the world America allies
itself with only those nations that ad-
vance and encourage fairness, those na-
tions who foster democracy, and those
nations who embrace freedom.

We hold the power today, my col-
leagues, the power to help the people of
China break the bonds of mass misery,
not for their votes, not for their
money, but because it is right. It is the
right thing to do.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Washington [Ms. DuUNN], a respected
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Ms. DUNN of Washington. Mr. Speak-
er, | come from the Nation’s most
trade-dependent State, so the question
of United States-China trade is crucial
to the people | represent in Congress.
In fact, Washington State ranks first
among all 50 States in exports to
China.
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Contrary to what opponents of MFN
suggest—trade with China does pro-
mote change. U.S. trade and invest-
ment teach the skills of free enterprise
that are fundamental to a free society.

Washington State exports a number
of U.S. products, from aircraft to soft-
ware. And every single airplane and
every single CD carries with them the
seeds of change. These products serve
to further unleash the free-market de-
sires of the Chinese people. And | am
certain that everyone of my colleagues
would agree that it is in our national
interest to move China toward a free
market.

At the same time, we must make
clear to the Chinese that their partici-
pation in the world economy and in
international security arrangements
can come about only with concrete evi-
dence that China is abiding by norms
of international behavior. Let me be
clear: disengagement will not help us
improve our relationship with China.

I suspect that my colleagues who op-
pose MFN would have had a difficult
time suggesting that disengagement
would have been the better course of
action in addressing intellectual prop-
erty piracy in China. In fact, it was
only through engagement that we have
been so successful on this front.

| propose that we use the following
criteria to find the answer on difficult
MFEN cases like China’s. We should ex-
tend normal trade status, or MFN, to a
nation if: it allows U.S. investors and
operators in; the rule of law is advanc-
ing; a multilateral action is unattain-
able; or we have that nation’s assist-
ance on a critical geopolitical issue.

Conversely, we should deny normal
trade status to governments abusing
their people if: a multilateral action is
doable; they will not help the United
States on other geopolitical issues;
they do not allow U.S. employers in;
and they do not respect the rule of law.

Indeed, | would go one step further
by stating that the burden of proof is
on those who deny normal trade status
with China.

They must prove that an act of protest—
such as denying to China normal trade sta-
tus—would demonstrably improve the human
rights situation in China, or how it would ad-
dress grinding poverty or lessen religious per-
secution.

The only thing we know for certain is
that an act of protest such as denying
MFN would increase unemployment
and suffering in the United States and
result in a tremendous setback in our
bilateral relationship with China.

| strongly urge my colleagues to op-
pose the resolution of disapproval.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | would
just like to remind my colleagues that
China never was willing to deal with
intellectual property rights until they
were faced with the threat of trade
sanctions.

At this point | am delighted to yield
11 minutes to the gentlewoman from
California [Ms. PELOSI] who has been a
leader in fighting for open trade, for
human rights, and for bringing China
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into the world of nations of human
beings.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for being so generous in
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, this issue of granting
most-favored-nation status to China is
a very important one for the American
people. It is about nothing less than
our economic future, our national secu-
rity, and our democratic principles.

As Members know, the debate in the
House of Representatives and our dis-
agreement on this issue has centered
around the issues of trade, prolifera-
tion, and human rights. That is why |
am so disappointed that we have so lit-
tle time to debate this issue today and
I can only ask the Republican leader-
ship of this House and all of those who
are so eager to move this along on both
sides of the aisle, what are you afraid
of? Are you afraid of the facts? Are you
afraid over the Fourth of July break of
constituents who cannot afford to trav-
el to Washington who would have time
to express their views to their Members
of Congress? Are you afraid of 100,000
young people in Golden Gate Park
gathered together to support a free
Tibet?

I wish our colleagues were here and
not away to a funeral or, without
votes, off of Capitol Hill, because they
must hear the facts. Because today
Members of Congress will be asked to
set down a marker: How far does China
have to go? How much more repression,
how big a trade deficit and loss of jobs
to the American worker, and how much
more dangerous proliferation has to
exist before Members of this House of
Representatives will say, ‘I will not
endorse the status quo’’?

As | mentioned, it is about jobs, pro-
liferation, and human rights. There are
those who say we should not link
human rights and trade and prolifera-
tion and trade. | disagree. But if we
just want to take up this issue on the
basis of economics alone, indeed China
should not receive most-favored-nation
status, for several reasons that | would
like to go into now.

I would like to call the attention of
my colleagues to this chart on the sta-
tus quo that the business community is
asking each and every one of us to en-
dorse today. Right now we have a $34
billion trade deficit with China, the
1995 figure. It will be over $40 billion
for 1996. Since the Tiananmen Square
massacre, this figure has increased
1,000 percent, from $3.5 billion then to
about $34 billion now.

In terms of tariffs, | think it is inter-
esting to note that the average United
States MFN tariff on Chinese goods
coming into the United States is 2 per-
cent; whereas the average Chinese
MFN tariff on United States goods
going into China is 35 percent. Is that
reciprocal?

Exports. China only allows certain
United States industries into China.
Therefore, only 2 percent of United
States exports are allowed into China.
On the other hand, the United States
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allows China to flood our markets with
one-third of their exports, and that will
probably go over 40 percent this year,
and it is limitless because we have not
placed any restriction on it.

In terms of jobs, this is the biggest
and cruelest hoax of all. Not only do we
not have market access, not only do
they have prohibitive tariffs, not only
are our exports not let in very specifi-
cally, but China benefits with at least
10 million jobs from United States-
China trade. The President in his state-
ment requesting this special waliver
said that China trade supports 170,000
jobs in the United States, whereas our
imports from China support at least 10
million jobs.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr.
will the gentlewoman yield?

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

Mr. ROHRABACHER. The gentle-
woman is saying that 170,000 jobs are
created in the United States by the
China trade but are there not many
more jobs that are lost in the United
States?

Ms. PELOSI. That is the point | was
getting to. | appreciate the gentleman
focusing on that.

The fact is that United States-China
trade is a job loser for the United
States. Our colleagues on the other
side of this issue will say that exports
to China have increased 3 times in the
last 10 years. They have. But they fail
to mention that imports from China
have increased 11 times, thereby lead-
ing to this huge trade deficit.

It is a job loser for several other rea-
sons. There is an important issue that
we are all familiar with: Piracy of our
intellectual property. It remains to be
seen if China will honor the commit-
ment it has made in the recent agree-
ment. It has not honored the memo-
randa of understanding or last year’s
agreement and indeed there is a report
in the press yesterday that one of the
PLA, People’s Liberation Army fac-
tories has resumed production. But,
the other issue is technology transfer.
If intellectual property is a $2 billion,
$3 billion loss, technology transfer is in
the hundreds of billions of dollars. If
you want to sell to China, bring United
States products into China, the Chi-
nese insist that you open a factory
there. They misappropriate your tech-
nology, open factories of their own and
then say to you, “Now we want to see
your plan for export.”” That is as sim-
ply as | can say it briefly.

But the fact is this is not about prod-
ucts made in America. The Chinese
want American products that are made
in China. The most serious of these
transfers of technology are in the air-
line industry, where tail sections of the
Boeing 737’s were mostly made in Wich-
ita, KS. Now they are made in Xi’an
Province where workers make $50 a
month and the transfer of the tech-
nology and the transfer of the jobs has
taken place. General Motors, Ford,
they are all fighting to get in to build
factories there so they can make parts

Speaker,
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there. They want MFN so they can get
those parts back into the United
States. So we are exporting, not low-
technology jobs and textile jobs, we are
exporting our technology and high pay-
ing jobs. If you take a country the size
of China with the very cheap and in
some instances slave labor, the lack of
market access, the ripoff of our intel-
lectual property, the transfer of tech-
nology, a country that is not willing to
play by the rules in any respect in this
trade relationship, you have a serious
threat not only to our relationship but
to the industrialized world.

If there is one message that | want
our colleagues and our constituents to
understand today is that on this day,
your Member of Congress could have
drawn the line to say to the President
of the United States, do something
about this United States-China trade
relationship. It is a job loser for the
United States.

This brings us to the point that oth-
ers have said, “Well, we can’t isolate
China.” Do you think for one minute
that with at least 10 million jobs and
$35 billion in profit, and it will be over
$40 billion this year in a trade surplus,
all those billions of dollars in surplus,
that the Chinese are going to walk
away? Where are they going to take 35
to 40 percent of their exports? Who is
going to buy them? Their exports to
the United States are what sustains
the regime—the funding and the jobs.
They cannot have those people out of
work. They have to be at work export-
ing to the United States.

So we have a situation where again |
say human rights, while others think
they should not be linked, | think they
are linked. We all agree, China will be
large, it will be powerful, it is in our
interest that they be free. For those
who say that economic reform will lead
to political reform, | reject that notion
of trickle-down liberty. It has not
worked. In fact, even by the Clinton
administration’s own country report
on China, it has said that economic re-
form, and the quote is in my full state-
ment, has not led to political reform
because the government has not al-
lowed that to happen.

I would like to quote from a China
scholar, and I will read from this:

David Shambaugh, editor of China
Quarterly, the leading academic jour-
nal on Chinese affairs, recently wrote:

Let us not deceive ourselves. China’s polit-
ical system remains authoritarian and re-
pressive. In fact, it has become significantly
more so in recent years. The Chinese regime
is one of the worst abusers of human rights
and basic freedoms. It maintains itself in
power in part through intimidation and coer-
cion of the population. It tolerates no oppo-
sition.

The third issue of concern is pro-
liferation, the most dangerous issue of
all. Both in the Bush administration
and in the Clinton administration, our
administrations have waived sanctions
over and over for the proliferation of
nuclear and missile technology to
Pakistan and nuclear missile and
chemical and biological technology to
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Iran and all of the above other rogue
States.
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Mr. Speaker, how dangerous does the
transfer of weapons technology have to
be, 1 would ask my colleagues, to stop
us from putting our seal of approval on
this policy? We are not legislating here
today. The President will call the shot
on most-favored-nation status. But
what we are doing is either putting our
name down in support of the status quo
or calling out for change.

Mr. Speaker, as we approach our own
Fourth of July, | hope that Members in
this body will remember others who
have studied the words of our Founding
Fathers. Others who were inspired by
them, who quoted those words in
Tiananmen Square and were arrested
for doing so, particularly Wei
Jingsheng. He is the father of the de-
mocracy movement in China and is in
jail for his second 14-year term because
he has spoken out for freedom.

My dear colleagues, today we will
have a chance to make the world safer,
the political climate freer and the
trade fairer. 1 urge Members to vote
““no’” on MFN.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in opposition to
President Clinton’s request for a special waiv-
er to grant most favored nation status to
China.

The debate over China MFN is an important
one for the American people. Nothing less is
at stake than our economic future, our demo-
cratic principles and our national security. That
is why | regret that the Republican leadership
has chosen to railroad this legislation through
the House. This action deprives our constitu-
ents, who cannot afford to come to Washing-
ton, of expressing their views over the July 4
break. That has always been the situation.
This is a departure.

What are the proponents of MFN for China
afraid of? Are they afraid of the truth? Are
they afraid that Members may have to answer
to their constituents for siding with the multi-
national corporations? Are they afraid of the
100,000 young people who gathered in Gold-
en Gate Park on June 15 and 16 to support
a free Tibet?

Today Members will be asked to give their
seal of approval on the status quo in United
States-China relations. The business commu-
nity may overwhelm Capitol Hill, the President
may tell you that he really needs you, but it is
our vote and our constituents who will judge
us on how we voted—not on who made us do
it. Let us see what the business community is
asking you to put your good name to:

Let us start with the truth about the trade
situation—the hoax that the United States-
China trade relationship is a job winner for our
country. The facts are to the contrary:

TRADE

China does not play by the rules. On a
strictly trade-for-trade basis, China should not
receive MFN because it does not reciprocate
the trade benefits we grant to them with MFN.
The average United States MFN tariff rate on
Chinese goods is 2 percent. The average Chi-
nese MFN tariff rate on United States goods
is 35 percent. Despite the fact that over one-
third of China’s exports are sold into the Unit-
ed States market, China’s high tariffs and non-
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tariff barriers limit access to the Chinese mar-
ket for United States goods and services. Only
2 percent of United States exports are allowed
into China. The result is a $34 billion United
States trade deficit with China in 1995. Ten
years ago, in 1985, our trade with China was
only $10 million. The huge trade deficit, which
is expected to exceed $41 billion in 1996,
does not include the economic loss from Chi-
na’'s piracy of United States intellectual prop-
erty, which cost the United States economy
$2.4 billion in 1995 alone. It does not include
the loss to our economy from Chinese insist-
ence on production and technology transfer
which hurts American workers and robs our
economic future. And, it does not include
money gained by China in the illegal smug-
gling of AK-47’s and other weapons into the
United States by the Chinese military.

You will hear that trade with China is impor-
tant for United States jobs. President Clinton’s
statement accompanying his request to renew
MFN, claims that “United States exports to
China support 170,000 American jobs.” These
jobs are important, but they must be seen in
a larger context.

Other trade relationships of comparable size
to the United States-China trade relationship
support more than twice as many jobs in the
United States as United States-China trade.
For example, the United States-United King-
dom trade relationship, totalling $2 billion less
than the United States-China trade relation-
ship, supports 432,000 jobs. The United
States-South Korea relationship, totalling $8
billion less than the United States-China trade
relationship, supports 381,000 jobs.

United States-China trade generates over
10 million jobs in China. Ten million jobs and
a $34 billion and the business community says
China will walk away. Where will they take
one-third of their exports?

We must also be concerned about the harm
to our economy of the technology transfer and
production transfer which is accompanying
United States investment in China and United
States sales to China.

The Chinese Government demands that
companies wishing to obtain access to the
Chinese market not only build factories there,
But also transfer state-of-the-art technology in
order to do so. The Government then mis-
appropriates that technology to build China’s
own industries. The companies have little
choice, in light of the high tariffs for their prod-
ucts to reach the Chinese marketplace. This is
a $100 billion problem.

A recent Washington Post article, “A China
Trade Question: Is It Ready for Rules?” May
19, 1996, outlines a number of serious ques-
tions about China’s willingness to abide by the
rules that govern international trade. On the
critical issue of technology transfer, this article
states that:

As vital as the Chinese market is, the ap-
propriation of foreign technology by the Chi-
nese poses a serious problem for the industri-
alized world—*“much more serious than CD
pirating,” said Kenneth Dewoskin, a profes-
sor at the University of Michigan and ad-
viser with Coopers & Lybrand’s China con-
sulting business. “Think of telecommuni-
cations, automotive, electronics, very high
technology chemicals—there’s enormous
value in that technology. You’re talking
hundreds of billions of dollars.””

Dewoskin continued:

“When you provide technology to your
Chinese venture, it has to be certified by one
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of these research and design institutes,” he
said, ““but unfortunately, those are the same
institutes whose job it is to disseminate
technology to domestic ventures.”

The Chinese Government is using our tech-
nology to build its own industries to the det-
riment of United States industries and we are
not only letting them do this, our policies are
encouraging them in this practice.

Some people argue that trade should not be
linked to violations of human rights and pro-
liferation. | disagree. However, even if we con-
sider the United States-China relationship
solely on economic grounds, China should not
receive unconditional MFN.

PROLIFERATION

China does not play by the rules. China
continues to transfer nuclear, missile and
chemical weapons technology to
unsafeguarded countries, including Iran and
Pakistan, in violation of international agree-
ments and yet the United States continues to
hold them to a different standard.

While Congress is in the process of passing
legislation to implement a secondary boycott
on companies doing business with Iran, the
administration is ignoring China's sales of
cruise missiles and other dangerous tech-
nology to Iran. China’s actions make the Mid-
dle East, indeed, the entire world, a more dan-
gerous place.

In return for turning a blind eye to unaccept-
able Chinese Government actions, the admin-
istration has been rewarded only with an in-
crease in the extent and the nature of the Chi-
nese transgressions. During the Bush adminis-
tration, Secretary Baker chose not to imple-
ment sanctions for China’s violation of the
missile technology control regime by its trans-
fer of M—LL missile technology to Pakistan. In-
stead, he relied on a Chinese promise to halt
such practices. As has been the norm with our
relationship with China, that promise by the
Chinese Government was broken.

The Clinton administration, following the
Bush administration pattern, has also accept-
ed such promises, with the same result. in-
stead of halting such practices, the Chinese
Government has increased both the quantity
and quality of its transfers. It has now gone
beyond transferring only advanced missile
technology and is providing nuclear and chem-
ical weapons technology to non-safeguarded
countries.

In order to avoid implementing sanctions
triggered by the recent transfer of Chinese nu-
clear weapons technology to Pakistan, the ad-
ministration said the Chinese Government was
neither responsible for nor knowledgeable
about the transfer of this dangerous tech-
nology. If we continue to absolve the Chinese
Government of responsibility for the actions of
state-run industries, then how can we expect
the Chinese Government to live up to the mis-
sile technology control regime, the Nuclear
Nonproliferation Treaty, and other international
arms control treaties? We cannot continue to
allow China to violate the rules. Signatories
must be expected to have responsibility for in-
stitutions within their control or their signatures
are not worth the paper on which they are
written.

HUMAN RIGHTS

As the Beijing regime consolidates its power
by increasing its foreign reserves through
trade and the sale of weapons, China’s au-
thoritarian rulers are tightening their grip on
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freedom of speech, religion, press and thought
in China and Tibet.

According to the State Department’s Annual
Country Reports on Human Rights Practices
for 1995, as well as Amnesty International and
Human rights Watch, repression in China and
Tibet continues. The State Department's own
report documents the failure of “constructive
engagement” to improve human rights in
China, and notes that, The experience of
China in the past few years demonstrates that
while economic growth, trade, and social mo-
bility create an improved standard of living,
they cannot by themselves bring about greater
respect for human rights in the absence of a
willingness by political authorities to abide by
the fundamental international norms. David
Shambaugh, editor of the China Quarterly, the
leading academic journal on Chinese affairs,
recently wrote:

Let us not deceive ourselves—China’s po-
litical system remains authoritarian and re-
pressive. In fact, it has become significantly
more so in recent years . . . the Chinese re-
gime is one of the worlds worst abusers of
human rights and basic freedoms . . . it
maintains itself in power in large part
through intimidation and coercion of the
population. It tolerates no opposition.

Today we hear comparatively little about
those fighting for freedom in China not be-
cause they are all busy making money, but
because they have been exiled, imprisoned, or
otherwise silenced by China’'s Communist
leaders. According to the State Department’s
report, “by year's end almost all public dissent
against the central authorities was silenced.”
Our great country is ignoring the plight of Chi-
na's pro-democracy activists. In the process,
we are not only undermining freedom in
China, but we are also losing our credibility to
speak out for freedom and human rights
throughout the world.

The past few months have seen China act
to intimidate the people of Taiwan in their
democratic elections, diminish democratic
freedoms in Hong Kong, crack down on Free-
dom of religion by Christians in China and
Buddhists in Tibet, and smuggle AK—47s into
the United States via its state-run companies.

The MFN vote provides us with the only op-
portunity to demonstrate our concern about
United States-China policy and our determina-
tion to make trade fairer, the political climate
freer and the world safer.

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

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

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, the gentle-
woman from California has touched on
a lot of issues that are important to
our colleagues: trade, jobs in this coun-
try, intellectual property. She some-
how has missed a point or two that |
am concerned with, and if | voted
against this resolution, would | not, in
effect, be supporting the thousands of
children that have died in China’s or-
phanages, where girl orphans have been
selected for dying rooms, where they
are tied up and left to die from neglect
and starvation after they have been
sexually assaulted?

If 1 voted against this resolution,
would I not really be voting to support
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the practice of taking prisoners and
executing them and selling their or-
gans to the highest bidder, which goes
on in China today?

And would | not be supporting, if I
oppose this amendment, the fact that
religious freedom does not exist and
that harsh crackdowns of any unoffi-
cial religion, which is all religions ex-
cept the State, the religious leaders are
subject to physical abuse and prison
terms? Would that not be the effect of
my voting against this resolution?

Ms. PELOSI. Reclaiming my time, I
would say to the gentleman, that
would be the effect. | spent my time on
the economics. | am so pleased the gen-
tleman brought up the point, because
the National Conference of Bishops op-
poses MFN.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2% minutes to the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. HAMILTON].

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

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the ranking member for yielding
me the time.

Mr. Speaker, today we are to vote on
one of the most important foreign pol-
icy issues Congress will face this year:
whether to extend China’s most-fa-
vored-nation status for another year. |
strongly urge my colleagues to support
MFN renewal by voting against the
Rohrabacher resolution of disapproval.
Any other course will seriously damage
crucial U.S. interests and undermine
important American values.

TWO MISCONCEPTIONS

Let me at the beginning address two
misconceptions about this vote. This
vote is not a referendum on China’s be-
havior. This is not a vote on whether
we approve or disapprove of Chinese ac-
tions. This is a vote on how best to pro-
tect U.S. interests and promote Amer-
ican ideals. That should be the sole cri-
terion for Members as they cast their
vote today: What serves U.S. interests
and values?

Let me turn now to misconception
No. 2: the idea that MFN means pref-
erential treatment for China. That’s
simply wrong. MFN does not denote
special or privileged status. MFN sim-
ply means that we accord China the
same treatment we give our other
major trading partners. This is worth
repeating: MFN does not constitute an
American seal of approval. Iran, lIraq,
Syria, and Libya all have MFN status,
despite the fact that we have fun-
damental differences with these gov-
ernments.

A DIFFICULT RELATIONSHIP

Mr. Speaker, the Chinese-American
relationship is a complex one involving
many tough issues: human rights and
democracy, nonproliferation, Taiwan,
Tibet, trade, and intellectual property
rights. Managing this relationship is
difficult even in the best cir-
cumstances.
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At the same time, it is important to
remember that sound Chinese-Amer-
ican relations are very much in the in-
terest of the United States.

China, with one-fourth of the earth’s
population, is the world’s largest coun-
try. A generation ago we tried to iso-
late this immense country. It didn’t
work. As a permanent member of the
United Nations Security Council,
China is not only a key country in
Asia, but has a significant impact—for
good or ill—on United States interests
around the world. China has the
world’s largest standing army, which
has a direct bearing on peace and sta-
bility in East and Southeast Asia.
United States efforts to halt the spread
of weapons of mass destruction in
North Korea, South Asia, and the Mid-
dle East can succeed only if China co-
operates with us and the rest of the
international community. Without
China’s cooperation, we will be se-
verely handicapped in our fight against
narcotics trafficking, alien smuggling,
and environmental degradation.

On the economic front, American ex-
ports and American jobs depend on de-
cent relations with China. Last year,
we sold $12 billion worth of goods to
China. These exports supported 170,000
high-wage American jobs.

MFN AND HUMAN RIGHTS

These realities lead me to conclude
that engagement with China will best
promote our many interests—including
our interest in protecting human
rights. A decision to revoke MFN and
isolate China, on the other hand, would
eliminate whatever modest influence
we now have on Chinese behavior, in-
cluding its human rights practices. Do
not misunderstand me. Even with
MFN, China will remain, for the fore-
seeable future, an authoritarian state
which routinely abuses the rights of its
people. But the lesson of the past two
decades in China—and the lessons of
South Korea, Taiwan, and other au-
thoritarian countries which have
evolved into vibrant democracies—is
that the best way to promote human
rights is to stay engaged. Those who
would have us retreat from China do
the Chinese people no favors. With-
drawing from China will undermine the
position of those Chinese we most want
to support—entrepreneurs, reformers,
students, and intellectuals. Revoking
MFN will strengthen the hand of reac-
tionary elements in China such as the
army, central bureaucrats, and
hardline Communists.

WDESPREAD SUPPORT FOR MFN

Within China, political dissidents are
split on the question of MFN. But
many of China’s most prominent dis-
sidents, including Wei Jingsheng and
other leaders of the pro-democracy
movement at Tiananmen Square, have
publicly called for renewal of China’s
MFN status.

Our friends in Hong Kong, who live
under the shadow of China, have urged
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us to renew China’s MFN. Christopher
Patten, the Governor of Hong Kong, re-
cently warned that revoking China’s
MFN would badly hurt Hong Kong.
Martin Lee, Hong Kong’s best known
democratic politician, has said the
same thing.

Our friends in Taiwan also see MFN
renewal as the best way to safeguard
Taiwanese interests.

In other words, those on the front
lines, who have most reason to fear
China, believe that their position
would be undermined if Congress were
to revoke China’s MFN status. The ar-
gument is often made that revoking
MFN will force China into more ac-
ceptable behavior.

MFN IN THE U.S. NATIONAL INTEREST

But the most important reason to renew
MFEN is that it is in the U.S. national interest.

MFN is not about doing China a favor. It is
about doing the United States a favor. It is
about supporting our security, political and
economic interests. It is about standing up for
important U.S. ideals and values

Renewing MFN for China will enable us to
address our very real concerns about nuclear
and missile proliferation. It will give us an op-
portunity to influence China’'s security policies
in East Asia. It will help in our efforts to main-
tain peace on the Korean peninsula. It will
give us at least a bit of influence on China’s
human rights behavior. It will enhance our ef-
forts in the fields of counternarcotics, alien
smuggling, and the environment. And it will
provide the markets that translate into high-
paying jobs for American workers.

CONSEQUENCES OF REVOKING MFN

Revoking MFN for China will also have con-
sequences. It will greatly unsettle our friends
and allies in the region. It will have an espe-
cially adverse impact on our friends in Taiwan
and Hong Kong, who have pleaded with us
not to take this step. It will undermine the pro-
market, reformist elements in China we seek
to assist. It will lessen our ability to make our
influence felt on a whole range of issues—pro-
liferation in South Asia, security on the Korean
peninsula, stability in the South China Seas,
Taiwan. It will make our task of securing U.N.
Security Council approval for our initiatives in
other parts of the world far more difficult. It will
sever our economic ties with the world’s larg-
est market. And it will be seen by the Chinese,
and the rest of Asia, as a declaration of eco-
nomic warfare and an American attempt to
isolate China.

These are serious penalties—penalties we
will inflict upon ourselves if we revoke China’s
MFN.

Mr. Speaker, many of us are angry at China
over its behavior and actions across a wide
range of issues. Cutting off MFN would make
us feel better. But it will not advance our inter-
ests nor promote our principles. The way to do
this—the only way to advance important U.S.
interests and promote fundamental American
values—is to remain engaged with China. And
this requires that we vote to renew MFN.

CHINA WILL NOT BE COERCED

Finally, let me address the argument
that revoking MFN will force China
into more acceptable behavior. Where
is the evidence of this? Unfortunately,
there is none. China is an old and proud
country that is highly sensitive to per-
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ceived coercion by foreigners—and no
more so than at this moment of politi-
cal transition in Beijing.

We would not dream of buckling be-
fore foreign intimidation. Why would
anyone think that China would do so?
To the contrary, threats may cause
Beijing to dig in its heels, producing
the very behavior we are trying to dis-
courage.

MFN opponents have said: But China
needs us; it needs our markets.

Yes, China benefits by trading with us and
hopes to continue that trade. But China can,
if necessary, do without the U.S. market. It
has in the past, before our opening to Beijing
25 years ago. And it can today—both because
it has the ability to force its people to accept
economic discomfort and because the world is
filed with other countries eager to take our
place in trade with China. History gives little
evidence that China can be coerced into bet-
ter behavior.

CONCLUSION

The choice is clear-cut. Isolating China will
neither advance United States interests nor
promote American principles. Our interests re-
quire engagement with China. That means
MFN. Please join me in voting to extend Chi-
na’s MFN for another year. Vote “no” on the
Rohrabacher resolution.

Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky. Mr.
Speaker, | yield myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of the
resolution of disapproval.

I see no reason to continue extending
most-favored-nation trading status to
China, and | commend Mr.
ROHRABACHER for introducing the reso-
lution before us today.

Every summer when the House wres-
tles with this issue, MFN supporters
tell us we need to continue giving
most-favored-nation status to China
and how expanded commerce with
Beijing is changing China for the bet-
ter.

We hear that China is improving
upon its pitiful human rights record,
and that it is finally going to exorcise
the ghosts of Tiannamen Square.

But, every year when MFN renewal
comes before the House, I am reminded
of the old saying, “The more things
change, the more they stay the same.”

MFN supporters keep telling us how
continuing most-favored-nation trad-
ing status is changing China for the
better.

But nothing really changes at all.

Since we visited this issue last year,
China has not changed its brutal one-
child-per-family policy of forced abor-
tion and sterilization.

China hasn’t stopped persecuting
Christians or the Tibetan monks, and
it still uses slave labor to produce com-
modities for export to the Unites
State.

China continues to menace Taiwan
and tried to undermine the recent elec-
tions with its thinly veiled threats of
invasion.

It has not stopped smuggling AD-47’s
and other weapons to gangs in Amer-
ica, and only recently claims to have
stopped exporting missiles to Iran and
nuclear bomb-making materials to
Pakistan.
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Since the MFN debate last year, |
can not see any hard evidence that
China has begun mending its ways.

In fact, if Beijing is headed in any di-
rection, it is backward.

Mr. Speaker, when dealing with
China, | think that we should probably
just put a new twist on the old adage
and just say, ‘““The more things change,
the more they get worse.”’

I can think of no reason to support
MFN or to further encourage trade
with China.

I urge support for the resolution.

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

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

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise in strong opposition to extending
MFN to China and | rise as somebody
who is deeply aware of China’s growing
importance and the inevitable rise of
China in the 21st century. That is why
I believe we have to stand firm today.

I, quite frankly, am getting a little
tired of people telling us that the only
way that we can change China, the
only way we can promote American
ideas, is to ignore what happens in
China. That is what we heard from a
Republican administration in 1989 after
Tiananmen Square. Then we had a
Democrat run for President and attack
the butchers of Beijing. Then he got
elected and kept ignoring what went
on.

Mr. Speaker, we are told to ignore
Tiananmen. We are told to ignore tech-
nological piracy. We are told to ignore
the murderous orphanages. We are told
to ignore infanticide and 9-month abor-
tions. We are told to ignore nuclear
proliferation and nuclear trade secrets
to Pakistan.

And | just heard somebody stand up
here today, telling us that we have to
cooperate with China because they can
actually help in nuclear matters. How
can we depend on a country that is
trading nuclear technology and secrets
to Third World countries to help us on
the issue of nuclear proliferation? But
it seems like we gear that every year.

People are willing to turn, throwing
their logic out the window, simply to
continue kowtowing to a murderous re-
gime, and they continue to fool them-
selves into believing that we can deal
with a country that has murdered 60
million of their own people in the past
50 years. These people do not think like
us. These people do not share our val-
ues. The only thing they understand is
that the United States continues to
kowtow and the United States contin-
ues to be fearful to say no to China. If
we do not say no to China today, then
we send another message that we con-
tinue to kowtow to them in the future.
Say no to extending MFN.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona [Mr. KoLBE] who has spent so
much productive and worthwhile effort
into trade issues.

(Mr. KOLBE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for yielding me the time.

Earlier the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia was talking about the trade defi-
cit with China, and we will probably
see a chart up here on the floor very
shortly on this. There it is, sure
enough that green line. Members can
see the trade deficit going up. What
Members will not see on that other
chart is the trade deficit with the
Asian tigers; that is, Taiwan, Singa-
pore, Hong Kong, and South Korea.
They won’t see it because that deficit
is going down. It is pretty clear there
is a correlation. We have import substi-
tution. As these countries have gotten
richer, they are buying more of our ex-
pensive goods, China is producing more
of the textiles and footwear and toys.
As China grows richer, they too will
buy more of our goods. It is important
to keep that in mind.

Mr. Speaker, it is clear that our rela-
tionship with China is one that is ex-
traordinarily important, and as every-
body here acknowledges, extraor-
dinarily complex. There is no doubt we
have a lot of contentious issues that
surround our relationships. We just
heard about some of them: Nuclear pro-
liferation, intellectual property, politi-
cal and economic freedom for the Chi-
nese people.

Mr. Speaker, no one minimizes the
difficulties of those issues, but | be-
lieve today we can take a great step,
perhaps the first real step in years, to-
ward resolving some of these problems.
This resolution for the first time ac-
knowledges that most-favored-nation
status for China cannot bear the entire
burden of the bilateral relationship be-
tween the United States and China,
and that is an important milestone.

The destructive debates that we have
had here, that we pursue every year
over MFN, keep this Congress from ad-
dressing the serious challenges that we
do face in our relations with China.
MFN simply is not the right tool to do
that. Complex problems are not solved
through this kind of a solution. We
have to continue to work for open mar-
kets for American exporters. We have
to continue to push for greater co-
operation on nuclear proliferation. We
have to seek Chinese accession in the
world trade organization to ensure that
they trade fairly and in accordance
with international rules, and we have
to continue to fight for the right of the
Chinese people to live in freedom and
democracy, using every avenue and
every institution that is available to us
to achieve those goals.

But, Mr. Speaker, cutting off MFN is
not going to accomplish any one of
those worthwhile goals. Denying MFN
drives China into the camp of every
rogue nation in the world, Iraq, Iran,
Libya, opening the door to even more
Chinese weapons sales to these coun-
tries, eliminating what leverage we
may have on these issues.

Cutting off MFN will not solve our
bilateral trade problems. It will only
shift the source of our Chinese imports
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from China to other low-cost producers
such as India and Pakistan. Meanwhile,
much and perhaps all of our $13 billion
in exports would be lost through retal-
iation. This would result in the loss of
many high-paying good jobs that are
good for American workers. We would
find ourselves locked out of the world’s
fastest-growing market in the world,
abdicating our economic leadership in
Asia to Europe and Japan.

Nor would cutting off MFEN help the
Chinese people. As a time when we
need to encourage more trade, more
economic freedom, more prosperity, we
would mire the Chinese people in pov-
erty and economic chaos. Unemploy-
ment, hunger, and hopelessness is not a
formula for improved human rights,
only for increased repression.

One only need to look at the political
repressiveness of the Mao Zedong era—
a period in history where countless
millions of Chinese were Kkilled—to
know this is true.

Today | call for the beginning of a
new era in United States-Chinese rela-
tions. An era where we can move be-
yond this destructive yearly debate
over MFN for China. The choice today
is simple—do we retreat from the chal-
lenges facing United States-Chinese re-
lations and begin an era of hostility
and isolationism by denying MFN—or
do we being an era of real engagement,
working at every level, bilaterally and
multilaterally, to solve the complex
and divisive problems we face.

I urge you today to make the right
choice.

I urge you to vote ‘““‘no’ on the reso-
lution of disapproval.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Ohio
[Ms. KAPTUR].
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Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, a vote
not to disapprove China’s favored trade
status is a vote to rubber stamp a po-
litical relationship devoid of Demo-
cratic principles, an economic relation-
ship whose benefits will be siphoned off
by the powerful few at the expense of
the many, and a military relationship
that monetizes the growing trade defi-
cit dollars into new Chinese weaponry.

That vote will give China a 2-percent
tariff rate in our market while they
maintain a 30- to 40-percent tariff rate
against our goods, which is the reason
for this vast and growing trade deficit
we have experienced over the last dec-
ade and a half.

There are hundreds of thousands and
millions of jobs affected in this coun-
try. Just take a look at Nike closing
down all U.S. production. The gentle-
woman from California, Congress-
woman PELOsSI, talked about Boeing
and how it had moved its production
out of Wichita into China. A vote not
to disapprove will signify a triumph of
commercialism over balanced foreign
policy and a triumph of fascism over
liberty.

Our terms of engagement with China,
which gives them the right to send a
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third of their goods into our market,
should be conditioned on greater free-
dom. Move toward freedom, not oppres-
sion.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. RANGEL].

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

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of treating China like any
other trading nation. They call it most
favorable treatment, but actually what
we are talking about is free trade and
trying to see how we can best improve
the economy of the United States and
create more jobs here.

That does not mean that | have any
less sensitivity to human rights. How
more sensitive can | be? These Chinese,
these Communist bums, shot me over
there in 1950. | do not like them worth
a darn. | do not like any Communists.
I do not like the North Koreans, | do
not like the North Vietnamese, but I
do not know whether the United States
of America has to have a litmus test
with who we trade with.

The Cubans, my God, | know they are
vicious people, Communists, and vio-
late human rights, and we look like the
village clowns at the United Nations.
Every one of our partners that trade
with us are now suing us because they
say we cannot have secondary boycotts
against them. We say lraq, Libya, Iran,
you name it, we get sick and tired, by
our standards of disliking someone, so
we give sanctions.

Hey, | like sanctions, if we are going
to win. | like feeling powerful. The
United States of America, we have a
code. If countries do not live up to our
code, they do not have a democracy,
then we do not play the game with
them. But somehow we have different
standards for different countries. Is
there any difference between the Com-
munists in China and the Communists
in Cuba or the Communists in North
Korea? | do not like any of the Com-
munists, so why are we picking them
out?

And we talk about human rights. Do
my colleagues know that some of these
scoundrels believe that we violate
human rights here? Do my colleagues
know some of them have checked out
the jail population and found out we
have a million and a half poor folks in
jail, most of whom did not commit any
crimes of violence? Do my colleagues
know that some of these scoundrels are
critical of this great country?

At our worst we are better than all
the rest of them, and yet they are talk-
ing about the number of minorities
that all of a sudden find themselves not
even being able to be elected to the
Congress. Do my colleagues know that?
For 200 years they found out how to
gerrymander and cut the blacks. Out
comes a law and they say do not do
that any more. And now the Supreme
Court has said do not take color into
consideration. We are now colorblind.

I just think they do not understand
our American way of life, and | darn
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sure do not understand them. What | do
understand is this: That there are mil-
lions of people in jail, more millions of
people without jobs, without edu-
cation, and without hope, and | do not
have any hope that this Congress is
going to support tax money for edu-
cation. Oh, we believe in it, we just do
not want to pay for it.

I do not believe that this great Na-
tion can keep up with international
competition unless we make that in-
vestment. If we are not prepared to do
it, then | am not prepared to allow
local school boards to determine the
level of education and job training that
we have in this country. The only way
to get this money is to expand our
economy, the only market is outside of
our borders, and this is the only way to

o.
9 Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky. Mr.
Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH].

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHooD). The gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. SMITH] is recognized for 3
minutes.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, | thank my good friends for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, when the People’s Lib-
eration Army massacred, maimed and
incarcerated thousands of peaceful
prodemocracy activists in June 1989,
the well intentioned but wishful think-
ing that, somehow, the People’s Repub-
lic of China was turning the page on re-
pression was shattered.

The brutal crackdown on the reform-
ers was not the end, however, it was
the beginning of a new, systematic
campaign of terror and cruelty that
continues still today.

Each year since Tiananmen Square—
the savagery has gotten worse and the
roster of victims grows by the millions.

It is my deeply held conviction that
in 1989 and by the early 1990’s, the
hardliners in Beijing had seen enough
of where indigenous popular appeals for
democracy, freedom, and human rights
can lead. The Communist dictatorships
in control in Eastern and Central Eu-
rope—and even the Soviet Union—had
let matters get out of hand. And
Beijing took careful note as, one by
one, tyrants like Nicolae Ceausescu of
Romania, Erich Honecker of East Ger-
many, and Wojciech Jeruzelski of Po-
land were ousted.

Everything Beijing has done since
Tiananmen Square points to a new bot-
tom line that we ignore and trivialize
at our own peril—and that is democ-
racy, freedom, and respect for human
rights won’t happen in the PRC any
time soon. The dictatorship’s not going
to cede power to the masses, especially
when we fail to employ the consider-
able leverage at our disposal. We are
empowering the hardliners. We are
standing with the oppressors, not the
oppressed.

Accordingly, stepped up use of tor-
ture, beatings, show trials of well
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known dissidents, increased reliance on
the hideous and pervasive practice of
forced abortion and coercive steriliza-
tion and new, draconian policies to
eradicate religious belief, especially
Christianity, have been imposed. Geno-
cide is the order of the day in Tibet.
Repression on a massive scale is on the
march in the PRC.

Some have argued on this floor that
conditions have improved, citing the
excesses of the cultural revolution as
the backdrop to measure improvement.
But that’s a false test. The depths of
depravity during that period has few
parallels in history—and the Chinese
leaders knew themselves that such ex-
treme treatment of its people could not
be sustained.

But the real test is the post-
Tiananmen Square reality—and the
jury is in—China has failed miserably
in every category of human rights per-
formance since 1989.

Mr. Speaker, | chair the Inter-
national Operations and Human Rights
Subcommittee. Since the 104th Con-
gress began my subcommittee has held
9 hearings on human rights in China
and an additional half dozen hearings,
like a hearing on worldwide persecu-
tion of Christians, where China’s de-
plorable record has received significant
attention. | have led or co-led 3 human
rights delegations to the PRC. On one
trip, Representative FRANK WOLF of
Virginia and | actually got inside the
laogai prison camp and witnessed prod-
ucts being manufactured for export by
persecuted human rights activists.

Mr. WoLF and | met with Le Peng—
who responded to our concerns with
disbelief, contempt, and arrogance.

Mr. Speaker, each representative of
the most prominent human rights or-
ganizations made it quite clear—things
have gotten worse in China and current
United States policy has not made a
difference for the better and has sent
the wrong message to the Chinese Gov-
ernment and other nations in the re-
gion and around the world.

Last week at my subcommittee’s
hearing Dr. William Schulz, the execu-
tive director of Amnesty International
testified that ‘“‘the human rights condi-
tion in China has worsened since the
delinking of human rights and MFN.
Despite rapid economic changes in re-
cent years in China, which has led to
increased freedom and some relaxation
of social controls, there has been no
fundamental change in the govern-
ment’s human rights practices. Dissent
in any form continues to be repressed.”

While Amnesty International takes
no position on MFN, it is significant to
note, Mr. Speaker, that Dr. Schulz re-
ported that ‘‘the delinking has given a
clear signal to the Chinese government
that trade is more important than
human rights considerations’ and that
““the message is clear, good trade rela-
tions in the midst of human rights vio-
lations is acceptable to the U.S.”

Nina Shea, the director of the Puebla
Program on Religious Freedom at
Freedom House testified that ‘“‘China
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ranks at the bottom of the 1996 Free-
dom House Freedom in the World sur-
vey among the ‘18 Worst Rated Coun-
tries’ for political and civil liberties.”’

And if I might be allowed one more
example of what my subcommittee
heard, Mr. Speaker, Mike
Jendrzejczyk, the Washington Director
of Human Rights Watch/Asia testified
that—

In recent months, Chinese authorities have

ordered increased surveillance of so-called
‘“‘counter-revolutionaries” and ‘‘splittists”™
(Tibetans, Uighurs and other national

groups) and given even harsher penalties for
those judged guilty of violating its draconian
security laws. China has silenced most, if not
all, of the important dissent communities in-
cluding political and religious dissent, labor
activists, and national minority populations.
Their members have been exiled, put under
house arrest, ‘“‘disappeared,” assigned to ad-
ministrative detention, or subjected to eco-
nomic sanctions and systematic discrimina-
tion in schooling and employment. Dis-
sidents also continue to suffer criminal
charges, long prison sentences, beatings and
torture.

Mr. Speaker, I've met with Wei
Jingsheng in Beijing, before he was
thrown back into jail, and was deeply
impressed with his goodness, candor,
and lack of malice towards his oppres-
sors. It is unconscionable that this
good and decent democracy leader is
treated like an unwanted animal by
the dictatorship in Beijing. For Wei—
for countless others who have been bru-
talized by a cruel and uncaring dicta-
torship. Vote to take MFN away from
this barbaric regime.

Each year, Mr. Speaker, as the time
approaches for Congress and the Presi-
dent to review the question of most-fa-
vored-nation status for the Govern-
ment of the People’s Republic of China,
Members of Congress are approached
by representatives of business interests
to support MFN. Their argument is
that constructive engagement is the
best long-term strategy for promoting
human rights in China.

The biggest problem with this strat-
egy is that it has not yet succeeded in
the 20 years our Government has been
trying it. Our Government has been
embroiled in a 25 year one-way love af-
fair with the Communist regime in
Beijing. There is no question that in-
creased contact with the West has
changed China’s economic system—but
there is little or no evidence that it has
increased the regime’s respect for fun-
damental human rights.

I have made an honest effort to try
to understand why this is—if, as we
Americans believe, human rights are
universal and indivisible, then perhaps
the extension of economic rights
should lead to inexorable pressure for
free speech, democracy, freedom of re-
ligion, and even the right to bring chil-
dren into the world. And yet it has not
worked. One possible reason is that al-
though there has been economic
progress in China, this has not resulted
in true economic freedom. In order to
stay in business, foreign firms and indi-
vidual Chinese merchants alike must
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have government officials as their pro-
tectors and silent or not-so-silent part-
ners. Yes, there is money to be made in
China—and every year at MFN time,
we in Congress get the distinct impres-
sion that some of the people who lobby
us are making money hand over fist—
but this is not at all the same as hav-
ing a free economic system. Large cor-
porations made untold millions of dol-
lars in Nazi Germany. Dr. Armand
Hammer made hundreds of millions
dealing with the Soviet Government
under Stalin. Yet no one seriously ar-
gues that these economic opportunities
led to freedom or democracy. Why
should China be different?

For 20 years we coddled the Com-
munist Chinese dictators, hoping they
would trade Communism for freedom
and democracy. Instead, it appears
that they have traded Communism for
fascism. And so there is no freedom, no
democracy, and for millions of human
beings trapped in China, no hope.

Another reason increased business
contacts have not led to political and
religious freedom is that most of our
business people—the very people on
whom the strategy of comprehensive
engagement relies to be the shock
troops of freedom—do not even men-
tion freedom when they talk to their
Chinese hosts. After the annual vote on
MFN, the human rights concerns ex-
pressed by pro-MFN business interests
often recede into the background for
another 11 months.

During those 11 months, Mr. Speaker,
the United States trade deficit with
China continues to grow. In 10 years
China rose from being our 70th largest
deficit trading partner to our second
largest. The deficit has grown from $10
million to over $33 billion. One-third of
all of China’s exports come to the Unit-
ed States and are sold in our markets.
If China did not have the United States
as a trading partner they would not
have a market for one-third of their
goods. China needs us, Mr. Speaker, we
do not need China.

Our State Department’s own Country
Reports on Human Rights Conditions
for 1995 make it clear that China’s
human rights performance has contin-
ued to deteriorate since the delinking
of MFN from human rights in 1994. In
each area of concern—the detention of
political prisoners, the extensive use of
forced labor, the continued repression
in Tibet and suppression of the Tibetan
culture, and coercive population prac-
tices—there has been regression rather
than improvement. And every year we
find out about new outrages—most re-
cently the *““‘dying rooms’ in which an
agency of the Beijing Government de-
liberately left unwanted children to die
of starvation and disease.

Since February 1994, just 1 month
into the Clinton administration the
United States has been forcibly repa-
triating people who have managed to
escape from China. Some, although not
all, of these people claim to have es-
caped in order to avoid forced abortion
or forced sterilization. Others are per-
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secuted Christians or Buddhists, or
people who do not wish to live without
freedom and democracy. Still others
just want a better life. For over 3 years
now, over 100 passengers from the refu-
gee ship Golden Venture have been im-
prisoned by the U.S. Government.
Their only crime was escaping from
Communist China. In the last few
months, several dozen of the Golden
Venture passengers have been deported
to China—some by force, some volun-
tarily because they were worn down by
years in detention.

A few days ago | received an affidavit
signed by Pin Lin, a Golden Venture
passenger who through the interven-
tion of the Holy See has been given ref-
uge in Venezuela. He has received in-
formation from families of some of the
men who have returned. The Chinese
Government had promised there would
be no retaliation. Contrary to these
promises, the men who returned were
arrested and imprisoned upon their re-
turn to China. Men who had been men-
tioned in U.S. newspapers or who had
cooperated with the American press
were beaten very severely as an exam-
ple to others. The men and women re-
maining in prison—the men in York,
PA, and the women in Bakersfield, CA
are terrified by these reports. And yet
they are still detained, and they are
still scheduled for deportation to
China.

I ask the Clinton administration,
please, let these people go. They have
suffered enough. And | hope this House
will send a strong message today to the
totalitarian dictatorship in Beijing, to
the enslaved people of China and Tibet,
and to the whole world, that the time
has come to say enough is enough. It is
clear that most-favored-nation status
and other trade concessions have not
succeeded in securing for the people of
China their fundamental and God-given
human rights. Now we must take the
course of identifying the Beijing re-
gime for the rogue regime that it is, a
government with whom decent people
should have nothing to do.

Mr. Speaker, the time has come for
us to send a clear and uncompromising
message to China and to the rest of the
world: Human rights are important,
human lives are more valuable than
trade, the people of the United States
do care more about the people of China
than we do about profit. Now is the
time to disapprove MFN.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoo0D). The Chair would advise Mem-
bers that the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ARCHER] has 20 minutes remain-
ing; the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
GI1BBONS] has 22 minutes remaining; the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
BUNNING] has 7% minutes remaining;
the gentleman from California [Mr.
ROHRABACHER] has 11 minutes remain-
ing; and the gentleman from California
[Mr. STARK] has 16 minutes remaining.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. AR-
CHER] has the right to close, imme-
diately preceded by the gentleman
from California [Mr. STARK].
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Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Ne-
braska [Mr. BEREUTER].

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

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in strong support of the continuation
of normal tariff status for the People’s
Republic of China and oppose the
Rohrabacher resolution.

We have a whole range of sanctions
that are used now for proliferation,
human rights abuse, and a whole range
of trade practices that are inappropri-
ate. Many of those sanctions are now
in place with respect to the PRC. This
denial of so-called MFN is not th