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why Janet Reno did not accept Louis
Freeh’s recommendation, based on
LaBella’s memo, is because she knew
what is there. That document that
LaBella prepared, which I understand
is quite voluminous, goes into exten-
sive detail and actually points to indi-
vidual people.

Madam Speaker, this country, this
democracy, needs the American people
and its elected officials to see the over-
view of the evidence that LaBella gave
to Freeh that now remains closed and
confidential. If there is nothing there,
then there is no problem with the
memo; if there is no evidence, if there
is no story, if there is no substance, the
whole thing will go away, and the
China story will end, and we will make
the necessary corrections to our own
policies.

Madam Speaker, I would encourage
every one of our colleagues and every
constituent in every district of a Mem-
ber of this body and the other body to
demand that this administration do
one thing: release the full text, the un-
censored text, of the Charles LaBella
memorandum to Louis Freeh. Let us
see what evidence they thought may be
there in terms of a greater scheme for
the Chinese to acquire technology by
facilitating and greasing the skids of
certain key people and certain key
agencies that ended up with America’s
security being harmed. That was the
unanimous vote of all nine members of
the Cox committee, that America’s na-
tional security has been harmed by the
actions that we investigated in the Cox
committee work.

We cannot just stop with this docu-
ment, and we cannot rely on the main-
stream media because with the excep-
tion of a few people like those that I
have mentioned and some others, the
mainstream media is too stinking lazy
to go through the investigative details
necessary to uncover what is here. We
need to have this administration come
clean, give us the uncensored text of
what Charles LaBella said to Louis
Freeh which only went to Janet Reno.
When that happens, we will then know
the true extent of the China connection
and its impact with this administra-
tion.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). The Chair will remind Mem-
bers to refrain from making personal
references towards the President.

f

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION
TO DENY COMMUNIST CHINA
NORMAL TRADE RELATIONS
STATUS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER) is recognized
for 60 minutes.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Madam Speak-
er, first of all, I would like to commend

my colleague, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON). We have
worked together over these last 10
years while I have been a Member of
Congress on many, many occasions,
and I find Congressman WELDON to be a
patriot, a man of integrity, a man of
courage, and I think when all of this is
said and done, when we find out the
jeopardy that our country has been put
in and take the measures that are nec-
essary to correct this situation and to
make our country safe again, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
WELDON) will be on the list of real
American heroes that came about to
save the day, and I am just proud to
serve with him.

Madam Speaker, tonight it is fortu-
itous that I will be speaking after the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
WELDON) because my remarks are in
parallel with what Mr. WELDON has
been talking about. It goes into a
slightly different subject. Tonight I
will be talking about Most Favored Na-
tion status and our economic, as well
as military and diplomatic, relations
with China. But of course everything
that Mr. WELDON has said today ampli-
fies the need that I will be dem-
onstrating for us to reexamine Amer-
ican policy towards Communist China.

In fact, let me state right at the be-
ginning that when it comes to Com-
munist China, we have been treating a
hostile power, the world’s worst human
rights abuser, as a strategic partner,
that is what this administration has
insisted on us calling Communist
China, and I believe that Americans
will pay a woeful price for this irra-
tional, amoral and greed-driven policy
if we do not change it, and that is what
we need to do to change that policy
that has been in place to some degree
or another for 2 decades, but especially
in these last 6 years.

Yesterday I introduced legislation to
do just that, to change that policy. It
is a bill of disapproval of extending so-
called ‘‘normal trade relations,’’ which
was previously known as Most Favored
Nation status, with Communist China.
So what my proposal is is that we deny
Communist China normal trade rela-
tions status with the United States,
formerly called Most Favored Nation
status.

The time, Madam Speaker, is long
since past when the United States
should reexamine its fundamental poli-
cies toward the Communist dictator-
ship that now rules the mainland of
China. Our commercial policies, as well
as our diplomatic and military poli-
cies, for the past decade have worked
against the interests of our own people
and have not, as we had hoped, in-
creased the level of freedom enjoyed by
the Chinese people. In fact, some of the
initial progress that we saw in China
has now gone in the opposite direction,
especially since the end of the Reagan
administration and the tragic national
reversal in China in 1989 at Tiananmen
Square when they had the massacre at
Tiananmen Square.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARMEY), one of our Republican leaders
here in the House, defines ‘‘insanity’’
as doing more of the same, but expect-
ing the results to be different. Well, for
10 years the cause of freedom in China
has been in decline. Things are getting
worse. So much for the engagement
theory, the strategy of engagement,
and what we hear from those people ad-
vocating normal trade relations and to
continuing our relations with China is
doing more of the same, but expecting
that China is going to be different, that
there will be different results now.

Well, that makes no sense. It is the
unreasonable and perhaps irrational
optimism of some people to assume
that continuing our fundamental poli-
cies toward China will bring about dif-
ferent results than the retrogression
that we have seen in the past decade.

In the past 10 years, the genocide, for
example, has continued in Tibet. The
Chinese democracy movement has been
wiped out, and there has been increas-
ing belligerence by the clique that runs
China. The Beijing regime is modern-
izing and expanding its military power
while threatening the United States
and bullying its neighbors, especially
in Taiwan and the Philippines.

Big business falsely claims that
China is a country that is liberalizing
through commercial engagement.
There is no evidence for that claim. So
every time you hear it: Well, we have
got to engage them, that is what will
make them better; just be aware that
there is every evidence to show just the
opposite. In fact, the empirical evi-
dence shows that China is going in the
opposite direction, that engagement is
not making things better, is not caus-
ing a freer China, but instead for the
last 10 years has resulted in more re-
pression, more militarization.

Furthermore, the trade relationship
is working against the people of the
United States. So here we are in an
economic engagement that is not help-
ing us bring about a freer China, thus,
less belligerent, thus a China that will
be more peaceful. It is not doing that,
but it is also not even helping us eco-
nomically.
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The Chinese are using their $60 bil-
lion annual trade surplus with us to
modernize their Armed Forces, includ-
ing building nuclear missiles aimed at
the United States, and they are con-
tinuing to proliferate weapons of mass
destruction. For example, Communist
China is reported to be the power be-
hind North Korea’s space program. Get
into that.

North Korea has a space program.
This is a country that has people who
are starving by the thousands, that we
are giving millions of dollars worth of
food aid to, but they have a space pro-
gram? You got it. Communist China is
helping the North Korean regime with
a so-called space program. In other
words, they are helping them build
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rockets that, when tested, end up fly-
ing right over Japan and land close to
Alaska.

North Korea, of course, is not the
only looney country Communist China
is helping along with deadly weapons
technology. You have got Iran, Libya,
Pakistan, all have benefitted from Bei-
jing’s helping hand. Of course, some of
the technology now being handed over
is technology based on things that they
have stolen, on ideas and engineering
techniques that they have stolen from
the United States of America.

On April 15 the Washington Post
cited a Pentagon study that verified
China is continuing to ship weapons of
mass destruction technology to the
Middle East and South Asia, despite re-
peated promises to end such activity.

A separate U.S. intelligence report
found that China has recently provided
North Korea with specialty steel used
in the building of missile frames. How-
ever, the State Department officials,
including Secretary of State Madeleine
Albright, have repeatedly avoided an-
swering questions before the House
Committee on International Relations
hearings when asked about China’s on-
going proliferation activities.

When Secretary Albright was in
China last summer with the President,
China conducted its first successful
test of a motor for its new DF–31 bal-
listic missile that can strike the
United States from the Chinese main-
land. So here was the President of the
United States, so eloquent in his pres-
entation, there he was representing us,
along with Secretary of State Albright,
supposedly representing our interests.
They were aware that this new missile
engine was being tested, a missile en-
gine that could threaten the people of
the United States. They were also
aware that weapons technology had
been stolen from the United States
that would permit Communist China to
build warheads, nuclear warheads, that
would be on the top of those new rock-
ets, and these rockets could strike the
United States.

Yet there was no record of the Sec-
retary of State or President Clinton
raising this issue with their Chinese
hosts. Instead, they continued on that
visit to praise the increasingly, I would
say increasingly brazen communist
leaders, as being strategic partners,
strategic partners, and the type of peo-
ple that we can do business with.

This is very sad. It is more than sad,
it is frightening. The recent Pentagon
report describes how Chinese Govern-
ment owned companies are selling
weapons technology and knowhow and
providing training to countries such as
Iran and Pakistan. An American mili-
tary official familiar with the report
said that the Chinese are skirting non-
proliferation treaties with the United
States.

So they have agreed not to pro-
liferate. This was the President’s great
accomplishment, supposedly, with
Communist China. We were going to
give them all sorts of things in trade

benefits so they would not proliferate,
yet we know now they are proliferating
and developing weapons of their own
and giving them to these hostile and
somewhat crazy states, states that are
lacking in positive and responsible
leadership. But Communist China is
shipping them these weapons of mass
destruction technology anyway, even
though they have made these agree-
ments.

The Chinese are shipping these rogue
nations missile components, some of
which, of course, are American prod-
ucts as well as American knowhow, and
they are shipping the components rath-
er than shipping the whole missile.
That way they are saying they are not
really proliferating missiles to these
other countries.

But they are. They are proliferating
on a routine basis, of course, without
technically breaking the agreements
with the United States, by just sending
the parts to the missile. This nefarious
behavior could be, we might call it the
Mandarin version of a famous Arkansas
homily, ‘‘smoke, but don’t inhale.’’

After reading the Cox report, one is
struck by the mind-boggling loss of our
country’s most deadly secrets. When
you hear the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. WELDON) explain the mag-
nitude of the loss that we have seen, it
takes your breath away and makes you
wonder how our children will live, what
type of lives they will live, whether or
not America could be incinerated by a
Chinese dictatorship that feels it can
afford to lose hundreds of millions of
people if it means wiping out its
enemy, 100 or 200 million Americans.

The theft of U.S. nuclear secrets by
Communist China is surpassed only by
the complete abandonment of security
precautions at our Department of En-
ergy under the Clinton Administration,
as well as a brazen attempt by the
Clinton Administration to keep the
knowledge of this catastrophic transfer
of weapons technology, to keep the
news of this from the Congress and the
American people.

On May 30, the New York Times re-
ported the utter cynicism and duplicity
of the Clinton administration con-
cerning our nuclear weapons programs.
After the Cox committee released its
report on Chinese espionage at our nu-
clear labs, Bill Clinton called pro-
tecting atomic secrets ‘‘a solemn obli-
gation.’’ That is what President Clin-
ton called it.

However, in private, administration
officials told reporters, and this is re-
ported by the New York Times, that
openness, a euphemism for giving away
our nuclear secrets, has its advantages,
despite the risks, and has been a potent
force for international good.

Hazel O’Leary, who the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON) has
also quoted and talked about some of
her policies, in fact Mr. WELDON was
right on target and this will even add
to what Mr. WELDON was saying, Hazel
O’Leary, President Clinton’s Secretary
of Energy from 1993 to 1997, was the

grand poobah of nuclear openness, as
we have seen by what Mr. WELDON told
us this evening. In fact, she massively
declassified secrets and put them on
the Energy Department’s web site, in-
cluding the diagrams of some advanced
nuclear weapons which we saw tonight
in Mr. WELDON’S presentation.

When asked about that recently, Mrs.
O’Leary said, ‘‘we pulled off an impos-
sible feat,’’ and she recently boasted
this while defending her action. She
went on, ‘‘To say that all of our efforts
were negative is not to understand the
benefits, not to see what we did in
terms of building international trust.’’

See, the idea is if everybody had all
this information, information about
deadly weapons technology that we had
spent hundreds of billions of dollars de-
veloping, that if everyone had it, well
then, it might be a more peaceful
world. This is worse than the Rosen-
bergs. This is looney tunes. This is
someone who has a fanatical anti-
American altitude in a position to
hand over to our worst enemies secrets
that put our young people and our
country in jeopardy.

Needless to say, most defense experts
obviously disagree with Mrs. O’Leary’s
bizarre, and I would say strange, logic.
It takes more than a postgraduate de-
gree from an ivy league school to have
logic like this. However, O’Leary could
not have undertaken this massive give-
away of a decade of brilliant and costly
weapons research that permitted the
United States to be the arsenal of de-
mocracy, she could not have done this
without at least the tacit support of
the Commander in Chief.

The New York Times surmised that
the new age defense policy emanating
from the White House explains why
Mrs. O’Leary did this. It explains also
the administration’s slow response
when confronted with very real evi-
dence of Chinese spying and the loss of
blueprints for frighteningly powerful
weapons.

In 1993, O’Leary told a news con-
ference at the start of the openness
process, ‘‘The United States must
stand as a leader. We are declassifying
the largest amount of information in
the history of our department.’’
O’Leary also did away with a counter-
intelligence effort, security badges and
effective security clearances. She
eliminated all of these, as Mr. Weldon
alluded to a few moments ago.

Remember the promise to reinvent
government? Remember that promise?
Well, this is it. This administration re-
invented our government policy to-
wards its labs. You might say they
turned our nuclear labs into a high-
tech K-Mart, I guess in Arkansas you
might say Wal-Mart, in terms of the
giving away or making available to
international missile technicians and
spies information that we invested bil-
lions of dollars to develop.

This was not a going-out-of-business
sale on the part of the United States
Government; this was a going-out-of-
sanity sale on the part of the United
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States Government. Those who bene-
fitted the most were the minions of the
People’s Republic of China, the Com-
munist Chinese, our erstwhile con-
structive strategic partners.

Madam Speaker, I yield to my friend
from Arizona.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Madam Speaker, I
want to thank my friend from Cali-
fornia and our colleague from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. WELDON) who preceded us in
the well of the House. If there have
been two among the 435 honored to
serve in this chamber, it has been the
gentleman from Pennsylvania and the
gentleman from California who, to-
gether, have sounded the clarion call to
the extent of the threat which affects
our national security.

Madam Speaker, I was honored ear-
lier today to bring to this floor a meas-
ure that deals with the educational se-
curity of rural America, and it is worth
noting that there was not a single
member of this House present who
voted against the legislation for the
New Education Land Grant Act.

Madam Speaker, I said at that time,
this is an issue that affects us not as
Republicans or as Democrats, but as
Americans. Madam Speaker, the full
House assembled worked its will in bi-
partisan fashion.

How sad it is, Madam Speaker, to see
what transpires in this town via smoke
and mirrors and spin, when we are
dealing with a problem that threatens
the security of every American; to read
in the Little Rock Democrat Gazette
from one columnist that this is some
form of red scare, to have those hurl
verbal brickbats at a clear and present
danger to the United States.

As my colleague from California no
doubt experienced during the district
work period, Madam Speaker, I heard
from countless constituents, from
those who had borne the brunt of bat-
tle, from those who had worn the uni-
form of our country in peacetime and
in war, from those who were concerned
citizens, asking, what is this Chinese
connection? What is this notion of a
strategic partnership that would in-
volve illegal political donations to
those who would occupy our highest of-
fices in the executive branch, what
would possess business leaders to so
jeopardize American security to grant
technological prowess to the Com-
munist China, and why would there be
those within the administration who
would turn a deaf ear and a blind eye
to the theft of our most precious se-
crets?

b 2300

As my colleague from California
pointed out, why would there be cabi-
net officials who had a curious notion
of utopia who would open our national
labs, expose our national secrets, cre-
ate an environment in which an em-
ployee at Los Alamos could put on an
unsecured computer our legacy codes,
the width and breadth of American nu-
clear knowledge and technological
knowhow to fall into the hands of any

foreign power, but especially the Com-
munist Chinese?

And how, Madam Speaker, could we
have an Attorney General, given the
number of wiretaps for national secu-
rity that were authorized, fail to au-
thorize the two wiretaps involving one
Wen Ho Lee, the accused assailant who
would surrender our nuclear secrets to
the Communist Chinese?

Again, Madam Speaker, as my col-
league, the gentleman from California,
as our friend, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania, so eloquently pointed
out, this is not a matter of being Re-
publican or Democrat, this is not a
matter of preening and posturing for
the latest spin cycle.

Indeed, Madam Speaker, this goes to
the core of our national security and
the security of every American family
and our place in the world, and those
who would oppose us and use our tech-
nology against us. That is what we deal
with.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Madam Speak-
er, perhaps the most disturbing part of
this whole controversy is the response
that we have had from people who are
trying to protect the administration
from being held accountable for certain
things dealing with this controversy.

For example, I heard in a committee
hearing, those of us who were com-
plaining about this were accused of
vulgar partisanship, as if in bringing
this up we were doing this out of par-
tisan concerns.

I certainly explained at that point
that the only thing vulgar and the only
vulgar partisanship going on was that
certain people on the other side felt
compelled to have to try to block those
of us who were trying to investigate
this, trying to hold those who have
committed this sin against the Amer-
ican people accountable, claiming that
we were being partisan in doing so.

Even today we hear people who are
apologists for this, and this has to be
labeled a national security catastrophe
of a magnitude that we have yet to ex-
perience. Even the Rosenberg catas-
trophe, where Josef Stalin got his
hands on the first nuclear weapon, that
was horrible, that was a bad thing.
That affected the entire Cold War. It
probably led to the war in Korea. But
that probably was not as bad for our
long-term national security as what
has happened here.

But we are told even now by these
people who are trying to say that, well,
it is not really that bad, and how many
times will we hear someone say, we
spy, our allies spy, everybody spies, so
how can we blame China? Yes, in a
way, how can we blame China? We have
to blame the incompetence or culpa-
bility of people in our government to
let this happen.

But let me point out, it is not the
same when Great Britain or Belgium or
Italy or a democratic country spies on
us. If Great Britain were to receive
these benefits of all of this research
that we have had into these terrible
weapons systems, no one would worry.

It would not be a big problem. We
would not like it, but it is a democratic
country. Great Britain is not aiming
its weapons at the United States. We
cannot perceive and conceive of a situ-
ation where they will.

But what we are talking about when
someone says that, well, we spy, they
spy, everybody spies, what they are
talking about is a moral equivalency
argument. This is the same moral
equivalency argument that says there
is nothing, no difference between a de-
mocracy and a vicious dictatorship.

What this leads to is this, this leads
to the type of actions that were taken
by Mrs. O’Leary there at the beginning
of the administration and probably
consistent with the President’s world
theory that you can just shovel all this
information out so every country can
have it, regardless if they are a dicta-
torship or a democracy, and it will not
make any difference.

It is more likely, and this is the mo-
tive here if you have a moral equiva-
lency argument, we can then let all of
this information out and we can build
a world authority, and perhaps that
was the goal.

Two things we should know about,
moral equivalency and globalism.
Moral equivalency and globalism, that
is a formula for tyranny. It is a for-
mula for the destruction of the United
States of America. There is nothing
morally equivalent about a democratic
country that protects the rights of its
people, permits people to worship as
they see fit. And yes, we are not per-
fect, but we have freedom of speech,
and where we have imperfections, we
can work together and we can try to
make things better. But when there is
a corrupt official, those who complain
are not shot, like they are in Com-
munist China. They are not thrown
into a Lao Gai prison system.

There is no moral equivalency be-
tween dictatorship and a democratic
government, especially the United
States of America. It is this leftist con-
cept that probably led Ms. O’Leary,
Secretary O’Leary, to give this infor-
mation out. Now it is being used right
in front of our eyes to say, well, spies
here, spies there, everybody spies. That
is a fallacious argument.

A country that is a dictatorship, un-
like a country that is a democracy,
cannot be a trusted partner of the
United States and a friend of the
United States. If we do so, if we put our
faith in dictators and gangsters and
people who commit these types of hei-
nous abuses against their people, we
will pay an awful price. We are paying
that price today.

Our administration continues to call
it a strategic partner. I yield to the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
HAYWORTH), and then I will give some
reasons why China cannot be a stra-
tegic partner of the United States.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Madam Speaker, I
would thank my colleague from Cali-
fornia, who eloquently establishes the
dynamic and the challenge which we
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confront as a Nation. Thank God that
we are a constitutional republic with
rights guaranteed by the first amend-
ment.

To those who would abridge those
rights, to those who would turn a jaun-
diced eye to the abuses of others
abroad, to those who would dare de-
scribe repressions, totalitarian regimes
as strategic partners, it is time for a
little straight talk.

I know my colleague is familiar with
the work of Bill Gertz, the Washington
Times national security reporter who
has authored a comprehensive evalua-
tion of the extent to which our secrets
have been stolen and leaked to hostile
Nations. The name of the book is enti-
tled ‘‘Betrayal.’’

I would say not only does Communist
China present a problem, but North
Korea, Pakistan, Iraq, Iran, those na-
tions with whom the Communist Chi-
nese have shared the nuclear tech-
nology reaffirms the fact that even in
this alleged post-Cold War era, the
world remains a dangerous place.

One other note I would point out to
my colleague from California, Madam
Speaker. When we assemble here in
early January of the odd-numbered
year every 2 years to take our oath of
office, we take our oath of office to the
Constitution of the United States. We
heard the President and Vice President
take a similar oath, to uphold and de-
fend the Constitution of the United
States; not the U.N. charter, not the
NATO charter, not a utopian notion of
a strategic partnership, but our alle-
giance is to our Constitution, to our
sovereignty and to our legitimate na-
tional interest.

How tragic it is that it appears those
national security interests have been
bartered away for campaign contribu-
tions, or naively given away for global
considerations.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Madam Speak-
er, I would like to go through a few
reasons of why China is not our stra-
tegic partner. People have to under-
stand, there is a lot of rhetoric about
China being the worst human rights
abuser. People do not understand the
specifics of what we are talking about.

What we have here is the world’s
largest dictatorship. According to Am-
nesty International, there are thou-
sands of political prisoners who remain
even today in the Lao Gai forced labor
camps, which are a prison system
where you have basically slave labor.
Sometimes these are just, as we say,
thousands of political prisoners who
are making some of these low-cost
items, and this suit did not come from
China.
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But perhaps the suit worn by some-
one who is reading this CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD or listening tonight is made in
China. One must remember that that
suit might have been made by someone
who simply was a religious believer
who was thrown into a prison system
and forced for decades to work as a

slave laborer because of his or her
faith.

There are at least 2,000 persons in
prison for so-called
counterrevolutionary crimes. Some 200
Tiananmen Square protesters, after 10
years, are still in prison for peacefully
participating in pro democracy pro-
tests.

During the past 2 months, the Chi-
nese Communist government has
issued new laws, this is just the last 2
months, that strengthen the Com-
munist party and further restrict free-
dom of speech and the formation of po-
litical parties.

Genocide continues in Tibet where
hundreds of thousands have perished
since the invasion of 1950. China’s own
statistics show that, during the 1959
freedom uprising in Tibet 87,000 Tibet-
ans were ‘‘eliminated.’’ Today the
Tibet Information Center in London
cites at least 183 political prisoners at
the end of 1998, including 246 women.
The Physicians of Human Rights have
reported the brutal torture of Tibetan
political prisoners by their Chinese
jailers, and this torture by their Chi-
nese jailers is rampant.

The Chinese Government has re-
cently issued a new law in Tibet elimi-
nating religion in and promoting Marx-
ism. This is the Chinese Government in
Beijing that has kidnapped this young
religious leader who would then take
the seat of the Dalai Lama someday if
he is still alive. What monstrous re-
gime would take a little child who is
nothing more than a pacifist religious
loader, a figure of pacifism and a reli-
gion of Buddhism, and take him away
and perhaps murder him.

On May 29, the South China Morning
Post Newspaper reported that, since
March, Beijing has deployed extra
troops to tighten control over Tibet. In
addition, they have recruited former
People’s Liberation Army troops from
China to migrate to Tibet to act as
sort of a civil guard to assure China’s
control of Tibet by force.

So here we are, here we are fighting
and spending tens of billions of dollars
to try to thwart ethnic cleansing in
Kosovo, but we are calling the Com-
munist Chinese regime our strategic
partners when they are engaged in eth-
nic cleansing every bit as brutal and
every bit as tyrannical as what is going
on in Kosovo.

When some people claim that China
is not a threat to its neighbors, they
conveniently forget that when Mao Tse
Tung conquered China in 1950, Tibet
was a sovereign country with its own
language, its own religion, and its own
culture. There is no difference, as I say,
between China’s occupation and the
genocide of Tibet than Japan’s brutal
occupation and the ethnic cleansing of
Manchuria in the 1930s.

The United States tried to pretend at
that time in the 1930s that the Japa-
nese were not committing an aggres-
sion. They had hoped that by trade and
finance that the Japanese would be
able to be turned, that the presence of

Japanese students at our colleagues
and universities, that dancing the
Charleston would help the Japanese
turn a different way, that Japan would
be our friend with this type of engage-
ment.

In 1941, these delusions lead to the
tragedy of Pearl Harbor. Given the le-
thal power of today’s weapons of mass
destruction, we would not have the lux-
ury of months to build up our Navy and
our military and our Air Force to re-
spond to a devastating surprise attack
by China’s so-called asymmetrical war-
fare plans.

In the Xinjiang region, in the far re-
gions known as East Turkestan, that is
Xinjiang, the suppression of religion,
and that is the Muslim religion and po-
litical arrests and executions parallel
the systematic brutality in Tibet.

In 1999, Amnesty International docu-
mented 190 executions of political pris-
oners in that province after unfair and
summary trials. The report also cites
200 political prisoners known to be de-
tained at this time with arbitrary ar-
rests continuing.

Whether it is Tibet or in East
Turkestan, while the local populations
continue to decline, part through
forced abortion, part through steriliza-
tion, ethnic Chinese, as I have stated,
the ethnic Chinese are moving in.
Hordes of them are coming in and es-
tablishing these areas as colonies, as
resource-rich territories.

China is making major military
moves, not only on the continent of
Asia, but is moving towards places like
the Spratley Islands, bullying our re-
gional democratic allies, such as the
Philippines and Indonesia, and threat-
ening the vital sea lanes of the South
China Sea.

There are some people who claim
that it is wrong to compare the Com-
munist Chinese to Hitler and the
Natzis. I agree maybe that that com-
parison is not right. But I do believe
that there is a more accurate compari-
son; and that is, the Communist Chi-
nese should be compared to the mili-
taristic regimes in the Japanese era of
the 1920s, perhaps the regimes of Tojo
and Yamamoto.

What was the goal of the Japanese in
the 1920s? They believed themselves to
be racially superior. They believed
they had a right to dominate Asia and
to conquer the Pacific. It is ironic that,
in less than 10 years before the attack
in Pearl Harbor, that Admiral
Yamamoto attended graduate school in
the United States at Harvard Univer-
sity and as a student in the United
States was made aware of many Amer-
ican military strategies.

The Spratley Islands lie close to the
coast of the Philippines, Malaysia, and
Indonesia. China is now building for-
tifications on these atolls and reefs
while it builds up a blue water navy
and a submarine force.

Ironically, there has been no mili-
tarization of these islands, the
Spratley Islands, since the Japanese
used them as stationery aircraft car-
riers during the early stages of World
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War II. The Spratleys were turned in at
that time, they were turned into mili-
tary bases in preparation to invade the
Philippines.

It was incredibly eerie last Decem-
ber, on the eve of Pearl Harbor Day,
when my special assistance Al Santoli
and my good friend Jeff Baxter toured
the battlefield and the tunnels of
Corrigedor right outside of Manila. And
on this pleasant tropical mountainous
island, American military men and
women held out as their ammunition
ran out and they held out against over-
whelming Japanese occupation force.
In fact, my wife’s Uncle Lou was cap-
tured by the Japanese in the Phil-
ippines. He was part of the Bataan
Death March where he saw innocent ci-
vilians being bayoneted and horrible
human rights abuses and abuses and
horrible things that happened to those
American prisoners.

That was what happened because of
our policy in the 1920s, ignoring what
was going on in Japan. That was our
policy of engagement with the Japa-
nese, just as our policy is now to the
Communist Chinese; and they have the
same dream the Japanese had, domi-
nating Asia and the Pacific basin.

Two days later after my visit to
Corrigedor, my friends and I, including
Filipino Congressman Roy Golez, a
graduate of the U.S. Naval Academy
flew over the Spratley Islands in an an-
tiquated Philippine air force C–130,
which is around 150 miles from the
Philippines over to the South China
Sea.

We dropped out of a thick monsoon
cloud cover to about 500 feet over the
Spratleys over an outcropping called
Mischief Reef. In that lagoon at Mis-
chief Reef, within this oval-shaped
reef, there were three large Chinese
warships. I witnessed hundreds of Chi-
nese construction workers with sparks
flying off their welding torches, build-
ing permanent military structures on
that reef 150 miles off the coast of the
Philippines, and bracketing the South
China Sea and all of the routes, the
trading routes that go through there.
Half or three-quarters of the Japanese
trade goes through those areas, that
trading route, that waterway.

Within 2 months after that flight,
Congressman Golez sent me new photos
showing me a three-story Chinese con-
crete command and control building on
the very site that we overflew. This
grab of territory and this bullying of
the Philippines is a warning we ignore
at our own peril.

Again, it is time to fundamentally
change our policies toward the Com-
munist Chinese government that con-
trols the mainland of China. We are not
talking about isolating China. Those
claiming that we are trying to isolate
China are setting up a false dichotomy.
We are talking about a rational policy
towards a hostile dictatorship, not an
isolationist policy of ignoring overseas
threats.

In fact, those of us who are advo-
cating to have a strong and forceful

policy toward China, we are exactly
the opposite of those who want to over-
look Communist Chinese aggressions.
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Those are the ones who are more

akin to the isolationists of the past. In
fact, they are relying on wishful think-
ing instead of making the tough deci-
sions that are necessary to avert war.
We are the realists. We are not isola-
tionists. We are the ones who are ask-
ing for a policy that makes sense when
confronting a dictatorship. And dic-
tators do not respect weakness. They
respect strength, they respect purpose,
they respect people who watch out for
their own interests.

I introduced a resolution, as my col-
league is aware. I introduced this reso-
lution yesterday and it is a resolution
of disapproving the annual extension of
normal trade relations, formerly Most
Favored Nation status, and we would
disapprove that. That is what my reso-
lution states. And this is not intended
to isolate China. Instead, it sends Bei-
jing a direct message that the United
States will not stand by and let them
bully their neighbors and we will
stand, instead, for our own Democratic
principles, and we will protect the eco-
nomic as well as the military interests
of our country.

And when we talk about our country,
we are not just talking about a small
business elite, a clique of billionaires
who make a short-term profit at a time
when the economic policies are hurting
us economically and the military con-
sequences are overwhelming.

Madam Speaker, I yield to my col-
league, the gentleman from California.

Mr. OSE. Madam Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California, and I
am particularly pleased to be here with
my good friend in the Speaker’s chair.
I do not speak often on the floor, and I
welcome the chance to come down
today.

I, in particular, was sitting in my of-
fice listening this evening to the dis-
cussion on the floor and I thought of
the Cox report that I have been read-
ing, traveling back and forth to my dis-
trict, and in volume I, on page XXIV, it
talks about the basis from the Reagan
years for the reaching out to China;
that having been a decision on our part
here in the United States to use our re-
lationship with the People’s Republic
of China as a strategic offset in the
Cold War with the Soviet Union and
also to buttress our ability to launch
space-based vehicles.

The determination of the Permanent
Select Committee on Intelligence, and
as noted here in the Cox report, again
on page XXIV in volume I, is that that
decision, contrary to what people
might hear bandied about by many of
our colleagues, no longer is applicable;
that the consequence or the necessity
of having Red China as an offset to the
Soviet Union no longer exists because
the Soviet Union no longer exists. So
the strategic underpinning of our com-
mercial interaction with China has
evaporated.

The reason I bring that up, is that in
that same document, on XVIII, it talks
about two companies in particular who
have engaged in significant commer-
cial interaction with the PRC, having
to do with their missile defense and de-
velopment programs, those being
Hughes and Loral, and I just wanted to
read to my colleagues some of the ver-
biage that was agreed upon by the bi-
partisan China commission that the
gentleman from California (Mr. COX)
chaired, for the record, having to do
with multiple independent reentry ve-
hicles; having to do with accident in-
vestigation techniques; having to do
with testing, modeling and simulation,
hardware design and manufacture of
these ballistic missiles.

I quote. ‘‘In both 1993 and ’95, Hughes
failed to apply for or obtain the re-
quired Department of State licenses for
its activities, because Hughes knew
that the Department of State would be
unlikely to grant the license and that
the licensing process would in any case
be lengthy.’’

It goes on to say, and keep in mind
this is a bipartisan unanimous report,
‘‘Hughes also engaged in deliberate ef-
forts to circumvent the Department of
State licensing requirement.’’

Now, this is the part that I almost
went myself ballistic on the airplane
over. ‘‘To this end, Hughes sought the
approval of a Department of Commerce
official for its 1995 activities and
claims to have sought the approval of a
Department of Defense monitor for
some of its 1993 activities, although
Hughes knew that neither official was
legally authorized to issue the required
license.’’ They knew.

This goes on. And it is not just
Hughes, it was also Loral. Same page,
page XIX, volume I of the Cox report,
and these are not my words, this is a
bipartisan unanimous writing of the re-
port, ‘‘Loral and Hughes deliberately
acted without the legally required li-
cense and violated U.S. export control
laws.’’ This has to do with our most
sensitive equipment, dealing with
intercontinental ballistic missiles, tar-
geted potentially on the United States.

Where does this lead? Where does this
lead? Where is the administration?
Again, this is not put out with any sin-
gularity. This is a bipartisan report, a
unanimously accepted report of the
Cox commission.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Reclaiming my
time for a moment, Madam Speaker,
the first point the gentleman made,
one would understand that. During the
Cold War, when we were in a contest
with the Soviet Union, we used the
China card. We played the China card.
And, yes, just like during World War II,
when we allied ourselves with Joseph
Stalin in order to defeat Adolf Hitler,
which was the major threat to peace
and freedom at that time, that was a
moral thing to do. We were allying our-
selves with one bad group in order to
defeat a greater threat. It was okay to
defeat Adolf Hitler by working with
the communists, but after Adolf Hitler
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was off the scene and defeated, it was
no longer the right thing to do working
with the communists. That is number
one.

When Ronald Reagan was President
of the United States and continued to
have this policy of working with China,
because the Soviet Union was still our
enemy, even then we were supporting a
democracy movement in China. We
were supporting those people who were
struggling to build a free China. That
is why there was a great surge of de-
mocracy at the end of the Reagan ad-
ministration. And at Tiananmen
Square, which, of course, happened
right after Reagan left office, there was
this great upsurge of democracy in
China, and within a few months they
were massacred. They were massacred
at Tiananmen Square, which was just
10 years ago.

But let me go to this point about the
companies that my colleague from
California is talking about. I am the
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Space and Aeronautics of the Com-
mittee on Science, and it was the ac-
tivities of several of these American
aerospace companies that first led me
several years ago to investigate this
issue.

I spent 6 months of my life inves-
tigating that American companies
were upgrading communist Chinese
rockets. Perhaps my friend from Ari-
zona remembers me stopping on the
floor and saying something terrible is
going on here and I am looking into it.
I went around telling people, ‘‘I inves-
tigated this. I went to the contractors
and subcontractors.’’ And, finally, I got
enough information to prove exactly
what the Cox report has verified and
there was an official investigation
launched by the Cox report.

But what is significant here is these
companies are part of an engagement
strategy. My colleagues have to re-
member we have set down the rules for
these companies to go into China. The
idea is that engagement will make
China more liberal and will then pose
less of a threat to the United States.
But what are we reading? What is the
gentleman telling us? What that report
verifies is this policy has had the oppo-
site impact. In a horrible way it has
made us vulnerable like we never
dreamed we would be vulnerable. Our
children now are in jeopardy to be in-
cinerated by these high-tech weapon
systems we spent billions of dollars to
develop. We could not have imagined
that in our worst nightmare. It has
been a wrong policy. We have to go
back and reexamine it. We have to
change that policy.

And what has it done? It has made us
less safe over here. It has not been good
for us economically. Our companies are
setting up factories over there to put
our own people out of work. It is cor-
rupting our own political process.
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Those same companies and other
companies are lobbying us. They are

not over in China lobbying for democ-
racy. They are lobbying us. They are
giving us contributions in order to pro-
tect their slave trade and their blood
money.

I yield to my friend from Arizona.
Mr. HAYWORTH. I thank my col-

leagues from California. I thank our
new Member of the Congress for his
perceptive abilities to go right to the
bipartisan report and get to the heart
of the matter. And as my more senior
colleague from California points out,
as I sit and hear my two friends reflect
on this obscenity committed against
our constitutional republic, I cannot
help as a student of history step back
and realize how prophetic were the
words of our 34th President, Dwight
David Eisenhower, in his farewell ad-
dress when he told us to be mindful of
the military-industrial complex, of
those whose allegiance to our Nation
could be subverted. And we have seen it
in the case of Hughes and Loral, in the
case of Loral, Bernard Schwartz, the
top contributor to the Democratic Na-
tional Committee, and it is tragic that
this transpired. But facts are stubborn
things. And to look beyond that, to the
words of the bipartisan report, that
these companies willfully cir-
cumvented American law and, Madam
Speaker, this points out an affliction, a
cancer that is infecting the body poli-
tic, when we have those who have
sworn to uphold and execute our laws
who refuse to enforce the law and ap-
parently have broken those laws.

My colleague from California, in the
candor for which he is renowned, point-
ed a portion of the culpability at the
Congress. But the inescapable fact re-
mains that at the other end of Pennsyl-
vania Avenue, there are those who will-
fully, willingly sought the contribu-
tions of a foreign power, of those who
are not citizens of the United States, of
those who are not eligible to partici-
pate in our political system to gain po-
litical victory.

At this point, Madam Speaker, we
must ask, what price political victory?
The betrayal of our most sensitive
technologies to put in harm’s way the
very children the President of the
United States spoke of at this podium
in his State of the Union address 2
years ago when he came here and
bragged to the Congress of the United
States that no American child lived or
went to sleep that night under the
threat of Russian missiles? What price
victory, Madam Speaker? What price
victory? When those who swear to up-
hold and defend the Constitution
against all enemies, foreign and domes-
tic, and provide for the common de-
fense would allow such a perversion of
priorities today to the point where we
have not only the Communist Chinese
but the outlaw nation that is North
Korea and the extremist states of Iraq
and Iran and the others who now pos-
sess nuclear technology and have with-
in their grasp the ability to harm vir-
tually every American family.

These are questions that cause great
unease. There is no partisan glee to

this. But the strength of our constitu-
tional republic throughout our history
has been that we heed the call and un-
derstand the threats and understand
the dangers. And we stand again,
Madam Speaker, at that very juncture.
How tragic the circumstance. But how
compelling the call to action for this
Congress and for the American people.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Reclaiming my
time for a moment, let me just state
that the fight on this issue will be over
normal trade relations. If we again
renew normal trade relations with
Communist China, this body is going to
send the signal to not only Communist
China but to the world that we are
backing away, that we do not have the
will to protect our interests, we do not
have the will to be the world’s leader,
we do not have the will to even protect
our own national interests and our own
national security. All those who are
listening, all those people, American
people who are out in the hinterland
wondering what can I do, what can we
do, there are policies that we have to
make. The Cox report outlined things
that we have to do. First and foremost,
we have to quit treating Communist
China as if it is a friend, as if it is like
Great Britain or a democratic society.
First and foremost, we have to quit
calling it our strategic partner, quit
acting like it is our friend and we have
to recognize that it is a hostile power.
As a hostile power, we do not have
their scientists combing through our
laboratories, we do not have exchange
programs with their military which I
found out they were having exchange
programs with our military. We were
inviting them here, have been having
them here to see how our military con-
ducts its business and to train their
own military in logistics and how to
run military operations. We have got
to quit treating them that way. We
have to build a missile defense system.
We have got to do it. We have now
given them the ability to incinerate
our people. Our only hope is to make
sure that we rush ahead with tech-
nology development to protect them
now that that genie is out of the bot-
tle. We have got to make sure that the
United States of America ends the
trading relationship that gives the
Communist Chinese $60 billion in hard
currency.

The Communist Chinese, these people
who run Beijing, they understand what
is going on. At the end of the year,
they have $60 billion in hard currency
to do with what they want, to mod-
ernize their weapons, to make alliances
with dictators and gangsters and drug
lords all over the world, $60 billion in
hard currency to destroy us. We have
got to end the rules of the game that
gives them that $60 billion. By the way,
it is not a free trade situation. The
Chinese have high tariffs against any
American products that we want to sell
there. And we have permitted them to
have those high tariffs while their
goods flood into the United States at
low tariffs. Is this good for American



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3853June 8, 1999
working people? No. In fact, what is
happening when you hear about we
have about $14 billion where they say,
‘‘They bought $14 billion worth of
goods from us.’’ But if you look at
what those goods are, those are mainly
technologies and manufacturing units,
so that we are building up their capa-
bilities, their military capabilities and
their manufacturing capabilities with
that $14 billion, while they flood into
our market with about $80 billion
worth of goods and services which they
sell to us with almost no tariff. So, in
other words, when they talk about,
‘‘We can’t isolate China, we have to
trade with them,’’ they are not selling
our products over there, they are build-
ing factories over there and they are
doing it by closing factories here. And
here is the real stinger, which I men-
tioned earlier. Most-favored-nation
status or normal trade relations, as
they say, what does that really mean
in terms of government policy? The
real impact of it is, because even if we
do not pass it, people can still sell
things, we are not saying you cannot
sell things to China, all it means is if
someone is going to set up a factory in
China, he has to do so at his own risk.
When he takes his money over there,
he does not get a subsidized loan from
the Export-Import Bank, or the IMF or
the Asian Pacific Bank or any of these
other multitude of financial institu-
tions that receive U.S. taxpayer funds.
All we are talking about is cutting off
these big businessmen from having
their investments guaranteed by the
taxpayers and these very same tax-
payers are having their jobs taken
away because they are setting up fac-
tories in China to export back to the
United States.

Now, who has it been good for? Who
has this economic policy been good for?
It has not been good for our security,
we have already shown that. My col-
league from California demonstrated
that these companies ended up doing,
what, doing something that strategi-
cally national security-wise is a night-
mare, so it is not good for our national
security. It is not good for us economi-
cally. They say, ‘‘Oh, look at our big
economic boom.’’ Well, our good, big
economic boom, yes, why do these
Americans have to be investing over-
seas in Communist China for us to have
a boom? They could invest in a demo-
cratic country like the Philippines, for
example, they need investment there.
No, they are investing in Communist
China because they can cut one deal
with a gangster and they think they
are going to get a quick profit.

So who has it been good for? It has
not been good for our country, for our
economy, for the working people. It
has been good for a few billionaires. I
call them Bill’s billionaire buddies.
That is who this China policy has been
good for. We have got to have the cour-
age to sever ourselves from the policies
of the past and fundamentally reexam-
ine those policies and strategies, not
for isolation, not for isolation. We

want engagement, yes, just the way we
would engage Adolf Hitler or Tojo or
someone like that. We engaged them in
a way that showed them courage and
determination and engaged them only
in a way that would benefit the people
of the United States and the security
of the United States, not in a way that
would make them think that we were
whimpering cowards.
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At the end of the day, when the
President of the United States goes to
Beijing and says, or Madeleine Albright
goes to Beijing and mouths some cliche
about human rights or talks about, oh,
you have got to have a better trade
barrier, lower those trade barriers, you
got to do this, you got to quit perse-
cuting Christians, you got to quit
doing these things that get our Con-
gressmen mad at you; the Chinese dic-
tators, these gangsters, take that as a
sign that we do not believe in a darned
thing. They take that as a sign that
even our President and even our lead-
ers care more about these billionaires
than they do about the American peo-
ple and the national security.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). The time of the gentleman
from California (Mr. ROHRABACHER) has
expired.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that I be given
the time until the top of the hour when
we have to, by the rules of the House,
adjourn.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
HAYWORTH) for the remainder of the
time until the top of the hour.

Mr. HAYWORTH. I thank my good
friend, the gentlewoman from Illinois
in the Chair, and I thank her for the
adroit manner in which she is admin-
istering the rules of the House this
evening, and I thank her for the indul-
gence to continue this conversation
with my two colleagues from Cali-
fornia until the top of the hour, which
will be 9 p.m. in the Western States
from whence we hail.

But, Madam Speaker, it is worth not-
ing that our words and observations to-
night carry to the American people not
a paranoia, not a panic, but a clear,
strong resolve that at long last those
of us who are given the constitutional
authority to provide for the common
defense understand the clear and
present danger that confronts our con-
stitutional Republic.

We take no glee in it, we wish it were
not so. But as former President Reagan
said, facts are stubborn things, and as
my junior colleague from California
points out and the bipartisan words of
the Cox committee report, there are
disturbing conclusions drawn that
force us to reassess our national secu-
rity, that force us to reassess our trade
policy, that force us to reassess the af-
fairs of state that ofttimes come under
the heading of foreign policy.

The challenges are real. No amount
of spin, no amount of economic pros-
perity, no amount of lip-biting and em-
pathy can obscure them from any quar-
ter. And again we offer this because, as
I was taught again during our district
work period when I had the chance to
stand alongside veterans in Flagstaff,
Arizona, when more than 200 residents
of that city came together to com-
memorate the sacrifices of our war
dead, I was reminded that the words of
our Constitution are more than ver-
biage strewn on parchment. They are a
living, breathing part of us as a people,
and we dare not, we dare not ignore our
duties and our responsibilities. And cit-
izen after citizen came to me express-
ing their real concerns.

Oh, we do not hear about them from
the 24-hour news networks, we do not
hear about them except in scant effort
by the three major news network an-
chors, but the American people under-
stand that Abraham Lincoln, whom
history predestined would preside over
the most divisive bloody conflict in our
history, understood full well that the
American people, once fully informed,
would make the correct decision; and
our role is to fully inform and to an-
swer this threat and this cause.

And I am so pleased that our col-
league from California joins us in his
first term that he brings this report;
and I would note, Madam Speaker, that
those who may hear these words can
gain access to the Cox committee re-
port via my office Web site, and I think
my colleague from California has more
he would like to share from that report
and other observations.

I would yield to him at this time.
Mr. OSE. Madam Speaker, it is ironic

that we find ourselves here talking
about rocket scientists, because under
no circumstances do I pretend to be a
rocket scientist. However I think, like
so many things we are involved in,
whether it be running our families with
our spouses or raising our children or
running our businesses, the devil of
doing anything is in the details that
are involved. And I want to run
through a few things that are in the
Cox report in particular related to
what used to be the United States’
quantitative and qualitative edge in
technology and what damage has oc-
curred as a result of the loss of these
secrets.

As many people know, the United
States has continually improved its
ability to deliver intercontinental bal-
listic missiles, whether it be telemetry
or design or payloads or what have
you; year after year after year, com-
pared to the situations in other coun-
tries where the technology available,
for instance to the People’s Republic of
China or others, was either based on
1950s design or was wholly unavailable,
period. And the reason these things are
so important and particularly related
to the most current news we hear
about the loss of secrets from Los Ala-
mos and other laboratories is that the
design warheads and the manner in
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which they are delivered are signifi-
cantly improved, both in terms of pay-
load and efficiency, by virtue of having
one country steal from us that tech-
nology that we have created by virtue
of investment over tens of years and
billions of dollars.

For instance, what used to be our
technology in the 1950s could deliver
arguably a relatively small payload ac-
curately. Over the years we have been
able to create technology and imple-
ment technology that allows us to
shrink the size of our warheads, im-
prove the delivery system on a ballistic
missile basis and put multiple war-
heads in a single delivery system as op-
posed to one warhead per delivery.

The tragedy of the theft of these se-
crets is that our ostensible trading
partners now possess the same ability,
as compared to as few as 10 years ago,
in the late 1980s, when they were to-
tally incapable, incapable of delivering
that kind of a weapon on the United
States. And the reason that is impor-
tant is that, as we go forward, as the
House wishes and has adopted with its
national ballistic missile defense plan,
as we go forward, putting that in place,
if we have a missile come to our shores
with multiple, independent reentry ve-
hicles, the difficulty of preventing
those weapons from detonating are
multiplied logarithmically. It is not
arithmetic, it is not geometric, it is
logarithmic because our ostensible
trading partners, instead of having
again one warhead per missile have
shrunk the size of their warheads and
loaded multiple warheads onto the mis-
sile, and as they come back into the at-
mosphere, will release them on target.

This is something that affects every
single one of us. It has nothing to do
with economic trade in my opinion.
This is a national security issue, and it
is of great concern to me on this issue,
as it has been, as you both know and as
many of the others know here as to our
intervention in Yugoslavia, that we,
number one, are ignoring the national
security interests in the case of these
ballistic missiles and the information
that has been stolen relative to tech-
nology and the like in one case, and we
are unable to identify a national secu-
rity interest in another case, that
being Yugoslavia.
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So the gentleman from Arizona’s
comment is well made about how to
get access to this. I am sure that the
gentleman from California (Mr. COX)
has it on his web site. I would encour-
age every American to at least read the
forward summary in volume 1. It is
frightening information. It is emblem-
atic of the difficulty that we face and
the dangers we face in the real world
today.

Mr. HAYWORTH. In fact, I thank my
colleague for his comments.

Madam Speaker, I would invite every
member of this House, with the techno-
logical capabilities we all enjoy, to
post this unanimous bipartisan report

on their individual web sites so that,
Madam Speaker, those in this country
who are citizens, who are concerned,
can have access to this information,
full and unfettered, so that they under-
stand the extent to which our national
security has been jeopardized.

I yield to my more senior colleague
from California.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I think we have
certainly outlined tonight the mag-
nitude of the problem, and my col-
league from California has dem-
onstrated that what we are talking
about is the survival or the inciner-
ation of millions of Americans. I mean,
again, it is worse than our worst night-
mare could possibly have been 10 and 20
years ago. No one could ever have
imagined that this would come about.

But I worked for a guy in the White
House who always said that what is im-
portant is not just to focus on the prob-
lem, but to make sure you always offer
a solution, and then look towards the
opportunities that you have. So I
would just like for a couple of minutes
talk about the options that we have
and just say, what are they?

Number one, first and foremost, we
have to start off with a missile defense
system. We have to move forward with
missile defense. As my colleague from
California just mentioned, it is going
to be a lot harder now, because they
not only have a missile with one war-
head, and a missile that was pretty un-
reliable, but, thanks to some American
companies using technology that we
paid for, we paid for it, taxpayers de-
veloped that technology to protect us
during the Cold War, now it has been
given away and stolen and actually
sold by our major corporate leaders,
some of these major corporate leaders.
So we have to go forward with missile
defense, do it seriously, and do it as if
the lives of our children depend upon
it.

Number two, we have to work closely
and reestablish close ties and a trust-
ing relationship with the democracies
of the Pacific and Asia and the Phil-
ippines, Japan, Korea and Thailand,
which no longer trust in the word of
the United States, which see us kow-
towing before this communist dictator-
ship in Beijing. The democratic peoples
of the world have to know they can
count on the United States, and espe-
cially in that area in Asia and the Pa-
cific region.

Again, we must go back to Com-
munist China and we must alter our
fundamental relationship, quit treating
them as a friend and begin treating
them as a hostile power, which means
no more military exchanges, no more
scientific exchanges, and especially no
more subsidies for our businessmen
going over there to invest and building
up their economy and their capabilities
technologically to build these weapons
you are talking about. It is one thing
to have the blueprints. It is another
thing to have the machine tools and
the computer technology in order to
accomplish that.

We can start, first of all, doing this
by eliminating their ability to have an
unfair trade relationship with us, by
supporting my resolution of dis-
approval of normal trade relations in
the next couple of weeks, which is
going to come before the body.

The American people, all of the vet-
erans you saw and that I saw and you
saw in your Memorial Day services,
veterans from around the United
States, should be here pounding on
doors, demanding, demanding that we
eliminate most-favored-nation status,
that normal trade status with China be
denied.

This should be a goal of the Amer-
ican Legion and the Veterans of For-
eign Wars. Patriotic organizations
around the United States in the next
two weeks should mobilize behind this
and knock on every Congressman’s
door, and they will listen if the Amer-
ican people speak. Money talks maybe
in these campaign contributions, but in
a democracy the voice of the people
talk louder, and we can be glad we live
in a country where the people’s will
will be heard. We must invest in de-
mocracies and invest in democracy.

What that means is this: How did
Ronald Reagan win the Cold War with-
out having to fight with the Soviet
Union? We faced the same type of in-
cineration, by the way, you are talking
about, with the Soviet Union. The So-
viet Union had MIRVed warheads too,
did they not? They were a horrible
threat to our well-being. For decades
we lived under that threat.

Ronald Reagan ended it in a number
of ways. He rebuilt our military
strength, which is something we need
to do, not only missile defense. But
what he did, most importantly, was
support those people who believe in de-
mocracy around the world, whether it
was in Nicaragua, where eventually the
Nicaraguan freedom fighters, who peo-
ple on the other side of the aisle did ev-
erything they could to prevent us from
helping those people they called the
Contras, and eventually there was a
free election in Nicaragua, and those
communists, the Sandinistas, were
booted out, even though our colleagues
on the other side of the aisle said they
represent the real will of the Nica-
raguan people.

If we support democracy around the
world, and that means especially in
China, we should be financing and
working just like we did with Lech
Walesa in Poland and freedom move-
ments, what Ronald Reagan did all
over the world. We should focus on
China as if our very national survival
depended on us reaching out to the de-
cent freedom-loving people of China. If
any message goes out tonight, it
should be Communist China, Com-
munist China, may be our enemy. That
regime of gangsters may be our enemy.

But our greatest ally, our greatest
ally, is the people of China. The Chi-
nese people are our friends. They are
wonderful people. They long for the
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same type of human dignity and free-
dom and liberty and justice and oppor-
tunity for their families that we long
for for our families. They do not hate
the United States. They are not our en-
emies. We have to do everything to
work for the freedom-loving people and
build up that democracy movement
that was wiped out by the Communist
Chinese once Ronald Reagan left office.

Let us work with them and build
Radio Free Asia. Let us support the
freedom movement. It is what is true
to our principles. Do not let anybody
say we are anti-Asian, anti-Chinese. We
are not. We are pro-freedom, and we be-
lieve that freedom is the right of every
person of every color of every religion
and every ethnic background. That is
our strength.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Madam Speaker,
one can almost anticipate the reflexes
action of those who man the spin cy-
cles elsewhere in the sectors of this
capital city, those cacophony of critics
that we are certain to hear.

A couple of notes should be acknowl-
edged as we conclude this time on the
House floor. I thank both of my col-
leagues.

Number one, it is not enough to say
everybody does this, for, if that were
the case, we would blame Lyndon
Johnson for the John Walker Navy es-
pionage spy ring that began operation
in the late 1960s.

No, the analogy may be somewhat
quaint, but I think it is appropriate. It
is one thing to lock your windows and
doors and set an alarm and go on vaca-
tion and have folks cut that alarm off,
somehow circumvent that system,
come into what you thought was your
secured home and steal your secrets.

It is quite another thing for your
neighbor next door to meet the truck
of the would-be burglars, to let them in
the House, to help them find your most
valuable possessions, and then to dis-
avow any knowledge of that action.
And that is just how simple and just
how sad the current dilemma we face
in fact presents itself.

A couple of final notes. It is sad that
this administration has worked at
cross-purposes. It has, on the one hand,
deployed American forces to more loca-
tions than any other administration in
the post World War II era, and, at the
same time, it has denied the efforts of
this common-sense conservative Con-
gress to provide for our national de-
fense, to provide the weapons systems,
to provide the manpower and material.
So you have a situation where there is
work at cross purposes.

Worse still, the actions of this Con-
gress to provide a missile defense sys-
tem at long last after the news of the
Chinese theft, those on the left joined
us in bipartisan fashion, and yet this
President in subsequent correspond-
ence has, pointed out by our majority
leader, sought to reassure the Chinese
that we would not mount a missile de-
fense system.

Madam Speaker, the American peo-
ple deserve better. It should be the mis-

sion of this Congress to make sure we
provide for the common defense.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). The Chair will remind Mem-
bers to direct their remarks to the
Chair and not to the television audi-
ence.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. FORD (at the request of Mr. GEP-
HARDT) for after 5 p.m. On Tuesday,
June 8, on account of personal busi-
ness.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCNULTY) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. FILNER, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. LIPINSKI, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. RUSH, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mrs. CLAYTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. PALLONE, for 60 minutes, today.
Mr. OWENS, for 60 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. OSE) to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material:)

Mr. FLETCHER, for 5 minutes, on June
10.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,
on June 15.

f

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported
that that committee had examined and
found truly enrolled a bill of the House
of the following title, which was there-
upon signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 1379. An act to amend the Omnibus
Consolidated and Emergency Supplemental
Appropriations Act, 1999, to make a tech-
nical correction relating to international
narcotics control assistance.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 12 o’clock midnight), the
House adjourned until today Wednes-
day, June 9, 1999, at 10 a.m.

f

OATH OF OFFICE MEMBERS, RESI-
DENT COMMISSIONER, AND DEL-
EGATES

The oath of office required by the
sixth article of the Constitution of the

United States, and as provided by sec-
tion 2 of the act of May 13, 1884 (23
Stat. 22), to be administered to Mem-
bers, Resident Commissioner, and Dele-
gates of the House of Representatives,
the text of which is carried in 5 U.S.C.
3331:

I, AB, do solemnly swear (or
affirm) that I will support and de-
fend the Constitution of the United
States against all enemies, foreign
and domestic; that I will bear true
faith and allegiance to the same;
that I take this obligation freely,
without any mental reservation or
purpose of evasion; and that I will
well and faithfully discharge the
duties of the office on which I am
about to enter. So help me God.

has been subscribed to in person and
filed in duplicate with the Clerk of the
House of Representatives by the fol-
lowing Member of the 106th Congress,
pursuant to the provisions of 2 U.S.C.
25:

Honorable DAVID VITTER, First Lou-
isiana.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

2529. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, Department of
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Raisins Produced From Grapes
Grown in California; Increase in Assessment
Rate [Docket No. FV99–989–2 FIR] received
May 17, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

2530. A letter from the Chairman and Chief
Executive Officer, Farm Credit Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Funding and Fiscal Affairs, Loan Poli-
cies and Funding Operations; Investment
Management (RIN: 3052–AB76) received May
25, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Agriculture.

2531. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting his re-
quests for FY 2000 budget amendments for
the Departments of Commerce, Defense, Jus-
tice, State, and Transportation, pursuant to
31 U.S.C. 1107; (H. Doc. No. 106—81); to the
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to
be printed.

2532. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulations, Office of Postsec-
ondary Education, Department of Education,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
William D. Ford Federal Direct Loan Pro-
gram (RIN: 1840–AC57) received May 25, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

2533. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Managment Staff, Food and
Drug Administration, transmitting the Ad-
ministration’s final rule— Indirect Food Ad-
ditives: Polymers [Docket No. 92F–0368] re-
ceived May 14, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

2534. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to provide a program of
grants to children’s hospitals to support
graduate medical education; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

2535. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-
trator, Bureau for Legislative and Public Af-
fairs, Agency for International Development,
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