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Mr. WYNN changed his vote from
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS TO
BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF OF-
FICE OF COMPLIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). Without objection, and
pursuant to Section 301 of Public Law
104–1, the Chair announces on behalf of
the Speaker and minority leader of the
House of Representatives and the ma-
jority and minority leaders of the
United States Senate their joint ap-
pointment of the following individuals
to a 5-year term to the Board of Direc-
tors of the Office of Compliance to fill
the existing vacancies thereon:

Ms. Barbara L. Camens, Washington,
D.C.

Ms. Roberta L. Holzwarth, Rockford,
Illinois.

There was no objection.
f

AUTHORIZING EXTENSION OF NON-
DISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT
(NORMAL TRADE RELATIONS
TREATMENT) TO PEOPLE’S RE-
PUBLIC OF CHINA

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 510, I call up the
bill (H.R. 4444) to authorize extension
of nondiscriminatory treatment (nor-
mal trade relations treatment) to the
People’s Republic of China, and ask for
its immediate consideration in the
House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

LAHOOD). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 510, the bill is considered read for
amendment.

The text of H.R. 4444 is as follows:
H.R. 4444

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. TERMINATION OF APPLICATION OF

TITLE IV OF THE TRADE ACT OF 1974
TO THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF
CHINA.

(a) PRESIDENTIAL DETERMINATIONS AND EX-
TENSION OF NONDISCRIMINATORY TREAT-
MENT.—Notwithstanding any provision of
title IV of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C.
2431 et seq.), the President may—

(1) determine that such title should no
longer apply to the People’s Republic of
China; and

(2) after making a determination under
paragraph (1) with respect to the People’s
Republic of China, proclaim the extension of
nondiscriminatory treatment (normal trade
relations treatment) to the products of that
country.

(b) ACCESSION OF THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF
CHINA TO THE WORLD TRADE ORGANIZATION.—
Prior to making the determination provided
for in subsection (a)(1) and pursuant to the
provisions of section 122 of the Uruguay
Round Agreements Act (19 U.S.C. 3532), the
President shall transmit a report to Con-
gress certifying that the terms and condi-
tions for the accession of the People’s Repub-
lic of China to the World Trade Organization
are at least equivalent to those agreed be-
tween the United States and the People’s Re-
public of China on November 15, 1999.
SEC. 2. EFFECTIVE DATE.

(a) EFFECTIVE DATE OF NONDISCRIMINATORY
TREATMENT.—The extension of nondiscrim-
inatory treatment pursuant to section 1(a)(1)
shall be effective no earlier than the effec-
tive date of the accession of the People’s Re-
public of China to the World Trade Organiza-
tion.

(b) TERMINATION OF APPLICABILITY OF TITLE
IV.—On and after the effective date under
subsection (a) of the extension of non-
discriminatory treatment to the products of
the People’s Republic of China, title IV of
the Trade Act of 1974 shall cease to apply to
that country.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
amendment printed in House Report
106–636 is adopted in lieu of the amend-
ment printed in the bill.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute printed in House
Report 106–626 is as follows:

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:
DIVISION A—NORMAL TRADE RELATIONS
FOR THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA

TITLE I—NORMAL TRADE RELATIONS
SEC. 101. TERMINATION OF APPLICATION OF

CHAPTER 1 OF TITLE IV OF THE
TRADE ACT OF 1974 TO THE PEO-
PLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA.

(a) PRESIDENTIAL DETERMINATIONS AND EX-
TENSION OF NONDISCRIMINATORY TREAT-
MENT.—Notwithstanding any provision of
chapter 1 of title IV of the Trade Act of 1974
(19 U.S.C. 2431 et seq.), as designated by sec-
tion 103(a)(2) of this Act, the President
may—

(1) determine that such chapter should no
longer apply to the People’s Republic of
China; and

(2) after making a determination under
paragraph (1) with respect to the People’s
Republic of China, proclaim the extension of
nondiscriminatory treatment (normal trade
relations treatment) to the products of that
country.

(b) ACCESSION OF THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF
CHINA TO THE WORLD TRADE ORGANIZATION.—
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Prior to making the determination provided
for in subsection (a)(1) and pursuant to the
provisions of section 122 of the Uruguay
Round Agreements Act (19 U.S.C. 3532), the
President shall transmit a report to Con-
gress certifying that the terms and condi-
tions for the accession of the People’s Repub-
lic of China to the World Trade Organization
are at least equivalent to those agreed be-
tween the United States and the People’s Re-
public of China on November 15, 1999.
SEC. 102. EFFECTIVE DATE.

(a) EFFECTIVE DATE OF NONDISCRIMINATORY
TREATMENT.—The extension of nondiscrim-
inatory treatment pursuant to section 101(a)
shall be effective no earlier than the effec-
tive date of the accession of the People’s Re-
public of China to the World Trade Organiza-
tion.

(b) TERMINATION OF APPLICABILITY OF TITLE
IV.—On and after the effective date under
subsection (a) of the extension of non-
discriminatory treatment to the products of
the People’s Republic of China, chapter 1 of
title IV of the Trade Act of 1974 (as des-
ignated by section 103(a)(2) of this Act) shall
cease to apply to that country.
SEC. 103. RELIEF FROM MARKET DISRUPTION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title IV of the Trade Act
of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2431 et seq.) is amended—

(1) in the title heading, by striking ‘‘CUR-
RENTLY’’;

(2) by inserting before section 401 the fol-
lowing:

‘‘CHAPTER 1—TRADE RELATIONS WITH
CERTAIN COUNTRIES’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
chapter:
‘‘CHAPTER 2—RELIEF FROM MARKET DIS-

RUPTION TO INDUSTRIES AND DIVER-
SION OF TRADE TO THE UNITED STATES
MARKET

‘‘SEC. 421. ACTION TO ADDRESS MARKET DISRUP-
TION.

‘‘(a) PRESIDENTIAL ACTION.—If a product of
the People’s Republic of China is being im-
ported into the United States in such in-
creased quantities or under such conditions
as to cause or threaten to cause market dis-
ruption to the domestic producers of a like
or directly competitive product, the Presi-
dent shall, in accordance with the provisions
of this section, proclaim increased duties or
other import restrictions with respect to
such product, to the extent and for such pe-
riod as the President considers necessary to
prevent or remedy the market disruption.

‘‘(b) INITIATION OF AN INVESTIGATION.—(1)
Upon the filing of a petition by an entity de-
scribed in section 202(a) of the Trade Act of
1974 (19 U.S.C. 2252(a)), upon the request of
the President or the United States Trade
Representative (in this subtitle referred to
as the ‘Trade Representative’), upon resolu-
tion of either the Committee on Ways and
Means of the House of Representatives, or
the Committee on Finance of the Senate (in
this subtitle referred to as the ‘Committees’)
or on its own motion, the United States
International Trade Commission (in this sub-
title referred to as the ‘Commission’) shall
promptly make an investigation to deter-
mine whether products of the People’s Re-
public of China are being imported into the
United States in such increased quantities or
under such conditions as to cause or threat-
en to cause market disruption to the domes-
tic producers of like or directly competitive
products.

‘‘(2) The limitations on investigations set
forth in section 202(h)(1) of the Trade Act of
1974 (19 U.S.C. 2252(h)(1)) shall apply to inves-
tigations conducted under this section.

‘‘(3) The provisions of subsections (a)(8)
and (i) of section 202 of the Trade Act of 1974
(19 U.S.C. 2252(a)(8) and (i)), relating to treat-

ment of confidential business information,
shall apply to investigations conducted
under this section.

‘‘(4) Whenever a petition is filed, or a re-
quest or resolution is received, under this
subsection, the Commission shall transmit a
copy thereof to the President, the Trade
Representative, the Committee on Ways and
Means of the House of Representatives, and
the Committee of Finance of the Senate, ex-
cept that in the case of confidential business
information, the copy may include only non-
confidential summaries of such information.

‘‘(5) The Commission shall publish notice
of the commencement of any proceeding
under this subsection in the Federal Register
and shall, within a reasonable time there-
after, hold public hearings at which the Com-
mission shall afford interested parties an op-
portunity to be present, to present evidence,
to respond to the presentations of other par-
ties, and otherwise to be heard.

‘‘(c) MARKET DISRUPTION.—(1) For purposes
of this section, market disruption exists
whenever imports of an article like or di-
rectly competitive with an article produced
by a domestic industry are increasing rap-
idly, either absolutely or relatively, so as to
be a significant cause of material injury, or
threat of material injury, to the domestic in-
dustry.

‘‘(2) For purposes of paragraph (1), the
term ‘significant cause’ refers to a cause
which contributes significantly to the mate-
rial injury of the domestic industry, but
need not be equal to or greater than any
other cause.

‘‘(d) FACTORS IN DETERMINATION.—In deter-
mining whether market disruption exists,
the Commission shall consider objective fac-
tors, including—

‘‘(1) the volume of imports of the product
which is the subject of the investigation;

‘‘(2) the effect of imports of such product
on prices in the United States for like or di-
rectly competitive articles; and

‘‘(3) the effect of imports of such product
on the domestic industry producing like or
directly competitive articles.

The presence or absence of any factor under
paragraph (1), (2), or (3) is not necessarily
dispositive of whether market disruption ex-
ists.

‘‘(e) TIME FOR COMMISSION DETERMINA-
TIONS.—The Commission shall make and
transmit to the President and the Trade
Representative its determination under sub-
section (b)(1) at the earliest practicable
time, but in no case later than 60 days (or 90
days in the case of a petition requesting re-
lief under subsection (i)) after the date on
which the petition is filed, the request or
resolution is received, or the motion is
adopted, under subsection (b). If the Com-
missioners voting are equally divided with
respect to its determination, then the deter-
mination agreed upon by either group of
Commissioners may be considered by the
President and the Trade Representative as
the determination of the Commission.

‘‘(f) RECOMMENDATIONS OF COMMISSION ON
PROPOSED REMEDIES.—If the Commission
makes an affirmative determination under
subsection (b), or a determination which the
President or the Trade Representative may
consider as affirmative under subsection (e),
the Commission shall propose the amount of
increase in, or imposition of, any duty or
other import restrictions necessary to pre-
vent or remedy the market disruption. Only
those members of the Commission who
agreed to the affirmative determination
under subsection (b) are eligible to vote on
the proposed action to prevent or remedy
market disruption. Members of the Commis-
sion who did not agree to the affirmative de-
termination may submit, in the report re-

quired under subsection (g), separate views
regarding what action, if any, should be
taken to prevent or remedy market disrup-
tion.

‘‘(g) REPORT BY COMMISSION.—(1) Not later
than 20 days after a determination under
subsection (b) is made, the Commission shall
submit a report to the President and the
Trade Representative.

‘‘(2) The Commission shall include in the
report required under paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(A) The determination made under sub-
section (b) and an explanation of the basis
for the determination.

‘‘(B) If the determination under subsection
(b) is affirmative, or may be considered by
the President or the Trade Representative as
affirmative under subsection (e), the rec-
ommendations of the Commission on pro-
posed remedies under subsection (f) and an
explanation of the basis for each rec-
ommendation.

‘‘(C) Any dissenting or separate views by
members of the Commission regarding the
determination and any recommendation re-
ferred to in subparagraphs (A) and (B).

‘‘(D) A description of—
‘‘(i) the short- and long-term effects that

implementation of the action recommended
under subsection (f) is likely to have on the
petitioning domestic industry, on other do-
mestic industries, and on consumers; and

‘‘(ii) the short- and long-term effects of not
taking the recommended action on the peti-
tioning domestic industry, its workers, and
the communities where production facilities
of such industry are located, and on other
domestic industries.

‘‘(3) The Commission, after submitting a
report to the President under paragraph (1),
shall promptly make it available to the pub-
lic (but shall not include confidential busi-
ness information) and cause a summary
thereof to be published in the Federal Reg-
ister.

‘‘(h) OPPORTUNITY TO PRESENT VIEWS AND
EVIDENCE ON PROPOSED MEASURE AND REC-
OMMENDATION TO THE PRESIDENT.—(1) Within
20 days after receipt of the Commission’s re-
port under subsection (g) (or 15 days in the
case of an affirmative preliminary deter-
mination under subsection (i)(1)(B)), the
Trade Representative shall publish in the
Federal Register notice of any measure pro-
posed by the Trade Representative to be
taken pursuant to subsection (a) and of the
opportunity, including a public hearing, if
requested, for importers, exporters, and
other interested parties to submit their
views and evidence on the appropriateness of
the proposed measure and whether it would
be in the public interest.

‘‘(2) Within 55 days after receipt of the re-
port under subsection (g) (or 35 days in the
case of an affirmative preliminary deter-
mination under subsection (i)(1)(B)), the
Trade Representative, taking into account
the views and evidence received under para-
graph (1) on the measure proposed by the
Trade Representative, shall make a rec-
ommendation to the President concerning
what action, if any, to take to prevent or
remedy the market disruption.

‘‘(i) CRITICAL CIRCUMSTANCES.—(1) When a
petition filed under subsection (b) alleges
that critical circumstances exist and re-
quests that provisional relief be provided
under this subsection with respect to the
product identified in the petition, the Com-
mission shall, not later than 45 days after
the petition containing the request is filed—

‘‘(A) determine whether delay in taking ac-
tion under this section would cause damage
to the relevant domestic industry which
would be difficult to repair; and

‘‘(B) if the determination under subpara-
graph (A) is affirmative, make a preliminary
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determination of whether imports of the
product which is the subject of the investiga-
tion have caused or threatened to cause mar-
ket disruption.
If the Commissioners voting are equally di-
vided with respect to either of its determina-
tions, then the determination agreed upon
by either group of Commissioners may be
considered by the President and the Trade
Representative as the determination of the
Commission.

‘‘(2) On the date on which the Commission
completes its determinations under para-
graph (1), the Commission shall transmit a
report on the determinations to the Presi-
dent and the Trade Representative, including
the reasons for its determinations. If the de-
terminations under paragraph (1) are affirm-
ative, or may be considered by the President
or the Trade Representative as affirmative
under paragraph (1), the Commission shall
include in its report its recommendations on
proposed provisional measures to be taken to
prevent or remedy the market disruption.
Only those members of the Commission who
agreed to the affirmative determinations
under paragraph (1) are eligible to vote on
the proposed provisional measures to prevent
or remedy market disruption. Members of
the Commission who did not agree to the af-
firmative determinations may submit, in the
report, dissenting or separate views regard-
ing the determination and any recommenda-
tion of provisional measures referred to in
this paragraph.

‘‘(3) If the determinations under paragraph
(1) are affirmative, or may be considered by
the President or the Trade Representative as
affirmative under paragraph (1), the Trade
Representative shall, within 10 days after re-
ceipt of the Commission’s report, determine
the amount or extent of provisional relief
that is necessary to prevent or remedy the
market disruption and shall provide a rec-
ommendation to the President on what pro-
visional measures, if any, to take.

‘‘(4)(A) The President shall determine
whether to provide provisional relief and
proclaim such relief, if any, within 10 days
after receipt of the recommendation from
the Trade Representative.

‘‘(B) Such relief may take the form of—
‘‘(i) the imposition of or increase in any

duty;
‘‘(ii) any modification, or imposition of

any quantitative restriction on the importa-
tion of an article into the United States; or

‘‘(iii) any combination of actions under
clauses (i) and (ii).

‘‘(C) Any provisional action proclaimed by
the President pursuant to a determination of
critical circumstances shall remain in effect
not more than 200 days.

‘‘(D) Provisional relief shall cease to apply
upon the effective date of relief proclaimed
under subsection (a), upon a decision by the
President not to provide such relief, or upon
a negative determination by the Commission
under subsection (b).

‘‘(j) AGREEMENTS WITH THE PEOPLE’S RE-
PUBLIC OF CHINA.—(1) The Trade Representa-
tive is authorized to enter into agreements
for the People’s Republic of China to take
such action as necessary to prevent or rem-
edy market disruption, and should seek to
conclude such agreements before the expira-
tion of the 60-day consultation period pro-
vided for under the product-specific safe-
guard provision of the Protocol of Accession
of the People’s Republic of China to the
WTO, which shall commence not later than 5
days after the Trade Representative receives
an affirmative determination provided for in
subsection (e) or a determination which the
Trade Representative considers to be an af-
firmative determination pursuant to sub-
section (e).

‘‘(2) If no agreement is reached with the
People’s Republic of China pursuant to con-

sultations under paragraph (1), or if the
President determines than an agreement
reached pursuant to such consultations is
not preventing or remedying the market dis-
ruption at issue, the President shall provide
import relief in accordance with subsection
(a).

‘‘(k) STANDARD FOR PRESIDENTIAL AC-
TION.—(1) Within 15 days after receipt of a
recommendation from the Trade Representa-
tive under subsection (h) on the appropriate
action, if any, to take to prevent or remedy
the market disruption, the President shall
provide import relief for such industry pur-
suant to subsection (a), unless the President
determines that provision of such relief is
not in the national economic interest of the
United States or, in extraordinary cases,
that the taking of action pursuant to sub-
section (a) would cause serious harm to the
national security of the United States.

‘‘(2) The President may determine under
paragraph (1) that providing import relief is
not in the national economic interest of the
United States only if the President finds
that the taking of such action would have an
adverse impact on the United States econ-
omy clearly greater than the benefits of such
action.

‘‘(l) PUBLICATION OF DECISION AND RE-
PORTS.—(1) The President’s decision, includ-
ing the reasons therefor and the scope and
duration of any action taken, shall be pub-
lished in the Federal Register.

‘‘(2) The Commission shall promptly make
public any report transmitted under this sec-
tion, but shall not make public any informa-
tion which the Commission determines to be
confidential, and shall publish notice of such
report in the Federal Register.

‘‘(m) EFFECTIVE DATE OF RELIEF.—Import
relief under this section shall take effect not
later than 15 days after the President’s de-
termination to provide such relief.

‘‘(n) MODIFICATIONS OF RELIEF.—(1) At any
time after the end of the 6-month period be-
ginning on the date on which relief under
subsection (m) first takes effect, the Presi-
dent may request that the Commission pro-
vide a report on the probable effect of the
modification, reduction, or termination of
the relief provided on the relevant industry.
The Commission shall transmit such report
to the President within 60 days of the re-
quest.

‘‘(2) The President may, after receiving a
report from the Commission under paragraph
(1), take such action to modify, reduce, or
terminate relief that the President deter-
mines is necessary to continue to prevent or
remedy the market disruption at issue.

‘‘(3) Upon the granting of relief under sub-
section (k), the Commission shall collect
such data as is necessary to allow it to re-
spond rapidly to a request by the President
under paragraph (1).

‘‘(o) EXTENSION OF ACTION.—(1) Upon re-
quest of the President, or upon petition on
behalf of the industry concerned filed with
the Commission not earlier than the date
which is 9 months, and not later than the
date which is 6 months, before the date any
relief provided under subsection (k) is to ter-
minate, the Commission shall investigate to
determine whether action under this section
continues to be necessary to prevent or rem-
edy market disruption.

‘‘(2) The Commission shall publish notice
of the commencement of any proceeding
under this subsection in the Federal Register
and shall, within a reasonable time there-
after, hold a public hearing at which the
Commission shall afford interested parties
and consumers an opportunity to be present,
to present evidence, and to respond to the
presentations of other parties and con-
sumers, and otherwise to be heard.

‘‘(3) The Commission shall transmit to the
President a report on its investigation and

determination under this subsection not
later than 60 days before the action under
subsection (m) is to terminate.

‘‘(4) The President, after receiving an af-
firmative determination from the Commis-
sion under paragraph (3), may extend the ef-
fective period of any action under this sec-
tion if the President determines that the ac-
tion continues to be necessary to prevent or
remedy the market disruption.
‘‘SEC. 422. ACTION IN RESPONSE TO TRADE DI-

VERSION.
‘‘(a) MONITORING BY CUSTOMS SERVICE.—In

any case in which a WTO member other than
the United States requests consultations
with the People’s Republic of China under
the product-specific safeguard provision of
the Protocol of Accession of the People’s Re-
public of China to the World Trade Organiza-
tion, the Trade Representative shall inform
the United States Customs Service, which
shall monitor imports into the United States
of those products of Chinese origin that are
the subject of the consultation request. Data
from such monitoring shall promptly be
made available to the Commission upon re-
quest by the Commission.

‘‘(b) INITIATION OF INVESTIGATION.—(1) Upon
the filing of a petition by an entity described
in section 202(a) of the Trade Act of 1974,
upon the request of the President or the
Trade Representative, upon resolution of ei-
ther of the Committees, or on its own mo-
tion, the Commission shall promptly make
an investigation to determine whether an ac-
tion described in subsection (c) has caused,
or threatens to cause, a significant diversion
of trade into the domestic market of the
United States.

‘‘(2) The Commission shall publish notice
of the commencement of any proceeding
under this subsection in the Federal Register
and shall, within a reasonable time there-
after, hold public hearings at which the Com-
mission shall afford interested parties an op-
portunity to be present, to present evidence,
to respond to the presentations of other par-
ties, and otherwise to be heard.

‘‘(3) The provisions of subsections (a)(8)
and (i) of section 202 of the Trade Act of 1974
(19 U.S.C. 2252(a)(8) and (i)), relating to treat-
ment of confidential business information,
shall apply to investigations conducted
under this section.

‘‘(c) ACTIONS DESCRIBED.—An action is de-
scribed in this subsection if it is an action—

‘‘(1) by the People’s Republic of China to
prevent or remedy market disruption in a
WTO member other than the United States;

‘‘(2) by a WTO member other than the
United States to withdraw concessions under
the WTO Agreement or otherwise to limit
imports to prevent or remedy market disrup-
tion;

‘‘(3) by a WTO member other than the
United States to apply a provisional safe-
guard within the meaning of the product-spe-
cific safeguard provision of the Protocol of
Accession of the People’s Republic of China
to the WTO; or

‘‘(4) any combination of actions described
in paragraphs (1) through (3).

‘‘(d) BASIS FOR DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFI-
CANT DIVERSION.—(1) In determining whether
significant diversion or the threat thereof
exists for purposes of this section, the Com-
mission shall take into account, to the ex-
tent such evidence is reasonably available—

‘‘(A) the monitoring conducted under sub-
section (a);

‘‘(B) the actual or imminent increase in
United States market share held by such im-
ports from the People’s Republic of China;

‘‘(C) the actual or imminent increase in
volume of such imports into the United
States;

‘‘(D) the nature and extent of the action
taken or proposed by the WTO member con-
cerned;
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‘‘(E) the extent of exports from the Peo-

ple’s Republic of China to that WTO member
and to the United States;

‘‘(F) the actual or imminent changes in ex-
ports to that WTO member due to the action
taken or proposed;

‘‘(G) the actual or imminent diversion of
exports from the People’s Republic of China
to countries other than the United States;

‘‘(H) cyclical or seasonal trends in import
volumes into the United States of the prod-
ucts at issue; and

‘‘(I) conditions of demand and supply in the
United States market for the products at
issue.

The presence or absence of any factor under
any of subparagraphs (A) through (I) is not
necessarily dispositive of whether a signifi-
cant diversion of trade or the threat thereof
exists.

‘‘(2) For purposes of making its determina-
tion, the Commission shall examine changes
in imports into the United States from the
People’s Republic of China since the time
that the WTO member commenced the inves-
tigation that led to a request for consulta-
tions described in subsection (a).

‘‘(3) If more than 1 action by a WTO mem-
ber or WTO members against a particular
product is identified in the petition, request,
or resolution under subsection (b) or during
the investigation, the Commission may cu-
mulatively assess the actual or likely effects
of such actions jointly in determining
whether a significant diversion of trade or
threat thereof exists.

‘‘(e) COMMISSION DETERMINATION; AGREE-
MENT AUTHORITY.—(1) The Commission shall
make and transmit to the President and the
Trade Representative its determination
under subsection (b) at the earliest prac-
ticable time, but in no case later than 45
days after the date on which the petition is
filed, the request or resolution is received, or
the motion is adopted, under subsection (b).
If the Commissioners voting are equally di-
vided with respect to its determination, then
the determination agreed upon by either
group of Commissioners may be considered
by the President and the Trade Representa-
tive as the determination of the Commission.

‘‘(2) The Trade Representative is author-
ized to enter into agreements with the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China or the other WTO
members concerned to take such action as
necessary to prevent or remedy significant
trade diversion or threat thereof into the do-
mestic market of the United States, and
should seek to conclude such agreements be-
fore the expiration of the 60-day consultation
period provided for under the product-spe-
cific safeguard provision of the Protocol of
Accession of the People’s Republic of China
to the WTO, which shall commence not later
than 5 days after the Trade Representative
receives an affirmative determination pro-
vided for in paragraph (1) or a determination
which the Trade Representative considers to
be an affirmative determination pursuant to
paragraph (1).

‘‘(3) REPORT BY COMMISSION.—
‘‘(A) Not later than 10 days after a deter-

mination under subsection (b), is made, the
Commission shall transmit a report to the
President and the Trade Representative.

‘‘(B) The Commission shall include in the
report required under subparagraph (A) the
following:

‘‘(i) The determination made under sub-
section (b) and an explanation of the basis
for the determination.

‘‘(ii) If the determination under subsection
(b) is affirmative, or may be considered by
the President or the Trade Representative as
affirmative under subsection (e)(1), the rec-
ommendations of the Commission on in-
creased tariffs or other import restrictions

to be imposed to prevent or remedy the trade
diversion or threat thereof, and explanations
of the bases for such recommendations. Only
those members of the Commission who
agreed to the affirmative determination
under subsection (b) are eligible to vote on
the proposed action to prevent or remedy the
trade diversion or threat thereof.

‘‘(iii) Any dissenting or separate views by
members of the Commission regarding the
determination and any recommendation re-
ferred to in clauses (i) and (ii).

‘‘(iv) A description of—
‘‘(I) the short- and long-term effects that

implementation of the action recommended
under clause (ii) is likely to have on the peti-
tioning domestic industry, on other domestic
industries, and on consumers; and

‘‘(II) the short- and long-term effects of not
taking the recommended action on the peti-
tioning domestic industry, its workers and
the communities where production facilities
of such industry are located, and on other
domestic industries.

‘‘(C) The Commission, after submitting a
report to the President under subparagraph
(A), shall promptly make it available to the
public (with the exception of confidential
business information) and cause a summary
thereof to be published in the Federal Reg-
ister.

‘‘(f) PUBLIC COMMENT.—If consultations fail
to lead to an agreement with the People’s
Republic of China or the WTO member con-
cerned within 60 days, the Trade Representa-
tive shall promptly publish notice in the
Federal Register of any proposed action to
prevent or remedy the trade diversion, and
provide an opportunity for interested per-
sons to present views and evidence on wheth-
er the proposed action is in the public inter-
est.

‘‘(g) RECOMMENDATION TO THE PRESIDENT.—
Within 20 days after the end of consultations
pursuant to subsection (e), the Trade Rep-
resentative shall make a recommendation to
the President on what action, if any, should
be taken to prevent or remedy the trade di-
version or threat thereof.

‘‘(h) PRESIDENTIAL ACTION.—Within 20 days
after receipt of the recommendation from
the Trade Representative, the President
shall determine what action to take to pre-
vent or remedy the trade diversion or threat
thereof.

‘‘(i) DURATION OF ACTION.—Action taken
under subsection (h) shall be terminated not
later than 30 days after expiration of the ac-
tion taken by the WTO member or members
involved against imports from the People’s
Republic of China.

‘‘(j) REVIEW OF CIRCUMSTANCES.—(1) The
Commission shall review the continued need
for action taken under subsection (h) if the
WTO member or members involved notify
the Committee on Safeguards of the WTO of
any modification in the action taken by
them against the People’s Republic of China
pursuant to consultation referred to in sub-
section (a). The Commission shall, not later
than 60 days after such notification, deter-
mine whether a significant diversion of trade
continues to exist and report its determina-
tion to the President. The President shall de-
termine, within 15 days after receiving the
Commission’s report, whether to modify,
withdraw, or keep in place the action taken
under subsection (h).
‘‘SEC. 423. REGULATIONS; TERMINATION OF PRO-

VISION.
‘‘(a) TO CARRY OUT RESTRICTIONS AND MON-

ITORING.—The President shall by regulation
provide for the efficient and fair administra-
tion of any restriction proclaimed pursuant
to the subtitle and to provide for effective
monitoring of imports under section 422(a).

‘‘(b) TO CARRY OUT AGREEMENTS.—To carry
out an agreement concluded pursuant to con-

sultations under section 421(j) or 422(e)(2),
the President is authorized to prescribe regu-
lations governing the entry or withdrawal
from warehouse of articles covered by such
agreement.

‘‘(c) TERMINATION DATE.—This subtitle and
any regulations issued under this subtitle
shall cease to be effective 12 years after the
date of entry into force of the Protocol of
Accession of the People’s Republic of China
to the WTO.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table on
contents of the Trade Act of 1974 is
amended—

(1) in the item relating to title IV, by
striking ‘‘CURRENTLY’’;

(2) by inserting before the item relating to
section 401 the following:

‘‘CHAPTER 1—TRADE RELATIONS WITH
CERTAIN COUNTRIES’’; and

(3) by adding after the item relating to sec-
tion 409 the following:

‘‘CHAPTER 2—RELIEF FROM MARKET DISRUP-
TION TO INDUSTRIES AND DIVERSION OF
TRADE TO THE UNITED STATES MARKET

‘‘Sec. 421. Action to address market disrup-
tion.

‘‘Sec. 422. Action in response to trade diver-
sion.

‘‘Sec. 423. Regulations; termination of provi-
sion.’’.

SEC. 104. AMENDMENT TO SECTION 123 OF THE
TRADE ACT OF 1974—COMPENSA-
TION AUTHORITY.

Section 123(a)(1) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19
U.S.C. 2133(a)(1)) is amended by inserting
after ‘‘title III’’ the following; ‘‘, or under
chapter 2 of title IV of the Trade Act of
1974’’.

DIVISION B—UNITED STATES–CHINA
RELATIONS

TITLE II—GENERAL PROVISIONS
SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This division may be
cited as the ‘‘U.S.-China Relations Act of
2000’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this division is as follows:

TITLE II—GENERAL PROVISIONS
Sec. 201. Short title; table of contents.
Sec. 202. Findings.
Sec. 203. Policy.
Sec. 204. Definitions.
TITLE III—CONGRESSIONAL-EXECUTIVE

COMMISSION ON THE PEOPLE’S REPUB-
LIC OF CHINA

Sec. 301. Establishment of Congressional-Ex-
ecutive Commission on the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China.

Sec. 302. Functions of the Commission.
Sec. 303. Membership of the Commission.
Sec. 304. Votes of the Commission.
Sec. 305. Expenditure of appropriations.
Sec. 306. Testimony of witnesses, production

of evidence; issuance of sub-
poenas; administration of
oaths.

Sec. 307. Appropriations for the Commission.
Sec. 308. Staff of the Commission.
Sec. 309. Printing and binding costs.
TITLE IV—MONITORING AND ENFORCE-

MENT OF THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF
CHINA’S WTO COMMITMENTS
Subtitle A—Review of Membership of the

People’s Republic of China in the WTO
Sec. 401. Review within the WTO.

Subtitle B—Authorization To Promote
Compliance With Trade Agreements

Sec. 411. Findings.
Sec. 412. Purpose.
Sec. 413. Authorization of appropriations.
Subtitle C—Report on Compliance by the

People’s Republic of China With WTO Obli-
gations

Sec. 421. Report on compliance.
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TITLE V—TRADE AND RULE OF LAW

ISSUES IN THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF
CHINA

Subtitle A—Task Force on Prohibition of
Importation of Products of Forced or Pris-
on Labor From the People’s Republic of
China

Sec. 501. Establishment of Task Force.
Sec. 502. Functions of Task Force.
Sec. 503. Composition of Task Force.
Sec. 504. Authorization of appropriations.
Sec. 505. Reports to Congress.

Subtitle B—Assistance To Develop
Commercial and Labor Rule of Law

Sec. 511. Establishment of technical assist-
ance and rule of law programs.

Sec. 512. Administrative authorities.
Sec. 513. Prohibition relating to human

rights abuses.
Sec. 514. Authorization of appropriations.

TITLE VI—ACCESSION OF TAIWAN TO
THE WTO

Sec. 601. Accession of Taiwan to the WTO.

TITLE VII—RELATED ISSUES

Sec. 701. Authorizations of appropriations
for broadcasting capital im-
provements and international
broadcasting operations.

SEC. 202. FINDINGS.
The Congress finds the following:
(1) In 1980, the United States opened trade

relations with the People’s Republic of China
by entering into a bilateral trade agreement,
which was approved by joint resolution en-
acted pursuant to section 405(c) of the Trade
Act of 1974.

(2) Since 1980, the President has consist-
ently extended nondiscriminatory treatment
to products of the People’s Republic of
China, pursuant to his authority under sec-
tion 404 of the Trade Act of 1974.

(3) Since 1980, the United States has en-
tered into several additional trade-related
agreements with the People’s Republic of
China, including a memorandum of under-
standing on market access in 1992, 2 agree-
ments on intellectual property rights protec-
tion in 1992 and 1995, and an agreement on
agricultural cooperation in 1999.

(4) Trade in goods between the People’s Re-
public of China and the United States to-
taled almost $95,000,000,000 in 1999, compared
with approximately $18,000,000,000 in 1989,
representing growth of approximately 428
percent over 10 years.

(5) The United States merchandise trade
deficit with the People’s Republic of China
has grown from approximately $6,000,000,000
in 1989 to over $68,000,000,000 in 1999, a growth
of over 1,000 percent.

(6) The People’s Republic of China cur-
rently restricts imports through relatively
high tariffs and nontariff barriers, including
import licensing, technology transfer, and
local content requirements.

(7) United States businesses attempting to
sell goods to markets in the People’s Repub-
lic of China have complained of uneven ap-
plication of tariffs, customs procedures, and
other laws, rules, and administrative meas-
ures affecting their ability to sell their prod-
ucts in the Chinese market.

(8) On November 15, 1999, the United States
and the People’s Republic of China concluded
a bilateral agreement concerning terms of
the People’s Republic of China’s eventual ac-
cession to the World Trade Organization.

(9) The commitments that the People’s Re-
public of China made in its November 15,
1999, agreement with the United States
promise to eliminate or greatly reduce the
principal barriers to trade with and invest-
ment in the People’s Republic of China, if
those commitments are effectively complied
with and enforced.

(10) The record of the People’s Republic of
China in implementing trade-related com-
mitments has been mixed. While the People’s
Republic of China has generally met the re-
quirements of the 1992 market access memo-
randum of understanding and the 1992 and
1995 agreements on intellectual property
rights protection, other measures remain in
place or have been put into place which tend
to diminish the benefit to United States
businesses, farmers, and workers from the
People’s Republic of China’s implementation
of those earlier commitments. Notably, ad-
ministration of tariff-rate quotas and other
trade-related laws remains opaque, new local
content requirements have proliferated, re-
strictions on importation of animal and
plant products are not always supported by
sound science, and licensing requirements
for importation and distribution of goods re-
main common. Finally, the Government of
the People’s Republic of China has failed to
cooperate with the United States Customs
Service in implementing a 1992 memorandum
of understanding prohibiting trade in prod-
ucts made by prison labor.

(11) The human rights record of the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China is a matter of very
serious concern to the Congress. The Con-
gress notes that the Department of State’s
1999 Country Reports on Human Rights Prac-
tices for the People’s Republic of China finds
that ‘‘[t]he Government’s poor human rights
record deteriorated markedly throughout
the year, as the Government intensified ef-
forts to suppress dissent, particularly orga-
nized dissent.’’.

(12) The Congress deplores violations by
the Government of the People’s Republic of
China of human rights, religious freedoms,
and worker rights that are referred to in the
Department of State’s 1999 Country Reports
on Human Rights Practices for the People’s
Republic of China, including the banning of
the Falun Gong spiritual movement, denial
in many cases, particularly politically sen-
sitive ones, of effective representation by
counsel and public trials, extrajudicial
killings and torture, forced abortion and
sterilization, restriction of access to Tibet
and Xinjiang, perpetuation of ‘‘reeducation
through labor’’, denial of the right of work-
ers to organize labor unions or bargain col-
lectively with their employers, and failure to
implement a 1992 memorandum of under-
standing prohibiting trade in products made
by prison labor.
SEC. 203. POLICY.

It is the policy of the United States—
(1) to develop trade relations that broaden

the benefits of trade, and lead to a leveling
up, rather than a leveling down, of labor, en-
vironmental, commercial rule of law, market
access, anticorruption, and other standards
across national borders;

(2) to pursue effective enforcement of
trade-related and other international com-
mitments by foreign governments through
enforcement mechanisms of international
organizations and through the application of
United States law as appropriate;

(3) to encourage foreign governments to
conduct both commercial and noncommer-
cial affairs according to the rule of law de-
veloped through democratic processes;

(4) to encourage the Government of the
People’s Republic of China to afford its
workers internationally recognized worker
rights;

(5) to encourage the Government of the
People’s Republic of China to protect the
human rights of people within the territory
of the People’s Republic of China, and to
take steps toward protecting such rights, in-
cluding, but not limited to—

(A) ratifying the International Covenant
on Civil and Political Rights;

(B) protecting the right to liberty of move-
ment and freedom to choose a residence
within the People’s Republic of China and
the right to leave from and return to the
People’s Republic of China; and

(C) affording a criminal defendant—
(i) the right to be tried in his or her pres-

ence, and to defend himself or herself in per-
son or through legal assistance of his or her
own choosing;

(ii) the right to be informed, if he or she
does not have legal assistance, of the right
set forth in clause (i);

(iii) the right to have legal assistance as-
signed to him or her in any case in which the
interests of justice so require and without
payment by him or her in any such case if he
or she does not have sufficient means to pay
for it;

(iv) the right to a fair and public hearing
by a competent, independent, and impartial
tribunal established by the law;

(v) the right to be presumed innocent until
proved guilty according to law; and

(vi) the right to be tried without undue
delay; and

(6) to highlight in the United Nations
Human Rights Commission and in other ap-
propriate fora violations of human rights by
foreign governments and to seek the support
of other governments in urging improve-
ments in human rights practices.

SEC. 204. DEFINITIONS.

In this division:
(1) DISPUTE SETTLEMENT UNDERSTANDING.—

The term ‘‘Dispute Settlement Under-
standing’’ means the Understanding on Rules
and Procedures Governing the Settlement of
Disputes referred to in section 101(d)(16) of
the Uruguay Round Agreements Act (19
U.S.C. 3511(16)).

(2) GOVERNMENT OF THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC
OF CHINA.—The term ‘‘Government of the
People’s Republic of China’’ means the cen-
tral Government of the People’s Republic of
China and any other governmental entity,
including any provincial, prefectural, or
local entity and any enterprise that is con-
trolled by the central Government or any
such governmental entity or as to which the
central Government or any such govern-
mental entity is entitled to receive a major-
ity of the profits.

(3) INTERNATIONALLY RECOGNIZED WORKER
RIGHTS.—The term ‘‘internationally recog-
nized worker rights’’ has the meaning given
that term in section 507(4) of the Trade Act
of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2467(4)) and includes the
right to the elimination of the ‘‘worst forms
of child labor’’, as defined in section 507(6) of
the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2467(6)).

(4) TRADE REPRESENTATIVE.—The term
‘‘Trade Representative’’ means the United
States Trade Representative.

(5) WTO; WORLD TRADE ORGANIZATION.—The
terms ‘‘WTO’’ and ‘‘World Trade Organiza-
tion’’ mean the organization established pur-
suant to the WTO Agreement.

(6) WTO AGREEMENT.—The term ‘‘WTO
Agreement’’ means the Agreement Estab-
lishing the World Trade Organization en-
tered into on April 15, 1994.

(7) WTO MEMBER.—The term ‘‘WTO mem-
ber’’ has the meaning given that term in sec-
tion 2(10) of the Uruguay Round Agreements
Act (19 U.S.C. 3501(10)).

TITLE III—CONGRESSIONAL-EXECUTIVE
COMMISSION ON THE PEOPLE’S REPUB-
LIC OF CHINA

SEC. 301. ESTABLISHMENT OF CONGRESSIONAL-
EXECUTIVE COMMISSION ON THE
PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA.

There is established a Congressional-Exec-
utive Commission on the People’s Republic
of China (in this title referred to as the
‘‘Commission’’).
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SEC. 302. FUNCTIONS OF THE COMMISSION.

(a) MONITORING COMPLIANCE WITH HUMAN
RIGHTS.—The Commission shall monitor the
acts of the People’s Republic of China which
reflect compliance with or violation of
human rights, in particular, those contained
in the International Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights and in the Universal Dec-
laration of Human Rights, including, but not
limited to, effectively affording—

(1) the right to engage in free expression
without fear of any prior restraints;

(2) the right to peaceful assembly without
restrictions, in accordance with inter-
national law;

(3) religious freedom, including the right
to worship free of involvement of and inter-
ference by the government;

(4) the right to liberty of movement and
freedom to choose a residence within the
People’s Republic of China and the right to
leave from and return to the People’s Repub-
lic of China;

(5) the right of a criminal defendant—
(A) to be tried in his or her presence, and

to defend himself or herself in person or
through legal assistance of his or her own
choosing;

(B) to be informed, if he or she does not
have legal assistance, of the right set forth
in subparagraph (A);

(C) to have legal assistance assigned to
him or her in any case in which the interests
of justice so require and without payment by
him or her in any such case if he or she does
not have sufficient means to pay for it;

(D) to a fair and public hearing by a com-
petent, independent, and impartial tribunal
established by the law;

(E) to be presumed innocent until proved
guilty according to law; and

(F) to be tried without undue delay;
(6) the right to be free from torture and

other forms of cruel or unusual punishment;
(7) protection of internationally recognized

worker rights;
(8) freedom from incarceration as punish-

ment for political opposition to the govern-
ment;

(9) freedom from incarceration as punish-
ment for exercising or advocating human
rights (including those described in this sec-
tion);

(10) freedom from arbitrary arrest, deten-
tion, or exile;

(11) the right to fair and public hearings by
an independent tribunal for the determina-
tion of a citizen’s rights and obligations; and

(12) free choice of employment.
(b) VICTIMS LISTS.—The Commission shall

compile and maintain lists of persons be-
lieved to be imprisoned, detained, or placed
under house arrest, tortured, or otherwise
persecuted by the Government of the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China due to their pursuit
of the rights described in subsection (a). In
compiling such lists, the Commission shall
exercise appropriate discretion, including
concerns regarding the safety and security
of, and benefit to, the persons who may be
included on the lists and their families.

(c) MONITORING DEVELOPMENT OF RULE OF
LAW.—The Commission shall monitor the de-
velopment of the rule of law in the People’s
Republic of China, including, but not limited
to—

(1) progress toward the development of in-
stitutions of democratic governance;

(2) processes by which statutes, regula-
tions, rules, and other legal acts of the Gov-
ernment of the People’s Republic of China
are developed and become binding within the
People’s Republic of China;

(3) the extent to which statutes, regula-
tions, rules, administrative and judicial deci-
sions, and other legal acts of the Govern-
ment of the People’s Republic of China are

published and are made accessible to the
public;

(4) the extent to which administrative and
judicial decisions are supported by state-
ments of reasons that are based upon written
statutes, regulations, rules and other legal
acts of the Government of the People’s Re-
public of China;

(5) the extent to which individuals are
treated equally under the laws of the of the
People’s Republic of China without regard to
citizenship;

(6) the extent to which administrative and
judicial decisions are independent of polit-
ical pressure or governmental interference
and are reviewed by entities of appellate ju-
risdiction; and

(7) the extent to which laws in the People’s
Republic of China are written and adminis-
tered in ways that are consistent with inter-
national human rights standards, including
the requirements of the International Cov-
enant on Civil and Political Rights.

(d) BILATERAL COOPERATION.—The Commis-
sion shall monitor and encourage the devel-
opment of programs and activities of the
United States Government and private orga-
nizations with a view toward increasing the
interchange of people and ideas between the
United States and the People’s Republic of
China and expanding cooperation in areas
that include, but are not limited to—

(1) increasing enforcement of human rights
described in subsection (a); and

(2) developing the rule of law in the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China.

(e) CONTACTS WITH NONGOVERNMENTAL OR-
GANIZATIONS.—In performing the functions
described in subsections (a) through (d), the
Commission shall, as appropriate, seek out
and maintain contacts with nongovern-
mental organizations, including receiving re-
ports and updates from such organizations
and evaluating such reports.

(f) COOPERATION WITH SPECIAL COORDI-
NATOR.—In performing the functions de-
scribed in subsections (a) through (d), the
Commission shall cooperate with the Special
Coordinator for Tibetan Issues in the Depart-
ment of State.

(g) ANNUAL REPORTS.—The Commission
shall issue a report to the President and the
Congress not later than 12 months after the
date of the enactment of this Act, and not
later than the end of each 12-month period
thereafter, setting forth the findings of the
Commission during the preceding 12-month
period, in carrying out subsections (a)
through (c). The Commission’s report may
contain recommendations for legislative or
executive action.

(h) SPECIFIC INFORMATION IN ANNUAL RE-
PORTS.—The Commission’s report under sub-
section (g) shall include specific information
as to the nature and implementation of laws
or policies concerning the rights set forth in
paragraphs (1) through (12) of subsection (a),
and as to restrictions applied to or discrimi-
nation against persons exercising any of the
rights set forth in such paragraphs.

(i) CONGRESSIONAL HEARINGS ON ANNUAL
REPORTS.—(1) The Committee on Inter-
national Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives shall, not later than 30 days
after the receipt by the Congress of the re-
port referred to in subsection (g), hold hear-
ings on the contents of the report, including
any recommendations contained therein, for
the purpose of receiving testimony from
Members of Congress, and such appropriate
representatives of Federal departments and
agencies, and interested persons and groups,
as the committee deems advisable, with a
view to reporting to the House of Represent-
atives any appropriate legislation in further-
ance of such recommendations. If any such
legislation is considered by the Committee
on International Relations within 45 days

after receipt by the Congress of the report
referred to in subsection (g), it shall be re-
ported by the committee not later than 60
days after receipt by the Congress of such re-
port.

(2) The provisions of paragraph (1) are en-
acted by the Congress—

(A) as an exercise of the rulemaking power
of the House of Representatives, and as such
are deemed a part of the rules of the House,
and they supersede other rules only to the
extent that they are inconsistent therewith;
and

(B) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of the House to change the rules
(so far as relating to the procedure of the
House) at any time, in the same manner and
to the same extent as in the case of any
other rule of the House.

(j) SUPPLEMENTAL REPORTS.—The Commis-
sion may submit to the President and the
Congress reports that supplement the re-
ports described in subsection (g), as appro-
priate, in carrying out subsections (a)
through (c).
SEC. 303. MEMBERSHIP OF THE COMMISSION.

(a) SELECTION AND APPOINTMENT OF MEM-
BERS.—The Commission shall be composed of
23 members as follows:

(1) Nine Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives appointed by the Speaker of the
House of Representatives. Five members
shall be selected from the majority party
and four members shall be selected, after
consultation with the minority leader of the
House, from the minority party.

(2) Nine Members of the Senate appointed
by the President of the Senate. Five mem-
bers shall be selected, after consultation
with the majority leader of the Senate, from
the majority party, and four members shall
be selected, after consultation with the mi-
nority leader of the Senate, from the minor-
ity party.

(3) One representative of the Department
of State, appointed by the President of the
United States from among officers and em-
ployees of that Department.

(4) One representative of the Department
of Commerce, appointed by the President of
the United States from among officers and
employees of that Department.

(5) One representative of the Department
of Labor, appointed by the President of the
United States from among officers and em-
ployees of that Department.

(6) Two at-large representatives, appointed
by the President of the United States, from
among the officers and employees of the ex-
ecutive branch.

(b) CHAIRMAN AND COCHAIRMAN.—
(1) DESIGNATION OF CHAIRMAN.—At the be-

ginning of each odd-numbered Congress, the
President of the Senate, on the recommenda-
tion of the majority leader, shall designate
one of the members of the Commission from
the Senate as Chairman of the Commission.
At the beginning of each even-numbered
Congress, the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives shall designate one of the mem-
bers of the Commission from the House as
Chairman of the Commission.

(2) DESIGNATION OF COCHAIRMAN.—At the
beginning of each odd-numbered Congress,
the Speaker of the House of Representatives
shall designate one of the members of the
Commission from the House as Cochairman
of the Commission. At the beginning of each
even-numbered Congress, the President of
the Senate, on the recommendation of the
majority leader, shall designate one of the
members of the Commission from the Senate
as Cochairman of the Commission.
SEC. 304. VOTES OF THE COMMISSION.

Decisions of the Commission, including
adoption of reports and recommendations to
the executive branch or to the Congress,
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shall be made by a majority vote of the
members of the Commission present and vot-
ing. Two-thirds of the Members of the Com-
mission shall constitute a quorum for pur-
poses of conducting business.
SEC. 305. EXPENDITURE OF APPROPRIATIONS.

For each fiscal year for which an appro-
priation is made to the Commission, the
Commission shall issue a report to the Con-
gress on its expenditures under that appro-
priation.
SEC. 306. TESTIMONY OF WITNESSES, PRODUC-

TION OF EVIDENCE; ISSUANCE OF
SUBPOENAS; ADMINISTRATION OF
OATHS.

In carrying out this title, the Commission
may require, by subpoena or otherwise, the
attendance and testimony of such witnesses
and the production of such books, records,
correspondence, memoranda, papers, docu-
ments, and electronically recorded data as it
considers necessary. Subpoenas may be
issued only pursuant to a two-thirds vote of
members of the Commission present and vot-
ing. Subpoenas may be issued over the signa-
ture of the Chairman of the Commission or
any member designated by the Chairman,
and may be served by any person designated
by the Chairman or such member. The Chair-
man of the Commission, or any member des-
ignated by the Chairman, may administer
oaths to any witness.
SEC. 307. APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE COMMIS-

SION.
(a) AUTHORIZATION; DISBURSEMENTS.—
(1) AUTHORIZATION.—There are authorized

to be appropriated to the Commission for fis-
cal year 2001, and each fiscal year thereafter,
such sums as may be necessary to enable it
to carry out its functions. Appropriations to
the Commission are authorized to remain
available until expended.

(2) DISBURSEMENTS.—Appropriations to the
Commission shall be disbursed on vouchers
approved—

(A) jointly by the Chairman and the Co-
chairman; or

(B) by a majority of the members of the
personnel and administration committee es-
tablished pursuant to section 308.

(b) FOREIGN TRAVEL FOR OFFICIAL PUR-
POSES.—Foreign travel for official purposes
by members and staff of the Commission
may be authorized by either the Chairman or
the Cochairman.
SEC. 308. STAFF OF THE COMMISSION.

(a) PERSONNEL AND ADMINISTRATION COM-
MITTEE.—The Commission shall have a per-
sonnel and administration committee com-
posed of the Chairman, the Cochairman, the
senior member of the Commission from the
minority party of the House of Representa-
tives, and the senior member of the Commis-
sion from the minority party of the Senate.

(b) COMMITTEE FUNCTIONS.—All decisions
pertaining to the hiring, firing, and fixing of
pay of personnel of the Commission shall be
by a majority vote of the personnel and ad-
ministration committee, except that—

(1) the Chairman shall be entitled to ap-
point and fix the pay of the staff director,
and the Cochairman shall be entitled to ap-
point and fix the pay of the Cochairman’s
senior staff member; and

(2) the Chairman and Cochairman shall
each have the authority to appoint, with the
approval of the personnel and administration
committee, at least 4 professional staff mem-
bers who shall be responsible to the Chair-
man or the Cochairman (as the case may be)
who appointed them.
Subject to subsection (d), the personnel and
administration committee may appoint and
fix the pay of such other personnel as it con-
siders desirable.

(c) STAFF APPOINTMENTS.—All staff ap-
pointments shall be made without regard to

the provisions of title 5, United States Code,
governing appointments in the competitive
service, and without regard to the provisions
of chapter 51 and subchapter III of chapter 53
of such title relating to classification and
general schedule pay rates.

(d) QUALIFICATIONS OF PROFESSIONAL
STAFF.—The personnel and administration
committee shall ensure that the professional
staff of the Commission consists of persons
with expertise in areas including human
rights, internationally recognized worker
rights, international economics, law (includ-
ing international law), rule of law and other
foreign assistance programming, Chinese
politics, economy and culture, and the Chi-
nese language.

(e) COMMISSION EMPLOYEES AS CONGRES-
SIONAL EMPLOYEES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of pay and
other employment benefits, rights, and privi-
leges, and for all other purposes, any em-
ployee of the Commission shall be considered
to be a congressional employee as defined in
section 2107 of title 5, United States Code.

(2) COMPETITIVE STATUS.—For purposes of
section 3304(c)(1) of title 5, United States
Code, employees of the Commission shall be
considered as if they are in positions in
which they are paid by the Secretary of the
Senate or the Clerk of the House of Rep-
resentatives.
SEC. 309. PRINTING AND BINDING COSTS.

For purposes of costs relating to printing
and binding, including the costs of personnel
detailed from the Government Printing Of-
fice, the Commission shall be deemed to be a
committee of the Congress.

TITLE IV—MONITORING AND ENFORCE-
MENT OF THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF
CHINA’S WTO COMMITMENTS
Subtitle A—Review of Membership of the

People’s Republic of China in the WTO
SEC. 401. REVIEW WITHIN THE WTO.

It shall be the objective of the United
States to obtain as part of the Protocol of
Accession of the People’s Republic of China
to the WTO, an annual review within the
WTO of the compliance by the People’s Re-
public of China with its terms of accession to
the WTO.

Subtitle B—Authorization To Promote
Compliance With Trade Agreements

SEC. 411. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds as follows:
(1) The opening of world markets through

the elimination of tariff and nontariff bar-
riers has contributed to a 56-percent increase
in exports of United States goods and serv-
ices since 1992.

(2) Such export expansion, along with an
increase in trade generally, has helped fuel
the longest economic expansion in United
States history.

(3) The United States Government must
continue to be vigilant in monitoring and en-
forcing the compliance by our trading part-
ners with trade agreements in order for
United States businesses, workers, and farm-
ers to continue to benefit from the opportu-
nities created by market-opening trade
agreements.

(4) The People’s Republic of China, as part
of its accession to the World Trade Organiza-
tion, has committed to eliminating signifi-
cant trade barriers in the agricultural, serv-
ices, and manufacturing sectors that, if real-
ized, would provide considerable opportuni-
ties for United States farmers, businesses,
and workers.

(5) For these opportunities to be fully real-
ized, the United States Government must ef-
fectively monitor and enforce its rights
under the agreements on the accession of the
People’s Republic of China to the WTO.

SEC. 412. PURPOSE.
The purpose of this subtitle is to authorize

additional resources for the agencies and de-
partments engaged in monitoring and en-
forcement of United States trade agreements
and trade laws with respect to the People’s
Republic of China.
SEC. 413. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE.—There is
authorized to be appropriated to the Depart-
ment of Commerce, in addition to amounts
otherwise available for such purposes, such
sums as may be necessary for fiscal year
2001, and each fiscal year thereafter, for addi-
tional staff for—

(1) monitoring compliance by the People’s
Republic of China with its commitments
under the WTO, assisting United States ne-
gotiators with ongoing negotiations in the
WTO, and defending United States anti-
dumping and countervailing duty measures
with respect to products of the People’s Re-
public of China;

(2) enforcement of United States trade laws
with respect to products of the People’s Re-
public of China; and

(3) a Trade Law Technical Assistance Cen-
ter to assist small- and medium-sized busi-
nesses, workers, and unions in evaluating po-
tential remedies available under the trade
laws of the United States with respect to
trade involving the People’s Republic of
China.

(b) OVERSEAS COMPLIANCE PROGRAM.—
(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION.—

There are authorized to be appropriated to
the Department of Commerce and the De-
partment of State, in addition to amounts
otherwise available, such sums as may be
necessary for fiscal year 2001, and each fiscal
year thereafter, to provide staff for moni-
toring in the People’s Republic of China that
country’s compliance with its international
trade obligations and to support the enforce-
ment of the trade laws of the United States,
as part of an Overseas Compliance Program
which monitors abroad compliance with
international trade obligations and supports
the enforcement of United States trade laws.

(2) REPORTING.—The annual report on com-
pliance by the People’s Republic of China
submitted to the Congress under section 421
of this Act shall include the findings of the
Overseas Compliance Program with respect
to the People’s Republic of China.

(c) USTR.—There are authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Office of the United States
Trade Representative, in addition to
amounts otherwise available for such pur-
poses, such sums as may be necessary for fis-
cal year 2001, and each fiscal year thereafter,
for additional staff in—

(1) the Office of the General Counsel, the
Monitoring and Enforcement Unit, and the
Office of the Deputy United States Trade
Representative in Geneva, Switzerland, to
investigate, prosecute, and defend cases be-
fore the WTO, and to administer United
States trade laws, including title III of the
Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2411, et seq.) and
other trade laws relating to intellectual
property, government procurement, and tele-
communications, with respect to the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China;

(2) the Office of Economic Affairs, to ana-
lyze the impact on the economy of the
United States, including United States ex-
ports, of acts of the Government of the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China affecting access to
markets in the People’s Republic of China
and to support the Office of the General
Counsel in presenting cases to the WTO in-
volving the People’s Republic of China;

(3) the geographic office for the People’s
Republic of China; and

(4) offices relating to the WTO and to dif-
ferent sectors of the economy, including ag-
riculture, industry, services, and intellectual
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property rights protection, to monitor and
enforce the trade agreement obligations of
the People’s Republic of China in those sec-
tors.

(d) DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE.—There
are authorized to be appropriated to the De-
partment of Agriculture, in addition to
amounts otherwise available for such pur-
poses, such sums as may be necessary for fis-
cal year 2001, and each fiscal year thereafter,
for additional staff to increase legal and
technical expertise in areas covered by trade
agreements and United States trade law, in-
cluding food safety and biotechnology, for
purposes of monitoring compliance by the
People’s Republic of China with its trade
agreement obligations.
Subtitle C—Report on Compliance by the

People’s Republic of China With WTO Obli-
gations

SEC. 421. REPORT ON COMPLIANCE.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year

after the entry into force of the Protocol of
Accession of the People’s Republic of China
to the WTO, and annually thereafter, the
Trade Representative shall submit a report
to Congress on compliance by the People’s
Republic of China with commitments made
in connection with its accession to the World
Trade Organization, including both multilat-
eral commitments and any bilateral commit-
ments made to the United States.

(b) PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.—In preparing
the report described in subsection (a), the
Trade Representative shall seek public par-
ticipation by publishing a notice in the Fed-
eral Register and holding a public hearing.
TITLE V—TRADE AND RULE OF LAW

ISSUES IN THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF
CHINA

Subtitle A—Task Force on Prohibition of Im-
portation of Products of Forced or Prison
Labor From the People’s Republic of China

SEC. 501. ESTABLISHMENT OF TASK FORCE.
There is hereby established a task force on

prohibition of importation of products of
forced or prison labor from the People’s Re-
public of China (hereafter in this subtitle re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Task Force’’).
SEC. 502. FUNCTIONS OF TASK FORCE.

The Task Force shall monitor and promote
effective enforcement of and compliance
with section 307 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19
U.S.C. 1307) by performing the following
functions:

(1) Coordinate closely with the United
States Customs Service to promote max-
imum effectiveness in the enforcement by
the Customs Service of section 307 of the
Tariff Act of 1930 with respect to the prod-
ucts of the People’s Republic of China. In
order to assure such coordination, the Cus-
toms Service shall keep the Task Force in-
formed, on a regular basis, of the progress of
its investigations of allegations that goods
are being entered into the United States, or
that such entry is being attempted, in viola-
tion of the prohibition in section 307 of the
Tariff Act of 1930 on entry into the United
States of goods mined, produced, or manu-
factured wholly or in part in the People’s Re-
public of China by convict labor, forced
labor, or indentured labor under penal sanc-
tions. Such investigations may include visits
to foreign sites where goods allegedly are
being mined, produced, or manufactured in a
manner that would lead to prohibition of
their importation into the United States
under section 307 of the Tariff Act of 1930.

(2) Make recommendations to the Customs
Service on seeking new agreements with the
People’s Republic of China to allow Customs
Service officials to visit sites where goods
may be mined, produced, or manufactured by
convict labor, forced labor, or indentured
labor under penal sanctions.

(3) Work with the Customs Service to as-
sist the People’s Republic of China and other
foreign governments in monitoring the sale
of goods mined, produced, or manufactured
by convict labor, forced labor, or indentured
labor under penal sanctions to ensure that
such goods are not exported to the United
States.

(4) Coordinate closely with the Customs
Service to promote maximum effectiveness
in the enforcement by the Customs Service
of section 307 of the Tariff Act of 1930 with
respect to the products of the People’s Re-
public of China. In order to assure such co-
ordination, the Customs Service shall keep
the Task Force informed, on a regular basis,
of the progress of its monitoring of ports of
the United States to ensure that goods
mined, produced, or manufactured wholly or
in part in the People’s Republic of China by
convict labor, forced labor, or indentured
labor under penal sanctions are not imported
into the United States.

(5) Advise the Customs Service in per-
forming such other functions, consistent
with existing authority, to ensure the effec-
tive enforcement of section 307 of the Tariff
Act of 1930.

(6) Provide to the Customs Service all in-
formation obtained by the departments rep-
resented on the Task Force relating to the
use of convict labor, forced labor, or/and in-
dentured labor under penal sanctions in the
mining, production, or manufacture of goods
which may be imported into the United
States.
SEC. 503. COMPOSITION OF TASK FORCE.

The Secretary of the Treasury, the Sec-
retary of Commerce, the Secretary of Labor,
the Secretary of State, the Commissioner of
Customs, and the heads of other executive
branch agencies, as appropriate, acting
through their respective designees at or
above the level of Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary, or in the case of the Customs Service,
at or above the level of Assistant Commis-
sioner, shall compose the Task Force. The
designee of the Secretary of the Treasury
shall chair the Task Force.
SEC. 504. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated for
fiscal year 2001, and each fiscal year there-
after, such sums as may be necessary for the
Task Force to carry out the functions de-
scribed in section 502.
SEC. 505. REPORTS TO CONGRESS.

(a) FREQUENCY OF REPORTS.—Not later
than the date that is one year after the date
of the enactment of this Act, and not later
than the end of each 1-year period thereafter,
the Task Force shall submit to the Congress
a report on the work of the Task Force dur-
ing the preceding 1-year period.

(b) CONTENTS OF REPORTS.—Each report
under subsection (a) shall set forth, at a
minimum—

(1) the number of allegations of violations
of section 307 of the Tariff Act of 1930 with
respect to products of the Peoples’ Republic
of China that were investigated during the
preceding 1-year period;

(2) the number of actual violations of sec-
tion 307 of the Tariff Act of 1930 with respect
to the products of the People’s Republic of
China that were discovered during the pre-
ceding 1-year period;

(3) in the case of each attempted entry of
products of the People’s Republic of China in
violation of such section 307 discovered dur-
ing the preceding 1-year period—

(A) the identity of the exporter of the
goods;

(B) the identity of the person or persons
who attempted to sell the goods for export;
and

(C) the identity of all parties involved in
transshipment of the goods; and

(4) such other information as the Task
Force considers useful in monitoring and en-
forcing compliance with section 307 of the
Tariff Act of 1930.

Subtitle B—Assistance To Develop
Commercial and Labor Rule of Law

SEC. 511. ESTABLISHMENT OF TECHNICAL AS-
SISTANCE AND RULE OF LAW PRO-
GRAMS.

(a) COMMERCE RULE OF LAW PROGRAM.—The
Secretary of Commerce, in consultation with
the Secretary of State, is authorized to es-
tablish a program to conduct rule of law
training and technical assistance related to
commercial activities in the People’s Repub-
lic of China.

(b) LABOR RULE OF LAW PROGRAM.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Labor, in

consultation with the Secretary of State, is
authorized to establish a program to conduct
rule of law training and technical assistance
related to the protection of internationally
recognized worker rights in the People’s Re-
public of China.

(2) USE OF AMOUNTS.—In carrying out para-
graph (1), the Secretary of Labor shall focus
on activities including, but not limited to—

(A) developing, laws, regulations, and
other measures to implement internation-
ally recognized worker rights;

(B) establishing national mechanisms for
the enforcement of national labor laws and
regulations;

(C) training government officials con-
cerned with implementation and enforce-
ment of national labor laws and regulations;
and

(D) developing an educational infrastruc-
ture to educate workers about their legal
rights and protections under national labor
laws and regulations.

(3) LIMITATION.—The Secretary of Labor
may not provide assistance under the pro-
gram established under this subsection to
the All-China Federation of Trade Unions.

(c) LEGAL SYSTEM AND CIVIL SOCIETY RULE
OF LAW PROGRAM.—The Secretary of State is
authorized to establish a program to conduct
rule of law training and technical assistance
related to development of the legal system
and civil society generally in the People’s
Republic of China.

(d) CONDUCT OF PROGRAMS.—The programs
authorized by this section may be used to
conduct activities such as seminars and
workshops, drafting of commercial and labor
codes, legal training, publications, financing
the operating costs for nongovernmental or-
ganizations working in this area, and fund-
ing the travel of individuals to the United
States and to the People’s Republic of China
to provide and receive training.

SEC. 512. ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORITIES.

In carrying out the programs authorized
by section 511, the Secretary of Commerce
and the Secretary of Labor (in consultation
with the Secretary of State) may utilize any
of the authorities contained in the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 and the Foreign Serv-
ice Act of 1980.

SEC. 513. PROHIBITION RELATING TO HUMAN
RIGHTS ABUSES.

Amounts made available to carry out this
subtitle may not be provided to a component
of a ministry or other administrative unit of
the national, provincial, or other local gov-
ernments of the People’s Republic of China,
to a nongovernmental organization, or to an
official of such governments or organiza-
tions, if the President has credible evidence
that such component, administrative unit,
organization or official has been materially
responsible for the commission of human
rights violations.
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SEC. 514. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) COMMERCIAL LAW PROGRAM.—There are
authorized to be appropriated to the Sec-
retary of Commerce to carry out the pro-
gram described in section 511(a) such sums as
may be necessary for fiscal year 2001, and
each fiscal year thereafter.

(b) LABOR LAW PROGRAM.—There are au-
thorized to be appropriated to the Secretary
of Labor to carry out the program described
in section 511(b) such sums as may be nec-
essary for fiscal year 2001, and each fiscal
year thereafter.

(c) LEGAL SYSTEM AND CIVIL SOCIETY RULE
OF LAW PROGRAM.—There are authorized to
be appropriated to the Secretary of State to
carry out the program described in section
511(c) such sums as may be necessary for fis-
cal year 2001, and each fiscal year thereafter.

(d) CONSTRUCTION WITH OTHER LAWS.—Ex-
cept as provided in this division, funds may
be made available to carry out the purposes
of this subtitle notwithstanding any other
provision of law.
TITLE VI—ACCESSION OF TAIWAN TO THE

WTO
SEC. 601. ACCESSION OF TAIWAN TO THE WTO.

It is the sense of Congress that—
(1) immediately upon approval by the Gen-

eral Council of the WTO of the terms and
conditions of the accession of the People’s
Republic of China to the WTO, the United
States representative to the WTO should re-
quest that the General Council of the WTO
consider Taiwan’s accession to the WTO as
the next order of business of the Council dur-
ing the same session; and

(2) the United States should be prepared to
aggressively counter any effort by any WTO
member, upon the approval of the General
Council of the WTO of the terms and condi-
tions of the accession of the People’s Repub-
lic of China to the WTO, to block the acces-
sion of Taiwan to the WTO.

TITLE VII—RELATED ISSUES
SEC. 701. AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS

FOR BROADCASTING CAPITAL IM-
PROVEMENTS AND INTERNATIONAL
BROADCASTING OPERATIONS.

(a) BROADCASTING CAPITAL IMPROVE-
MENTS.—In addition to such sums as may
otherwise be authorized to be appropriated,
there are authorized to be appropriated for
‘‘Department of State and Related Agency,
Related Agency, Broadcasting Board of Gov-
ernors, Broadcasting Capital Improvements’’
$65,000,000 for the fiscal year 2001.

(b) INTERNATIONAL BROADCASTING OPER-
ATIONS.—

(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—In
addition to such sums as are otherwise au-
thorized to be appropriated, there are au-
thorized to be appropriated $34,000,000 for
each of the fiscal years 2001 and 2002 for ‘‘De-
partment of State and Related Agency, Re-
lated Agency, Broadcasting Board of Gov-
ernors, International Broadcasting Oper-
ations’’ for the purposes under paragraph (2).

(2) USES OF FUNDS.—In addition to other
authorized purposes, funds appropriated pur-
suant to paragraph (1) shall be used for the
following:

(A) To increase personnel for the program
development office to enhance marketing
programming in the People’s Republic of
China and neighboring countries.

(B) To enable Radio Free Asia’s expansion
of news research, production, call-in show
capability, and web site/Internet enhance-
ment for the People’s Republic of China and
neighboring countries.

(C) VOA enhancements, including the
opening of new news bureaus in Taipei and
Shanghai, enhancement of TV Mandarin, and
an increase of stringer presence abroad.

Amend the title so as to read: ‘‘A bill to
authorize extension of nondiscriminatory

treatment (normal trade relations treat-
ment) to the People’s Republic of China, and
to establish a framework for relations be-
tween the United States and the People’s Re-
public of China.’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER), the
gentleman from New York (Mr. RAN-
GEL), the gentleman from California
(Mr. STARK), and the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROHRABACHER) each will
control 45 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 4444.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, at this historic moment

in this debate today, all Members
should keep an open mind to objec-
tively make the right decision, without
pressure from outside groups, as to
what is in the best interests of the
United States, its people and its val-
ues. This vote will be the most impor-
tant vote that we cast in our congres-
sional careers. Why? Because it will af-
fect America for generations to come.

International trade has meant a
greater standard of living for our fami-
lies here at home. Yes, nearly $3,000
more in purchasing power a year, em-
ployment for over 12 million American
workers, and wages that are up to 20
percent higher than those for the do-
mestic market, that is what trade has
meant to Americans.

But passage of this historic legisla-
tion will mean more than just Amer-
ican jobs created here at home. It will
mean the expansion of American
ideals, principles, and values through-
out the world, as well as the Orient.

We have already started to see that
sort of change occur, as China has
opened up since Nixon’s memorable
visit. Today, most Americans do not
know that over 90 percent of China’s
930,000 villages now hold democratic
elections for their local leaders, and
that means nearly 1 billion rural Chi-
nese have started to experience the
freedom that democratic elections
produce.

The bill’s opponents raise concerns
about China’s human rights standards
and environmental and labor condi-
tions; and, yes, they need to be greatly
improved. But how would severing our
relations with China help to achieve
this change which opponents say they
want? It does not.

How will failure to pass this accom-
plish anything the opponents say they
want? It will not. How does cutting off
U.S. workers, farmers and businesses
to a market of 1.3 billion customers, a
market the Europeans and Japanese

will have ready access to, help our
cause? It will not.
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Voting against this bill will help the
Japanese, it will help the Europeans,
but it will hurt America, and it will
hurt the very people who want human
rights and religious freedom in China
to have a better chance to ultimately
reach that goal.

How will denying American culture
and American products and services to
the Chinese help? How will it help to
close off more of America within
China? It will not. How does strength-
ening the hand of hard-liners in Beijing
improve our national security? It will
not. That is why we cannot afford to
fail here today.

One of the best ways to open the
minds of the Chinese is through open
markets, and engagement with China
does not mean endorsement of their
human rights record. Congress, in the
past has, and will continue, to monitor
China’s human rights record, and
thanks to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. LEVIN) and the gentleman
from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER), this
bill provides a way to do that. But we
deny the unchangeable tides of history
if we think we can force China to alter
its behavior by simply turning our
backs on them.

Mr. Speaker, if my colleagues hear
from no one else today before they vote
on this historic issue, they should lis-
ten to the American people. The Amer-
ican people want America to get the
benefit of the Chinese concessions
which opens their markets to our prod-
uct. They have said this overwhelm-
ingly in all of the polling data in the
last week. The American people, not
Wall Street, not Main Street, not spe-
cial interests, but American family in-
terests. The overwhelming majority of
Americans say that expanded trade
with China will not only boost U.S.
jobs, but it will improve China’s human
rights, improve the environment, and
bring about the type of change and
freedoms with which we stand here
today and so jealously cherish. History
has shown us that no government can
withstand the power of individuals who
are driven by the taste of freedom and
the rewards of opportunity.

So I say to my colleagues, let us
make history today and pass this legis-
lation for American values that we all
hold so dear.

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

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Let me take this opportunity to
thank the leadership on both sides of
the aisle for the level of the debate
which we will have. Truly, this is a
very contentious issue. Members have
deep-seated feelings. I do not remember
anything being lobbied so hard by the
administration, by the private sector,
the Chamber of Commerce and unions,
and certainly our constituents. But we
have to appreciate the fact that no
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matter how Members vote, even though
I rise in strong support of PNTR, that
we have to respect the Members for be-
lieving what they are doing is in the
best interests of their districts, as well
as the country, and remember that we
do our best work when we work in a bi-
partisan way. So at the end of the day,
I do hope that we are able to say that
regardless of the outcome of the vote,
it was one of the finest hours of this
honorable body.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 31⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
MATSUI), a senior member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL), the dean of our Committee on
Ways and Means.

Mr. Speaker, I have to say that this
is probably going to be the most impor-
tant national security foreign policy
vote that we will be taking in a num-
ber of years. I have to say that there
are two most important relationships
from a foreign policy point of view that
the United States will have in the next
20 years. One is obviously the U.S.-Rus-
sian relationship, and the other is the
U.S.-China relationship.

China is 22 percent of the world popu-
lation. One out of every five people on
this Earth is Chinese. China will soon
have a capacity in terms of its growth
that will be second only to the United
States. China will never be our friend,
but this vote will determine whether or
not we will be able to coexist with
China, or whether China will become
an enemy of the United States, so that
we can have for the next 40 or 50 years
another Cold War.

What surprises me are the two issues
that have been raised by the oppo-
nents. One is the economic issue, and
the other is the human rights issue. I
would like to address those.

In terms of the economic issues, we
are by far the most powerful economy
in this world. We are second to none.
We have the best educated workforce,
we have the most talented workforce,
we have the best R&D, we have the best
higher education system, second to
none. We should not fear anybody. We
have an unemployment rate of under 4
percent, the lowest in decades, and as
my colleagues know, we have a growth
rate for the last 10 years, over 120
months that would be the envy of all
other trading partners of the United
States.

Yet, many people are opposed to this.
At the same time, believe it or not, the
United States, under this agreement,
under this bill, gives up nothing. Our
tariffs do not go down to the Chinese
products; we do not give them larger
distribution markets. So why are they
opposed to this, particularly when Chi-
na’s tariffs will go from 25 percent
down to 9 percent for all U.S. goods;
automobiles, 100 percent today, if we
export into China will go down to 20
percent, but the UAW is opposed. The
Teamsters Union would have hundreds
and thousands of more jobs because

more packages will go to China from
U.S. products, but they are opposed as
well.

Mr. Speaker, this is an agreement in
the interest of the American worker,
and this is an agreement that will cre-
ate more jobs, more growth, and more
prosperity for America.

Now, let me also talk about the issue
of human rights. China’s human rights
record is terrible. We understand that.
We, obviously, should put the focus on
them, and we believe that the Levin-
Bereuter bill, will, in fact, do that. But
what is really interesting is that many
of the Chinese dissidents that have the
luxury of living in the United States
are opposed to this. But those that live
in China, the Chinese Democracy
Movement, they want us to pass this,
because they want to engage the
United States. They think if they gain
economic power, they will be able to
opposes the central government of
China. So we need to vote yes on this
legislation for the future of our coun-
try and certainly, for prosperity and
peace throughout the world.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a yes vote on this
bill.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in vehement oppo-
sition to granting the People’s Republic of
China (PRC) permanent and unconditional
trade relations status. Although proponents of
this measure call it permanent normal trade
relations, or PNTR, there is nothing normal
about this relationship. The PRC makes prom-
ises to the U.S., the U.S. engages Beijing and
Beijing breaks those promises. But China has
absolutely no reason to keep their promises.
The U.S. grants China most favored nation
(MFN) trading status year after year while ig-
noring China’s myriad of trade, labor, human
rights, and nonproliferation violations. Now,
the Administration wants Congress to hand
over our only form of leverage to Beijing. I op-
pose extending permanent normal trade rela-
tions (PNTR) to China because the agreement
signed last November is bad for U.S. as well
as Chinese workers, and because the legisla-
tion before us cannot deliver what its backers
promise.

I. THE AGREEMENT

We don’t really know what the agreement
between the U.S. and China will bear because
China breaks its current agreements on non-
proliferation, intellectual property rights, human
rights and forced labor. Chinese officials have
been telling the U.S. that they’re opening their
markets and telling their own business leaders
that once they’ve entered the WTO, they’ll
protect certain markets—such as telecom,
electronics and autos. Unfair competition is an
integral part of Beijing’s economic system.
China restricts imports of U.S. goods through
various formal and informal trade barriers. The
1992 memorandum of understanding agree-
ment China signed on market access and in-
tellectual property has been and continues to
be violated. China cannot be trusted.

Factory workers in China earn as little as
thirteen cents per hour. The average individual
income in China is $108. This hardly sounds

like a burgeoning middle class. But the Admin-
istration keeps telling us—as they did with
NAFTA and Mexico—that if we don’t capitalize
on this market, Europe will. All I know is that
a Chinese factory worker, or a rural peasant,
making $108 per year isn’t able to afford
goods made in the U.S. when they can’t even
afford goods made in their own country. I do
know that this agreement encourages U.S.
businesses to set-up shop in China and en-
sures them access to exploit China’s cheap
labor. This is a bad deal for the U.S. workers
and a bad deal for the Chinese worker.

II. THE LEGISLATION BEFORE US

Many Members feel that they are able to
vote for today’s bill because it offers assur-
ances that workers and human rights will be
protected while promoting the rule of law in
China. This is a tall order when we have yet
to get China to keep any of its commitments
made to the U.S.

The bill before us sets up another commis-
sion to monitor human rights. On May 18,
1998, 375 Members of the 105th Congress
voted to establish the United States Commis-
sion on International Religious Freedom.
When the Commission brought its findings on
China’s egregious religious violations, the
106th Congress looked the other way. The
Commission recommended that we not give
PNTR to China at this time. If this body is
going to ignore the recommendations of the
Commission that we established, why would
we want to set-up another one? No Commis-
sion will be effective if Congress is going to ig-
nore the fact that China abuses its people for
practicing Falun Gong or any other religion not
endorsed by the barbaric regime. The human
rights provision in this legislation is hollow.
The provisions set forth by the Levin-Bereuter
proposal do not guarantee enforcement of
China’s harsh practices.

III. CONCLUSION

I’m not suggesting we end trade with China.
I’m not even asking that we reform our trading
practices with China. I merely want China to
abide by the promises it has already made.

I urge my colleagues to look closely at Chi-
na’s record. I urge my colleagues to scrutinize
China’s current practices and ask yourselves if
you believe China will keep its word. I don’t!
Oppose Congress giving up its only tool to en-
force China’s promises. Oppose PNTR for
China.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. GEPHARDT), the distin-
guished minority leader, a gentleman
who recognizes that the trade deal with
China gives away our leverage to pro-
tect the lives of environmental,
human, and religious activists in
China; who recognizes that the Reli-
gious Freedom Commission set up by
Congress in 1998 recommended Con-
gress not give PNTR to China; who rec-
ognizes that the Levin-Bereuter provi-
sions are hollow and do not provide for
human rights violation enforcement;
and recognizes that this agreement
does not provide enforcement of Chi-
na’s promises.

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

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, this is
a great day for a wonderful institution.
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This is the room where all of the feel-
ings and emotions of the American peo-
ple on this very important issue get
channeled and espoused and spoken as
we make a collective decision on what
is a very, very important issue for our
country, for China, and for the world.

I believe and fully expect this debate
to be in the tradition of John Quincy
Adams and James Madison and Daniel
Webster and Henry Clay, and other
great voices that have been heard in
this building through the years.

As I begin the debate, I would like to
commend the leaders on both sides of
the aisle who have worked to carry on
this debate in the highest tradition of
the House. I commend the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. BONIOR) who has
led the opposition on our side. There is
not a greater proponent of human
rights that I know.

I want to commend the gentleman
from California (Mr. MATSUI) and the
gentleman from New York (Mr. RAN-
GEL) who have worked so hard to
espouse their viewpoint. I commend
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
LEVIN) who is one of the finest people I
have ever known in the Congress, who
does everything from his heart to do
what is right. I honor the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI). There is
not a greater fighter for human rights
in our Congress than she is and a more
staunch advocate for her views.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to speak on
this issue. This debate is testament to
what makes the United States the
greatest country that has ever existed
in the history of the world, based on
the ideals of freedom; freedom of ex-
pression and freedom and liberty of re-
ligion and political speech.

These ideals are what cause me to fi-
nally be against this bill. This debate
would not happen in China. This free-
dom of expression that we are exer-
cising on this floor and outside this
building and in rooms all over this
country in the last days would not hap-
pen in a country like China. In fact, if
one insisted on speaking against the
policy of the government in China, one
would be arrested.

America began with a simple revolu-
tionary statement: We hold these
truths to be self-evident, that all men
are created equal, that they are en-
dowed by their Creator with certain in-
alienable rights, that among them are
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happi-
ness. And remember that when these
rights were proclaimed 100 years later,
Abraham Lincoln made it clear that
the rights that were set out in the dec-
laration were not just for the American
people, but applied to everyone. Abra-
ham Lincoln said this, the Declaration
of Independence gave liberty not alone
to the people of this country, but hope
to all the world for future time.

These ideals guided us through all
kinds of conflicts and difficulties,
World War II, the Cold War, bringing
down the Berlin Wall, Soviet com-
munism, the civil rights movement in
our own country, apartheid in South

Africa. I remember standing on this
floor with many of my colleagues
against the wind of public opinion, here
and in the world, saying that the only
way we will bring change in South Af-
rica is by standing for these ideals,
even though the rest of the world
would not.

Some would argue that this is just
about trade. I would remind them that
our greatest export is not our products
and our services, our greatest exports
are our ideals and our values. Getting
acceptance of these ideals is also vital
for trade. A country that fails to re-
spect basic rights of people will not re-
spect the rule of law, and without the
rule of law in China, the rights of our
businesses will not be accepted.

China has not obeyed the agreements
that they have made with us on trade.
We have been promised access; we have
not gotten it. We have been promised
protection of intellectual property; we
have not gotten it. Our trade deficit is
now $85 billion with China, the highest
as a percent of total trade of any coun-
try in the world. We export more now
to Singapore, a nation of 3.5 million
people, than we export to China, a
country of 1.3 billion people. The track
record is poor on compliance with trea-
ties. Let us not reward them before we
get them to comply. China’s leaders
show contempt for the rule of law.
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People are persecuted for their reli-

gious beliefs. People are in prison and
tortured for speaking out politically.
They are cooperating in the prolifera-
tion of weapons of mass destruction.
They threaten Taiwan even up to and
including the latest election in Taiwan.

The issue today is not trade. The
issue today is whether or not to take
away the annual leverage that comes
with our voted-on review of progress on
human rights in China. China will be in
the WTO. We trade with China now. As
I said, we have a deficit of $85 billion a
year. The issue is, will we take away
the review, the leverage? Advocates of
doing this say the annual review is
meaningless. If it is so meaningless,
why does the Chinese Government in-
sist, as a price of giving us access to
their market, that we take it away?

I will say why they ask for it so vo-
ciferously because they do not want
the pressure. They do not want the an-
nual debate on this floor. They do not
want the light of the world to come in
and see how they are performing, and
this real pressure, I submit, will bring
change. If we do not lead, who will? I
ask, if we give this up, is anyone else in
the world going to ask for this kind of
review? I think not.

When we debated apartheid in South
Africa, everybody in the world said lay
off of South Africa. Trade will change
them. Do we really believe that we
would have an end to apartheid in
South Africa if we had not stood alone,
leading the world, to say this must not
stand?

Supporters say that trade alone will
solve the problem. There is some truth

in that argument. I give them credit
because I agree in part with that agree-
ment. I want more trade with China. I
want the Internet in China. I want the
people to use computers in China. I
think it will have an impact, but the
evidence that we have to deal with is
that as trade has expanded, repression
of rights has also expanded.

Our own U.S. State Department has
said in its last three reviews of human
rights that there has been bad deterio-
ration each and every year. Last week,
I met with Wei Jingsheng, a hero of
mine. He lives here, in forced exile
without his family and friends who are
still in China. He was jailed for 17 years
for writing on the Democracy Wall
thoughts about political freedom and
liberty in China.

He told me in my office that when we
press for human rights, things get bet-
ter in China, and when we lay off on
human rights things get worse. He said
this, in 1979 President Carter normal-
ized relations in China. He was in pris-
on soon thereafter. He said in 1989
President Bush guaranteed MFN, even
though there were problems in China,
and soon thereafter the guns blazed in
Tiananmen Square. He said in 1994,
President Clinton delinked MFN and
trade with other kinds of questions in
China on human rights. He said he was
immediately arrested. In 1997, after in-
tense pressure from President Clinton
and many in this room, he was finally
released, under duress, to come to the
United States. When we stand up,
things get better in China for human
rights. When we stand down, things get
worse; and that is what this debate and
that is what this question is all about.

These have been good days in Amer-
ica. This debate has been healthy for
America. I am pleased that so many
people have participated in this debate.
I am pleased there has been so much
conversation and communication be-
tween our citizens and our representa-
tives. I am pleased and proud to stand
with labor activists and environ-
mentalists and human rights activists
and religious leaders. I am also proud
that our business leaders have come
here and argued from their heart about
what they believe is right.

The lobbying and the conversation is
about to end. We are about to have to
vote. All I ask is that as we vote, we
keep in our heart and our mind two
quotes: ‘‘We hold these truths to be
self-evident, that all men are created
equal; that they are endowed by their
creator with certain inalienable rights,
that among them are life, liberty and
the pursuit of happiness’’, and that this
Declaration of Independence ‘‘gave lib-
erty not alone to the people of this
country but hope to all the world for
future time.’’

This country is an ideal and now in
2000, on this question, I hope we will
stand for those ideals.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

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

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, today both sides agree
on the importance of today’s vote. This
is not a vote about severing ties with
China or isolating China, which is ab-
surd. This is not even about trade with
China, frankly, just free trade anyway.
It is about a specific trade policy and
policies of the United States Govern-
ment in dealing with one of the world’s
most powerful dictatorships.

The debate today, and in this debate,
we will hear about jobs and the selling
of American products; and when we
hear people talk about that, I hope
that the people who are listening will
remind themselves that these people
are not talking about the sale of U.S.
consumer items. What they are talking
about, when they talk about this com-
mercial tie with China, is not the sale
of commercial items but the transfer of
factories and technology, this transfer
to Communist China of American fac-
tories. Almost none of this trade deals
with consumer items.

Yesterday, of course, we heard from
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
TANCREDO) that once there, our busi-
ness leaders who set up these factories
in China end up in partnership, if not
controlled by, the People’s Liberation
Army. We are setting the People’s Lib-
eration Army up in business with nor-
mal trade relations, and this makes it
permanent normal trade relations.

The driving force behind this debate,
which the other side dutifully refuses
to acknowledge, is that with PNTR, as
they have set it up, the American cor-
porate interests will continue to be eli-
gible for American-taxpayer subsidized
loans and taxpayer-guaranteed loans
through the Export-Import Bank and
other financial institutions. Without
NTR, those corporate interests build-
ing factories in China will not get the
loan subsidies and the guarantees sup-
ported by the American taxpayer. So
much for free trade.

That is the primary issue here and
yet the other side continually refuses
to address that issue of subsidized
transfer of technology and manufac-
turing to Communist China.

This vote is about confirming govern-
ment policies that have created a per-
verse incentive for American business-
men to close manufacturing facilities
in the United States, where they have
no loan guarantees, and set them up in
Communist China. Over the last 10
years, American investment backed by
the U.S. taxpayer has built the manu-
facturing and technological infrastruc-
ture of the world’s worst human rights
abuser, Communist China, a major
competitor of the United States and a
country that is America’s number one
potential enemy in the years ahead.

Nixon, on his death bed, told writer
William Safire that his China strategy
may have created a Frankenstein.

Our policy of most favored nation
status, or normal trade relations, has
created a monster that uses slave labor
to compete with the American worker
and is in the process of building a high-
tech military force capable of defeating
our military if there is a confrontation
and incinerating millions of Ameri-
cans, if necessary.

The over-$500 billion in trade surplus
that we have had under this normal
trade relations that people want to
now make permanent, what have they
done with this $500 billion in trade sur-
plus over these last 10 years? Well, that
is about the same amount of money
they pumped into modernizing their
military, building their missiles and
rockets, building their airplanes and
ships; and often, of course, these things
are being built in factories supplied to
them by American investors.

Today we are voting whether or not
to freeze NTR in place and to make it
permanent. We are voting today to
take away Congress’ annual review of
the heinous human rights abuses that
have gotten worse under NTR, and we
are voting to muzzle those in Congress
who fear the technological transfer and
the building of manufacturing plants in
Communist China.

The last thing we should do is make
this system permanent and to limit
congressional oversight and debate and
to turn all enforcement mechanisms
for disputes over to Third World-domi-
nated World Trade Organization panels
and commissions.

Let us champion liberty and justice.
Let us not finance our competitors and
our potential enemies. Let us defeat
making permanent normal trading sta-
tus that has worked against our coun-
try’s security and against the eco-
nomic interests of the American peo-
ple. If we do not champion liberty and
justice, who will? If we do not cham-
pion liberty and justice, we will not
only be betraying our Founding Fa-
thers but we will be demoralizing those
people all over the world who look to
America for hope. We will be betraying
the vision of America as a shining city
on a hill.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, we have heard some
very intense rhetoric thus far in this
discussion of granting permanent nor-
mal trade relations for China, and I
think it is important for folks to recog-
nize that the permanent normal trade
relations with China opens China’s
market to the United States, which has
not been opened heretofore. If we were
to continue the annual renewal of nor-
mal trade relations with China, 134
countries on the face of this earth will
have access to that huge market, the
biggest market on the face of this
earth. They will have accessed that
market, and we will be the only coun-
try that has not accessed that market.

We have let them, since 1980, access
our market and that has produced in-
deed a rather sizable trade deficit; and
it has produced a sizable trade deficit
because we have not enjoyed reci-
procity. What we are accomplishing
here with China’s accession into the
World Trade Organization is reci-
procity.

I would like to include one more
comment here and it is by Clyde
Prestowitz, and it was in the Wall
Street Journal and he points out,
‘‘There is a final, most important rea-
son to grant China PNTR.’’ And keep
in mind he was a trade negotiator for
the Reagan administration, and he is
currently president of the Economic
Strategy Institute, a Washington-based
think tank. He says, ‘‘For 30 years the
U.S. has worked to bring China more
fully into the community of nations,
and to promote both economic develop-
ment and a more liberal society. The
policy has been working. Anyone who
saw China in the early 1980s and com-
pares it with today must be amazed.
Bicycles and drab Mao suits have
morphed into traffic jams and bright
fashions; the freedom and the range of
individual choices available to the av-
erage person has expanded exponen-
tially. After years of estrangement,
China is asking to join the inter-
national community. To turn it down
at the very moment it is moving in the
direction we have desired would be a
tragic and historic mistake.’’

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Washington (Ms.
DUNN), our distinguished colleague on
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
talk about another facet of this great
debate about opening up trade with
China. For decades our foreign policy
needed to rely on strong international
leadership that was backed by sci-
entific ingenuity embodied in the tip of
ballistic missiles. It was our unwaver-
ing commitment to freedom and con-
fidence in our ideals that helped to seal
the victory over Communism. Al-
though our ideals and our commitment
are the same today, clearly the tools of
freedom and democracy are changing.
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In the next century, it will be the di-
plomacy of trade, and the growth of
the Internet that ensure continued
United States leadership throughout
the globe.

The power of the Internet will define
the way we communicate in our per-
sonal relationships, our business deal-
ings, and in our political advocacy
throughout this new century. And once
again, the United States is leading the
revolution. In fact, some of the most
powerful and innovative high-tech
companies in the world are based in the
United States.

These companies employ the most
highly-paid, highly-skilled workforce
in the world and are helping to raise
the standard of living for millions of
Americans. So what does it mean that
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the new bilateral trade agreement
signed between the United States and
China commits China to living under
the information technology agree-
ment?

Mr. Speaker, it means that tariffs on
United States computer equipment will
phase down to zero in China and the
growing middle class in China will
begin to have access to low-cost tools
with which to link themselves to the
world.

Despite attempts by the Beijing gov-
ernment to control content on the
Web, the unleashing of the Internet by
foreign-owned companies can only
mean less control from Beijing and
greater independence and control for
the Chinese people to experience eco-
nomic freedom. The Internet is a liber-
ating force for Chinese citizenry who
are anxious to engage in the world.

If we do not normalize trade rela-
tions with China, however, we will cede
our international leadership to our
trading partners, such as the European
Union, which just finalized a trade
agreement with China last week.

Equally as important, if we do not
clear the way for China’s accession to
the World Trade Organization, the
strong democratic government which
continues to flourish on the island of
Taiwan will never be admitted to this
international body of trading nations.
That is why Chen Shui-bian, the newly-
elected President of Taiwan, supports
normalizing the trade between China
and the United States.

Clearly, the United States and every
other WTO member country will ben-
efit by having Taiwan as an official
member of the WTO. Yet it is the pol-
icy of the WTO that Taiwan will not
accede to the body and enjoy the bene-
fits of its membership until China
itself accedes.

Earlier this year, I introduced a reso-
lution to express a sense of Congress
that Taiwan should accede to the WTO
as the next order of business at the
same general council meeting at which
China accedes.

I am very pleased that my col-
leagues, the gentleman from Nebraska
(Mr. BEREUTER) and the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) have agreed
to include this language in their pro-
posal.

Mr. Speaker, the United States has
proven to be on the right side of his-
tory time and time again, because we
do not deny the fundamental need of
the human spirit, individual liberty.

As the promise of free and fair trade
spreads this message, we should nei-
ther fear this opportunity nor apolo-
gize for the advancement of American
ideals. Engaging China as a willing
trade partner and taking our message
to her people will prove time and time
again to be the right course.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to support this effort.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from the
sovereign State of Massachusetts (Mr.
NEAL), a member of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, up until the vote in the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means last week, I
had truly been undecided by this issue.
I believe in the benefits of free trade,
but that does not mean that one signs
up for a bad deal; that is why I voted
against NAFTA. But as a supporter of
annual renewal of normal trade rela-
tions with China, I found it hard to be
adamantly opposed to doing in one
vote what I was prepared to do on a
year-by-year basis, especially consid-
ering the benefits of the agreement to
the United States.

I take human rights, labor rights, re-
ligious freedom and environmental pro-
tection seriously, and no Member of
this House has had a stronger labor
voting record over the last 12 years.
But I find it hard to accept the notion
that the failure to move China suffi-
ciently on these issues meant that we
had to continue the same old strategy.

I took seriously the argument that
China has never lived up to its trade
agreements in the past, and it cer-
tainly bothers me, and I think it will
be a long-term struggle to get China to
fully implement this agreement, a job
with a greater chance of success if we
work within the world community,
rather going our own way.

I believe the Levin-Bereuter proposal
to be crucial to this vote and want to
commend both gentlemen for their out-
standing efforts. While opponents of
China PNTR must oppose and down-
play the proposal at this time, I think
a commission which functions daily to
promote the cause of human rights and
labor rights in China is far more valu-
able than an annual debate that
threatens nobody.

And I found great comfort in my talk
with former President Jimmy Carter
about advancing human and labor
rights in China. Who, in the annals of
American political life, has more im-
peccable credentials about human
rights than Jimmy Carter?

Finally, I do worry about the na-
tional security implications of rejec-
tion of China by the United States. I
fail to see how this helps Taiwan or
how it helps make China a more re-
sponsible actor in the Asia-Pacific re-
gion. It would not be fair to say that
China would be isolated if we deny
them PNTR, because they will still be
part of the WTO, no matter what we
do. It would be fair to say, however,
they would be more isolated from us.

It is a tough call, Mr. Speaker, but in
the last analysis, granting China PNTR
is far better for the United States than
denying it.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California (Mr.
CONDIT).

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

Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposi-
tion to the bill. I rise in opposition to granting
Permanent Normal Trade Relations with
China. Let me be very clear, I am not opposed

to an open trade policy and I am not an isola-
tionist. But, I also do not believe in trade at
any price. Our experiences in this body and
on this floor with so-called ‘‘free trade’’ agree-
ments show they have all come with fairly high
price tags. They end up being neither free nor
fair.

Since 1992, we have entered into four bilat-
eral trade agreements with China. In these
agreements, China agreed to open their mar-
kets, end exporting products made in forced
labor camps, limit quotas on Chinese textiles
exports and pledged to protect US patents,
trademarks and copyrights for intellectual pi-
racy.

Yet, according to annual reports of the
United States Trade Representative and the
U.S. State Department, China has violated
each of these agreements. Is it any wonder
our trade deficit with China has grown from $6
billion in 1989 to $70 billion in 1999?

In terms of trade alone, there is more than
enough reason to merit a ‘‘no’’ vote. Yet there
are many other reasons which stack together
in building a no vote.

I am particularly disturbed when I hear how
this bill is somehow American agriculture’s
new best friend. Under last year’s agreement
for China’s accession to the World Trade Or-
ganization, China agreed to import ‘‘all types
of U.S. wheat from all regions of the U.S. to
all ports in China.’’ Yet, it is very interesting to
note China’s chief WTO negotiator said earlier
this year that his government agreed only
theoretically.

‘‘. . . It is a complete misunderstanding to
expect this grain to enter the country . . . Bei-
jing only conceded a theoretical opportunity for
the export of grain,’’ he was quoted as saying
in the South China Morning Post.

As far as beef is concerned, the Administra-
tion said it expects China to lift the ban on all
U.S. meat and poultry exports, yet this same
Chinese official said: ‘‘In terms of meat im-
ports, we have not actually made any material
concessions.’’

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues why are
we so willing to jump on the agriculture band-
wagon? Growers in my district are already
placed on an uneven slope because of the
phase out of Methyl Bromide. With entry into
the WTO—which incidentally recognizes China
as a ‘developing’ nation the same as Mexico
and Chile—Chinese farmers will be allowed to
use Methyl Bromide until 2015 while our pro-
ducers adhere to the Montreal Protocol and
phase out the fumigant.

Though we have extended our unilateral
phase out until 2005, where is there a guar-
antee the WTO will not continue to define
China as a developing country allowing even
further unfavorable treatment?

In regards to our relationship with Taiwan—
who happens to be one of our largest trading
partners—I am very disappointed that we
didn’t allow the amendment of my good friend,
the gentleman from California, to ensure that
should we adopt this agreement if China
should attack or blockade Taiwan, PNTR
would be revoked. I think that is a very rea-
sonable and balanced approach.

It also leads to a bigger problem—that of
U.S. national security interests. China is one
of the world’s largest exporters of missile tech-
nology and weapons of mass destruction.
Their clientele reads like America’s Most
Wanted list: Libya, Iran, North Korea. China
has repeatedly sold components and missiles
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capable of carrying nuclear, biological and
chemical weapons to rogue nations. Should
we dismiss the Cox Report and its findings
that China has stolen information on our latest
nuclear weapons placing us at jeopardy?

In it’s findings, the Cox Report wrote, ‘‘. . .
a PRC (People’s Republic of China) deploy-
ment of mobile thermonuclear weapons, or
neutron bombs, based on stolen U.S. design
information, could have significant effect on
the regional balance of power, particularly with
respect to Taiwan. PRC deployments of ad-
vanced nuclear weapons based on stolen U.S.
design information would pose greater risks to
U.S. troops and interests in Asia and the Pa-
cific.’’

In terms of human rights and religious per-
secution, the Chinese record is simply abys-
mal. I have never been one to insist our trad-
ing partners or even our allies to be just like
us in the way they conduct their lives. I fully
support self determination but the Chinese
record in this area is horrible. I reject the no-
tion that somehow China will mystically trans-
form itself into a Western-style democracy in
the areas of free speech, worker’s rights, polit-
ical dissent, religious persecution and pro-
tecting the environment with this agreement.

What this comes down to is big business is
looking to become even bigger. Sometimes,
however, the price of doing business is just
too steep to pay.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BROWN) who realizes that, like
NAFTA, PNTR will promote global
business and undermine environmental
protections, undermine labor standards
and undermine human rights.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from California
(Mr. STARK) for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, here in Congress we
pride ourselves in our commitment to-
ward the spread of democratic ideals
and the improvement of human rights
around the globe, but something in our
China policy is amiss.

During the weeks approaching this
vote, America’s most prominent CEOs
walked the halls of Congress and told
us they want access to the 1.2 billion
Chinese customers, what they do not
say is that their real interest is in ac-
cess to 1.2 billion Chinese workers,
workers whom they pay 20 cents, 30
cents, 40 cents an hour.

These CEOs will tell us that increas-
ing trade with China will allow human
rights to improve. They will tell us
that democracy will flourish with in-
creased trade. But as these CEOs speak
democratic ideals, their companies sys-
tematically violate the most funda-
mental of human and worker rights.
Engagement with China, 10 years of en-
gagement has not worked because in-
vestors in China have not wanted
change.

In the last 5 years, Western invest-
ment in developing countries has shift-
ed from countries like India, a democ-
racy, to countries like China, where
workers are paid only a few cents an
hour, from countries like Taiwan, a de-
mocracy, to countries like Indonesia
with authoritarian regimes.

The share of developing country ex-
ports to the U.S. for democratic na-

tions fell from 53 percent to 34 percent.
In manufacturing goods, developing de-
mocracies saw their share of devel-
oping country exports fall 21 points
from 56 percent to 35 percent. The
money went from developing democ-
racies to developing authoritarian
countries.

Western corporations want to invest
in countries that have below-poverty
wages, poor environmental standards,
no worker benefits, no opportunity to
bargain collectively. As developing
countries make progress towards de-
mocracies, as they increase worker
rights and create laws to protect the
environment, the American business
community punishes them by pulling
its trade and investment in favor of a
totalitarian government.

Decisions, Mr. Speaker, about the
Chinese economy are made by three
groups, the Chinese Communist party,
the People’s Liberation Army, and
Western investors. Which one of these
three want Chinese society to change?
Does the Chinese Communist party
want the Chinese people to enjoy in-
creased human rights? I do not think
so. Does the People’s Liberation Army
want to close the labor camps in
China? I do not think so. Do Western
investors want Chinese workers to bar-
gain collectively and pay higher wages?
I do not think so.

Mr. Speaker, passing PNTR will lock
in the status quo: More slave labor,
more child labor, more human rights
violations, more threats against Tai-
wan, more crackdowns on religious
freedoms.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues
vote ‘‘no’’ on PNTR.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker,
how much time is remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. CRANE) has 33 minutes remaining.
The gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL) has 381⁄2 minutes remaining.
The gentleman from California (Mr.
STARK) has 37 minutes remaining. The
gentleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER) has 391⁄2 minutes remaining.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, let me say that we have
heard today that there is reciprocity in
PNTR. Anyone who talks about reci-
procity in PNTR probably has not read
this. Let me just say that, at the end of
5 years, there are still going to be 25
percent tariffs; on cars, 45 percent; on
motorcycles, 30 percent; these are all
tariffs on American goods while our
tariff has virtually been eliminated.

There is no reciprocity with PNTR.
They may bring down their out-
rageously immoral and anti-American
tariffs, this unfair situation we have
now, but they then still keep the tar-
iffs way above anything in the United
States. We eliminate ours. They freeze
their high tariffs against their prod-
ucts in permanently. That is not reci-
procity.

Plus there are still requirements that
American companies going there will

have to partner in many cases, for ex-
ample, 51 percent of all telecommuni-
cations investment has to be owned
and controlled by Chinese. We are pro-
viding them technology, manufac-
turing, investment. What are they pro-
viding us? They are flooding our mar-
kets with cheap goods and putting our
people out of work.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS).

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

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, as my
colleagues come to the floor and vote,
there are three questions that we must
consider. First, will China comply with
the agreements under PNTR better
than they have done in the past? Two,
will China continue to use its trade
surplus with the U.S. to expand its
military complex? Three, will democ-
racy increase in China because of this
agreement?

Let us look at this first chart. I
would like to point out that China has
lowered its tariffs as part of its prior
agreement. In fact, in 1995, they low-
ered it from 42 percent to 17 percent.
But as my colleagues can see, the def-
icit increased dramatically. In fact,
last year, it was $70 billion. So based
on history, I questioned the real bene-
fits of China’s lowering its tariffs.

I would also like to point out that
while some agricultural products re-
ceived very favorable treatment, oth-
ers did not. So I submit that not every-
one will benefit from this agreement.

Remember, there are 700 million
farmers in China, and we have about 2
million. In this chart, my colleagues
will see that China consistently over-
produces its agriculture commodities
and actually exports some citrus prod-
ucts up to 300 times what it imports.

Finally, can China be trusted? China,
as we know, has violated both the let-
ter and the spirit of past agreements,
ranging from intellectual property
rights to weapon proliferation.

Furthermore, China’s defense spend-
ing has grown roughly at the same rate
as its economy. We can expect the
trend to continue as China takes in
more U.S. dollars.

On a final note, our last chart, in
1989, students erected this statue in
Tiananmen Square, the Goddess of De-
mocracy, a model of the Statue of Lib-
erty because the symbol of democracy
was a movement in China at that time,
that point.

I ask my colleagues, in conclusion, is
China closer to freedom than it was in
1989? Are they continuing to get more
belligerent? The real question is, would
it not be wiser to grant incremental
agreements with China and then trust
but verify periodically? Those are the
questions you must answer honestly
before you vote ‘‘yes’’ for PNTR.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. BEREUTER).

(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I want

to respond to some of the points
brought up by the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. STEARNS).

First of all, some of the agricultural
and other export subsidies are elimi-
nated by the agreement or substan-
tially reduced and that will affect the
trade statistics be offered now and in
the future. Additionally, of course, in
the PNTR agreement that the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) and
I offered, we have strong compliance
and enforcement resources made avail-
able to our executive branch to better
assure that China does keep its prom-
ise and promote the rule of law.

China does have a mixed trade record
on compliance. But I would remind the
gentleman, that just very recently,
kept their promise to buy citrus prod-
ucts from the gentleman’s State. How-
ever, I say most importantly, China’s
entry into the WTO subjects them to
the WTO dispute settlement mecha-
nism. That is the big advancement to
require compliance with the trade
promises in its accession agreements.

Mr. Speaker, extending my remarks this
member reminds his colleague that today this
body will cast one of its most significant votes
affecting American national security and eco-
nomic prosperity when it determines the fate
of permanent Normal Trade Relations (PNTR)
status for China. Despite the supercharged
and misleading claims by opponents that this
is a vote about rewarding China, it is not that
at all, but instead a vote for our own national
interests. And, PNTR is, indeed, in America’s
short- and long-term national interest for three
crucial reasons.

First, PNTR benefits American economic
prosperity. Regardless of how this body votes
on PNTR, China will join the WTO and be re-
quired to take major actions to open up its
vast market of 1.2 billion consumers. As part
of China’s WTO accession process, the U.S.
negotiated an outstanding market access
agreement which significantly lowers China’s
high import tariffs and allows for direct mar-
keting and distributing in China. For example,
the tariff on beef will fall from 45 percent to
just 12 percent. Quantitative restrictions on oil-
seeds and soybean imports are abolished. In-
deed, it is projected that by 2003, China could
account for 37 percent of future growth in U.S.
agricultural exports. Given that America’s mar-
kets are already open at WTO standards to
Chinese exports, the U.S. has effectively given
up nothing; all the concessions have been
made by China. Prior to the agreement, China
frequently required manufacturing offsets—
most products sold in China had to be made
in China. This export-oriented agreement abol-
ishes that unfair offset and eliminates currently
required industrial technology transfers allow-
ing products made in America to be sold in
China. Approval of PNTR makes it less likely
that American companies need to open for-
eign factories and thereby export jobs.

To access all of these benefits, WTO rules
require the U.S. to provide China with perma-
nent Normal Trade Relations status, some-
thing that is granted to all the other 135 mem-
bers of the WTO and have provided to China
on an annual basis for over 20 years. The fail-
ure to provide PNTR to China will remove the
legal obligation for China to provide any of

these hard-sought benefits to the United
States even as China is required to open up
its market to our foreign competitors and all
other WTO members. Without PNTR, America
is unilaterally giving away the Chinese market-
place to our Japanese, European and other
international competitors at the disastrous ex-
pense of U.S. exports and the jobs they create
at home.

Second, PNTR supports the U.S. national
security objective of maintaining peace and
stability in East Asia. Sino-American relations
are increasingly problematic and uncertain. In
the wake of our accidental bombing of China’s
embassy in Belgrade and China’s confusion
about U.S. continuing support for Taiwan, re-
jection of PNTR could result in a resurgence
of resentful nationalism as hard-liners in Bei-
jing characterize a negative PNTR vote as an
American attempt to weaken and contain
China. Resources China currently devotes to
economic reform could easily be reallocated to
military expansion with adverse consequences
for Taiwan and our allies in Korea and Japan,
and a destabilized region. Confronting China
in this scenario will require much more than
the 100,000 strong force we presently have in
the Pacific. China is not a strategic partner; it
is increasingly as economic competitor that is
growing as a regional power. However, it is
not an adversary. If the United States is astute
and firm—if America increases our engage-
ment with China and helps integrate it into the
international community—it is certainly still
possible to encourage China along the path to
a complementary relationship with America in-
stead of an incredible level of conflict.

Third, China is emerging from years of iso-
lation and the future direction of China re-
mains in flux—more than any major country.
WTO accession and PNTR are critical for the
success of China’s economic reform process
and Chinese leaders, like Premier Zhu
Ronghi, who support it. These reforms, being
pursued over the formidable opposition of old-
style Communist hardliners, will eventually
provide the foundation for a more open econ-
omy there, a process that, in the long term,
should facilitate political liberalization and im-
proved human rights. In the near term, China
will be required more and more to govern civil
society on the basis of the rule of law, clearly
a positive development we should be encour-
aging.

China’s accession to the WTO with PNTR
status does not guarantee that China will al-
ways take a responsible, constructive course.
That is why the distinguished gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) and this Member pro-
posed an initiative that incorporates special
import anti-surge protections for the U.S. and
other trade enforcement resources for our
government to ensure China’s compliance with
WTO rules. This initiative also proposes a new
Congressional-Executive Commission on Chi-
nese Human Rights that will report to the Con-
gress annually on human rights concerns, in-
cluding recommendations for timely legislative
action.

When it is time to cast the vote, Congress
must ask, ‘‘is PNTR in America’s long and
short term national interest?’’ On all accounts,
the answer is clearly, ‘‘yes.’’

THE LEVIN-BEREUTER PROPOSAL

Mr. Speaker, following the signing of the
‘‘Agreement on market Access Between the
People’s Republic China and the United
States of America’’ on November 15, 1999, it

became apparent to this Member that the
House would finally consider providing China
with Permanent Normal Trade Relations
(PNTR) in the context of China’s accession to
the World Trade Organization (WTO) some-
time during this Congress. However, the con-
cerns in Congress about Sino-American rela-
tions continue to multiply in scope and seri-
ousness. These concerns are strong enough
with enough of our colleagues so as to make
the passage of a simple, clean PNTR bill un-
certain. Something else would be needed to
help address these concerns in a meaningful
way and replace what has become an annual
debate on China resulting from the annual
NTR renewal process. This Member con-
cluded that there would be a need for PNTR-
compatible parallel legislation. The distin-
guished gentleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN)
was of the same mind-frame and working on
his won parallel proposal. About a month ago
we combined our efforts and have worked
closely together in a very cooperative and bi-
partisan manner to produce the China-specific
Levin-Bereuter proposal.

Mr. Speaker, the special 12-year important
anti-surge protections in our original package
were incorporated into H.R. 4444 by the Ways
and Means Committee during its mark-up of
the bill. The remainder of the Levin-Bereuter
proposal was incorporated into H.R. 4444 by
the Rules Committee.

This includes:
1. The Congressional-Executive Commis-

sion on the people’s Republic of China. This
Commission is based on the OSCE Commis-
sion model and would be comprised of nine
Members of the House, nine Senators and five
appointees from the Executive Branch. The
Commission would produce an annual report
to the President and Congress evaluating
human rights in China with, should it deem ap-
propriate, recommendations. Within 30 days of
the receipt of this report, the House Inter-
national Relations Committee would be re-
quired to hold at least one public hearing on
the report, and on the basis of recommenda-
tions in the report, decide, in a timely manner,
what legislation to report for House action.

2. Monitoring and Enforcement of China’s
WTO Commitments. Included in this section of
the legislative proposal is a direction to the
U.S. Trade Representative to seek an annual
review by the WTO of China’s compliance and
commitments to the WTO. We authorize addi-
tional staff and resources to the Department of
Commerce, State, and Agriculture and to the
USTR to monitor and support the enforcement
of China’s trade commitments. The establish-
ment of a Trade Law Technical Assistance
Center to assist businesses and workers in
evaluating the potential remedies to any trade
violations by China is also authorized. We also
require an annual report by the USTR to the
Congress evaluating China’s compliance with
its WTO commitments.

3. Task Force on Prison Labor Exports. The
Levin-Bereuter proposal establishes a new
inter-agency task forced to improve the en-
forcement of our own laws preventing the im-
portation of prison labor products. It also di-
rects the U.S. to enter into new agreements
with China to improve the ability to investigate
prison-labor export concerns.

4. Trade and Rule of Law Programs. The
proposal authorizes new commercial, labor,
legal and civil society rule of law programs for
China.
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5. Taiwan and the WTO. Incorporating the

language of H. Con. Res. 262, the Dunn-Be-
reuter resolution, we call for the accession of
Taiwan to the WTO as the next order of busi-
ness at the same general counsel meeting
after China’s accession—in other words, the
near simultaneity of accession by Taiwan.

Mr. Speaker, this Member believes that
these additional provisions, particularly the
Commission on Chinese Human Rights with
the guaranteed review of its findings and rec-
ommendations by the appropriate standing
committee in the House, do, indeed, address
the multi-faceted concerns of our colleagues.
The Levin-Bereuter initiative assures that Chi-
na’s compliance with their commitments and
their human rights record will certainly not be
ignored by the Congress or the Executive
Branch after China receives PNTR. The Com-
mission will be a far more effective way to ad-
dress human rights issues than the noisy but
ineffective annual debate on extending NTR.

Now, to respond to some of the points that
have been raised in this debate, this Member
will offer the following rebuttals:

ON GRANTING PNTR VERSUS GRANTING NTR

China has been provided with Normal Trade
Relations (previously known as Most Favored
Nation) status since 1979—for over 20 years.
During the first 10 of those years, no one ob-
jected even though the economic and human
rights situation in China was worse than today.
Since the U.S. gives up nothing and China
makes all the concessions with the new bilat-
eral WTO accession agreement, what is the
real difference between providing NTR and
PNTR for China? The removal of what has be-
come a noisy but ineffective debate on China.
Indeed, with PNTR, we will replace this one-
day debate with a Congressional-Executive
Commission on Chinese Human Rights that
will concentrate on China every day—365
days a year, will report annually to Congress
and whose report and recommendations are
guaranteed to be considered in the Congress
annually.

ON THE TRANSFER OF U.S. JOBS TO CHINA

Since, in the U.S.-China bilateral trade
agreement the U.S. gives up nothing, who
benefits most from PNTR? U.S. exporters.

Since the bilateral agreement requires
China to halt its current practice of requiring
technology transfer and manufacturing offsets,
who benefits most from PNTR? American
workers. This provision makes it much less
likely that U.S. companies build factories in
China. With PNTR, American products can be
exported, distributed and marketed directly in
China. That means jobs STAY in America.

Opponents reference to an International
Trade Commission (ITC) study purportedly
stating PNTR will result in job losses is wrong.
Here in writing is a letter from the ITC itself
verifying that it did not generate any forecasts
regarding jobs. The ITC itself says that its
study has been misrepresented and its meth-
odology misunderstood by the special-interest
supported Economic Policy Institute reported
opponents are quoting.

ON THE CONCERN THAT PNTR ONLY BENEFITS
COMMUNISTS

The claim is made that PNTR only rewards
the Communists in China. That is inaccurate.
Up 40% of the Chinese economy, according to
the State Department, is now privatized and
corporatized and this sector of the Chinese
economy is growing every day. These are pri-

vate enterprises, non-communist entre-
preneurs and American investors. This is the
economic sector that will IMPORT American
products, services and ideas. In contrast, the
Communist hardliners are opposed to PNTR
and China’s WTO accession because they ac-
curately see PNTR and WTO accession as
foundations for building a strong private sec-
tor—the nemesis of Communist control!

ON THE CONCERN THAT CHINA HAS NEVER COMPLIED
WITH TRADE AGREEMENTS

China’s record is admittedly mixed. Failure
to provide PNTR guarantees that America’s
Japanese, European and other foreign com-
petitors have access to China’s market at the
disastrous expense of U.S. exports. Even a
deal honored in a patchy manner would help
American business more than no deal at all.
Allowing Airbus rather than Boeing to export to
China hurts American workers. That’s why
Boeing’s 40,000-strong machinists union en-
dorses PNTR.

The Levin-Bereuter addition to PNTR has
important China trade compliance monitoring
and enforcement resources.

Access to the WTO dispute settlement proc-
ess, availably only with PNTR, gives us a sig-
nificant multi-lateral trade agreement enforce-
ment mechanism.

China HAS complied with trade agree-
ments—note the recent Bilateral Agricultural
agreement. China has already purchased
wheat from the Northwest, Citrus from Florida,
California and Arizona and hogs from Ne-
braska.

ON THE U.S.-CHINA TRADE DEFICIT

Opponents are taking the ITC study way out
of context. The ITC does not take U.S. serv-
ices or distribution into account. Services now
represent 2⁄3 of the U.S. economy. The ITC
only examines 1⁄3 of the U.S. economy.

While the ITC report stated that the U.S. bi-
lateral trade deficit with China would likely in-
crease at first with China’s accession to the
WTO, it also continued stating that ‘‘at the
same time the U.S. global trade deficit would
decrease as a result of larger exports to other
East Asian countries.’’ Overall, we benefit and
our deficit decreases.

China will join the WTO regardless of our
vote today. Failure to provide PNTR unilater-
ally gives away the Chinese market to our
Japanese, European and other foreign com-
petitors at the expense of American exports—
our outstanding and hard-sought agreement
with China is export-oriented allowing products
made in America to be sold and distributed in
china. Restricting U.S. exports, which denial of
PNTR would do, would increase our deficit
with China. Giving American exports a fair
chance to compete in china will help lower the
deficit.

ON CONCERNS WITH REGARD TO RELIGIOUS FREEDOM

Religious freedom is repressed in China.
Promoting economic reform and rule of law in
China, which PNTR and engagement does, is
superior to isolating China and turning our
back on religious followers. voting NO on
PNTR only bolsters the position of the hard-
liners in Beijing—the very element repressing
religion. That is why religious leaders, includ-
ing the Dalai Lama, and especially those in
the underground in China support China’s ac-
cession to the WTO and reliable U.S. engage-
ment.

The Helsinki-type Human Rights Commis-
sion in the PNTR legislation is required to

monitor and report on ‘‘religious freedom, in-
cluding the right to worship free of involvement
of and interference by the government’’. Vot-
ing no on PNTR is a rejection of this Commis-
sion.

When asked whether the new Commission
on Chinese Human Rights truly addresses the
concerns raised by the current Religious Free-
dom Commission, Commissioner Elliot
Abrams responded, ‘‘I think it does address
the kind of concerns that we’ve raised. We’re
looking for some kind of mechanism for con-
stant monitoring, and it does address that.’’
(Ways and Means Committee testimony, 5/3/
00)

ON TAIWAN AND WTO

President Chen of Taiwan has endorsed
PNTR for China (LA Times Interview, 3/22/00).
It appears a little self-presumptuous for us to
claim to know and care more about Taiwan’s
position than Taiwan’s own democratically-
elected President.

The Levin-Bereuter addition to the PNTR
legislation calls for the near simultaneity of
WTO accession by Taiwan-as the next order
of business at the same general council meet-
ing after China’s accession.

Given Taiwan’s significant investment in
China, it is in China’s own self-interest to allow
Taiwan’s accession.

If China threatens or attacks Taiwan, the
President of the United States already has the
authority under the International Emergency
Economic Powers Act (IEEPA) to suspend
PNTR benefits. He can even go much further
and restrict imports from or even embargo
China! IEEPA is fully consistent with Article 21
of the WTO. Remember, Iran, Iraq and Libya
all have PNTR and Cuba is a member of the
WTO, yet we have WTO-consistent embar-
goes against all of them!

Mr. Speaker, this Member strongly urges
adoption passage of H.R. 4444.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMAS)
from Committee on Ways and Means.

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

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I do want
to compliment everyone involved in
this process. When the democratically-
elected representative legislative sys-
tem functions, it is a wonder to behold,
and we are in the process of doing that
today.

b 1300

I do hear these concerns. I am not
going to talk about trade, although I
am on the Subcommittee on Trade.
Just go back and read the history on
Smoot-Hawley. No one should argue
that this is not going to benefit all
concerned, especially the United
States.

I do want to address my colleagues
who are concerned about the progress
that has been made in China with this
Communist regime that has been in for
about 50 years. We inherited a lot of
concepts of Western Civilization. Prob-
ably the most important, coming from
the Greeks, is the inherent worth of
the individual, the concept that one is
worth something simply because one is
alive. We have institutions structured
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on that basis. The institutions are here
to further the individual, not the other
way around.

But if we go back to 1776 when we de-
clared our independence and we said all
men are created equal, it was 12 years
later, in 1788, that we wrote the Con-
stitution. There was not religious free-
dom as we know it in the first amend-
ment in 1788. It was not until 1791,
when the Bill of Rights was ratified.
And as a matter of fact, the Bill of
Rights was not ratified in Massachu-
setts, Georgia, or Connecticut until
1939.

Eighty-nine years after the Declara-
tion of Independence, the 13th Amend-
ment ended slavery; 144 years after the
Declaration of Independence, women
were given the right to vote; 178 years
after the Declaration of Independence,
we said separate but equal is inher-
ently unequal; and it was 186 years
after the Declaration of Independence
that we said one person, one vote. The
purest statement of all men are created
equal.

So when people are upset over a 10-
or a 20- or a 30-year period of the fail-
ure of China to take a foreign concept,
the inherent worth of the individual,
and fundamentally restructure their
society, I would say, take a look at our
history.

And lastly, let me say this, for those
of my colleagues who are going to vote
‘‘no.’’ We do know what that ‘‘no’’ vote
means. It does not mean that we will
keep China out of the WTO. It does
mean that the hard-liners, the people
who are looking for excuses inside
China to continue to foment real con-
cern about our national security, will
have a card that they can play at any
time. And probably, most importantly,
one of the reasons I am so pleased we
have come together today is that it
will be reported that my colleagues
voting ‘‘no’’ are on the wrong side of
history.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DOGGETT), a member of our com-
mittee.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, my first
concern in evaluating this agreement
has been deciding what course would be
most supportive of the interests of cen-
tral Texas families. I believe that more
trade will mean more good, high-wage,
technology jobs not only for central
Texas but for all of America.

A vote against normal trade with
China will only deny American firms
the access to Chinese markets that will
now be open to all of our competitors
around the world. This would likely
disrupt commerce without resolving
any of our human rights, worker rights
or environmental concerns.

I applaud the successful effort of the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN)
and the gentleman from Nebraska (Mr.
BEREUTER) to amend this bill to create
a commission to monitor human rights
and trade policy in China. To be sure,
this is an imperfect answer, but so is
the way we have conducted our annual

review process for the last 20 years.
That unusual existing process does not
appear to have been particularly effec-
tive over in the last two decades in se-
curing improvement in these areas ei-
ther. I believe that this Commission
represents a better alternative. We will
not gain leverage over the Chinese by
voting against continuing our commer-
cial relationship. Rather, engagement
and continual annual reminders
through this commission of the need to
have a more open Chinese society are
more likely to produce that result.

I also appreciate the willingness of
the administration to provide both
more meaningful environmental review
of our trade agreements and the first
genuine participation by the environ-
mental and public health communities
in shaping trade policy. Our trade pol-
icy must be significantly improved to
take into consideration the environ-
mental and public health consequences
of our decisions. Recognizing its many
shortcomings, and recognizing the need
for significant reforms to open it up to
meaningful public participation, the
World Trade Organization will at least
be one more form of international rule
with which the Chinese must comply.

Both sides of this debate have ad-
vanced some meritorious arguments,
and some overstatements. I believe a
vote to continue normal trade rela-
tions with China, a country containing
one-fifth of the people of the world,
will neither guarantee a new China nor
the catastrophical end of old jobs in
America. On balance, an affirmative
vote is the best overall choice for the
security of American families.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. CLEMENT), who recognizes
that a trade deal with China gives
away our leverage to protect the lives
and human beings and slaves in China.

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

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and I rise today as a strong sup-
porter of fair trade and free trade, but
as one who is convinced that relin-
quishing the leveraging tool the annual
vote on normal trade relations provides
is a grave mistake.

Let me be clear. I am not here to call
for an end to our trade relationship
with China. I know the importance of
trade to our current economic pros-
perity, and I support economic engage-
ment. I supported NAFTA, GATT, Fast
Track, and the African trade bill we
just recently passed. But what I cannot
support is relinquishing our annual re-
view of China’s progress towards free
market reform and a democratic soci-
ety. I cannot, in good conscience,
award China PNTR when there are se-
rious national security concerns; when
China’s records of compliance with
past agreements leaves much to be de-
sired; and when China’s progress on
economic power and technological de-
velopment has overlooked progress on
human rights and religious freedom.

I was one of the authors of the Inter-
national Religious Freedom Act, which
established an independent commission
led by Ambassador-at-Large Bob
Seiple. This commission released ear-
lier this month a report which notes a
marked deterioration in China’s reli-
gious freedom during the last year.
This is unconscionable.

If America stands for anything, it
stands for personal freedom and in-
alienable rights for all people. Grant-
ing PNTR today sends China the mes-
sage that we approve of their political
system as it stands today, and that is
clearly not the case.

While I was home last weekend, I
talked to a number of farmers and
small businessmen who expressed their
concern that they felt like they were
not getting a fair shake, and I could
not agree more. Our farmers and small
business people are facing tremendous
challenges these days. But I am con-
vinced that replacing annual normal
trade relations with permanent normal
trade relations is not the answer.

I am not sure this switch will solve
our problem. Vote ‘‘no.’’

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. BEREUTER).

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I did
want to say, with respect to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee, that first of all
the commission established by the ini-
tiative of the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. LEVIN) and this member gives
Congress this annual report and rec-
ommendations not just annually but
on any occasion during the year. And
the House International Relations
Committee would be required upon re-
ceipt of an annual report of findings
and recommendations to hold at least
one public hearing, within 30 days, to
make a decision within 45 days whether
to advance legislation to the floor and
to have such resolution available for
House action within 60 days from the
receipt of the annual report.

This OSCE-type commission is a far
more effective mechanism than the an-
nual ineffective harangue during the
NTR extension vote that goes on here
once a year.

Mr. Speaker, this Member would also
say that action on the recommendation
of the OSCE-type Commission, the
China Human Rights Commission,
takes only the action of this Congress,
unlike the Helsinki Commission, which
effectively requires the action of over
50 nation members.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. METCALF) and would
just note that I disagree totally with
what was just said.

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

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, in Feb-
ruary this year, China’s army threat-
ened long-distance missile strikes
against the U.S. Later that month, its
defense minister threatened to attack
U.S. aircraft carriers if they came near
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the Taiwan Strait. In April, the Chi-
nese military review threatened neu-
tron bomb attacks against both U.S.
carriers and against the U.S. mainland.
America was threatened with heavy
casualties.

The leading reformer that we are
asked to support, the Chinese premier,
has pledged to end the democratic
independence of Taiwan, a critical U.S.
ally. The outrageous threats of Chinese
militarists during the lead-up to this
PNTR vote have been beyond the pale.

Let us engage China, yes. Let us
trade with China. But at this time let
us continue to review the relationship
on an annual basis. Reject permanent
PNTR.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. ENGLISH), a respected
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

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

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Speaker, I will
enter quotations from Chinese human
rights’ activists at the appropriate
place in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
who all agree that the best way to open
minds is through open markets.

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues and I in
Congress remain deeply concerned
about human rights’ violations in
China, but one of the best ways to in-
still American ideals of individual free-
dom and liberty is through opening
China’s borders to American goods and
services. That is what this agreement
does, and that is why I support this
agreement. China’s old hard-line re-
gime would like nothing more than for
these American values and ideas to be
denied access to their country. China’s
membership in the WTO will force
China to play by the rules, protecting
human rights.

May I suggest that engaging China is
the best possible way that Americans
can influence Chinese behavior, en-
hance human rights, strengthen labor
standards, and improve the environ-
ment. And as we can see, a number of
human rights’ activists in China agree
that opening the markets would open
the door for improving human rights.

Mr. Speaker, China’s involvement in
the international trading community
has already improved human rights.
We know that the most repressive peri-
ods of China’s history occurred at
times of international isolation. Expo-
sure to the outside world has increased
openness, social mobility, and personal
liberties for the Chinese people. I think
people need to recognize that engage-
ment does not mean endorsement. Con-
gress will continue to monitor China’s
human rights’ record. Nothing prevents
Congress from legally sanctioning
China and invoking its penalties should
Congress feel China has violated the
spirit and the rule of law with respect
to human rights, even if we pass this
agreement.

Annual human rights reviews will
continue. Future administrations will

continue to conduct annual reviews of
China’s human rights’ record. Nothing
in this legislation changes that. Rath-
er, we have enhanced it under this leg-
islation thanks to the gentleman from
Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER) and the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN).

I would ask everyone to keep in mind
that this legislation is not only about
exporting American goods to China; it
is also about exporting American val-
ues.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD the quotes I referred to earlier:

Human Rights Activists Agree that open
markets mean open minds.

The participation of China in the WTO
would not only have economic and political
benefits, but would serve to bolster those in
China who understand that the country must
embrace the rule of law, which of course is a
key principle underlying active membership
in global trade organizations . . . For those
of us who have long pressed for vigorous ad-
herence to the rule of law in China, it is en-
couraging that so many Chinese officials
support the nation’s entry into groups such
as the WTO.’’—Martin Lee, Chairman of the
Democratic Party of Hong Kong.

‘‘An isolated China will resist change at
home and be likely to behave more aggres-
sively towards its regional neighbors. None
of that serves American interests. Admitting
China into the WTO may not cause it to shed
dictatorship for democracy. But it’s the
right step toward realizing that goal.’’—
Randy Tate, Co-Chair of Working Families
for Free Trade, and Former Executive Direc-
tor of the Christian Coalition.

‘‘All of the fights—for a better environ-
ment, labor rights and human rights—these
fights we will fight in China tomorrow. But
first we must break the monopoly of the
state. To do that, we need a freer market and
the competition mandated by the WTO.’’—
Dai Qing, prominent Chinese environ-
mentalist.

‘‘It is obvious this is a good thing for China
. . . I appreciate the efforts of friends and
colleagues to help our human rights situa-
tion but it doesn’t make sense to use trade
as a lever. It just doesn’t work.’’—Bao Tong,
prominent Chinese dissident.

‘‘For so many years of China’s reform and
opening, these areas couldn’t be opened up
and remained state monopolies. But if eco-
nomic monopolies can be broken, controls in
other areas can have breakthroughs as well.
These breakthroughs won’t necessarily hap-
pen soon. But in the final analysis, in the
minds of ordinary people, it will show that
breakthroughs that were impossible in the
past are indeed possible.’’—Li Ke, Former
Chinese Editor of the Democratic Journal
Fangfa.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. TANNER), a distinguished
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

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

Mr. TANNER. Mr. Speaker, I think
anyone listening to this debate would
agree that we are all interested in
changing the behavior of the Chinese
Government towards its people and
human rights and all the rest. We differ
merely on how best to do it.

I am not going to talk about trade ei-
ther, much, except to say that this
should not be called the China PNTR

bill; it ought to be the America PNTR
bill. We give up no leverage. We can
change tomorrow what we have done
today. There is nothing permanent
around here.

But let me just say why I think it is
America’s trade bill. The problem is we
do not have any closed markets to
China. They have got their stuff here.
If my colleagues do not believe me, go
to Wal-Mart. The problem is, we can-
not get our stuff there. And that is why
this is a good deal for America’s work-
ers.

One cannot, by voting no, isolate
China. One, by voting no, can isolate
us. Do my colleagues not understand
that the EU, the South Americans,
Japan, and the rest of Asia are going to
move into that market while we sit
here and watch job loss occur in our
country because we are the ones iso-
lated?

b 1315
Now, let me say something about

that. If one reads history, every great
civilization that has fallen has in one
way or another practiced some form of
isolationism. They have tried to erect
barriers against the outside world.
China is now and has been paying a ter-
rible price. China used to be traders
years ago, centuries ago. They went
into an isolation mode, and now we see
the remnants of what was once a great
free civilization in the throes of this
communist dictatorship.

This is about America in the next
century. As I believe the last century
was about the United States and the
Soviet Union and the military powers
that existed then, the Cold War, this
new century is about trade and about
our relationship with China, leading
the world toward human rights
through openness and engagement.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. LIPINSKI), someone who realizes
that slave labor is not the American
way to get cheap T-shirts at Wal-Mart.

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

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California (Mr.
STARK) for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, we should not reward a
totalitarian regime that is run by a
Communist party, a dictatorship, with
little regard for human dignity and
common decency. We should not re-
ward a nation that has, through its ac-
tions and deeds, done so much evil.

Mr. Speaker, we are free Americans,
nurtured on the Declaration of Inde-
pendence. We are the land of Lincoln,
Washington, and Jefferson, Americans
who believe in justice and the dignity
of man.

So let us not abandon our patriotic
morals in favor of corporate profits.
Let me run that by my colleagues once
again. Let us not abandon our patriotic
morals in favor of corporate profits.
Let us not forget the democratic ideals
that formed the foundation of this Na-
tion.
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I urge my colleagues to remember

the lessons from our idealistic youth of
right and wrong and do what is right
and vote ‘‘no’’ on PNTR from China.

Mr. Speaker, on the other side of the world
lies an ancient nation with over 1.2 billion peo-
ple living on a land mass covering 3.7 million
miles. It is a 3,500-year-old civilization that
has been at times a friend, at times an enemy,
and at times a stranger. It is a nation of con-
tradictions: clinging to its 3,500-year-old tradi-
tions yet reaching to embrace the 21st cen-
tury; governing by a communist ideology yet
striving for capitalist riches. With more than a
hint of elitism and without the self-effacing hu-
mility Confucius taught, the Chinese referred
to their nation as the Middle Kingdom for hun-
dreds of years until the mid-19th century when
Britain and Western powers fought, won and
carved up China like freshly killed fame.

For the Chinese, one of the worst things to
suffer from is the loss of respect or ‘‘to lose
face’’, and in the years following the first
Opium Wars, that is exactly what happened to
China. It was not just one Chinese person
who ‘‘lost face’’, it was an entire nation. There-
in lies the psyche of the Chinese civilization
and of many of the Chinese people. Wounds
still fresh from its harried humiliation by the
Western powers—150 years is merely a cat-
nap for a nation so old—China yearns to be
a global superpower. For much of the 20th
century, China has been playing catch up with
the West. An inordinate amount of time and
energy went toward improving China’s econ-
omy, military and diplomacy to achieve the
most elusive yet important goal for the Chi-
nese people as a collective whole—to regain
what had been lost—respect. It is the motiva-
tional undercurrent in China’s actions. That is
the important lesson to be learned for the
international community, and the United States
in particular. The lesson is that China is willing
to do whatever it takes, regardless of ruling
ideology, to become a global superpower.

The dangers of such a motivating factor are
readily apparent. China, despite its official pro-
nouncements, has acted in some instances no
different than a rogue nation, such as Libya,
North Korea, or Iraq. Military spending has
shot up over 40 percent in the 1990’s, and re-
search and development of high-tech weapons
of warfare and mass destruction have been
prioritized. China has illegally sold nuclear
technology to Pakistan, smuggled AK–47s into
San Francisco, and collaborates with terrorist
nations such as Iran to improve their missile
and weapons technology. The leaders in Bei-
jing also shot missiles at Taiwan when that
democratic island of 22 million people held its
first democratic elections. This year, the Chi-
nese leaders in Beijing boldly trumpeted the
threat of force to retake Taiwan if reunification
talks do not begin.

In addition, China’s utter contempt for
human rights is well documented. In fact, this
year the Clinton administration’s own State
Department came out with a report detailing
China’s deteriorating human rights record. On
November 29, 1999, Chinese police summarily
arrested and beat Fu Sheng, a member of the
illegal China Democracy Party. Since last July,
more than 35,000 people associated with the
Falun Gong spiritual movement have been de-
tained. No one is safe. Even Christians are
imprisoned and thrown in forced labor camps
strictly on the basis of their religious beliefs.
As recently as February of this year, the 80-

year-old head of China’s underground Roman
Catholic Church who was previously impris-
oned for nearly for 30 years for refusing to de-
nounce the Pope.

China, despite its communist roots and to-
talitarian regime, realizes that in the modern
world it not only takes military strength to be-
come a superpower, it also takes economic
strength. By borrowing pages from the suc-
cess stories of Japan, Singapore, Taiwan and
Hong Kong, China turned toward and em-
braced a managed market economy driven by
export growth as one of the primary engines
for economic growth.

As part of the plan to raise China’s stature
in the international community, China has
been involved in long and protracted negotia-
tions to join GATT, and now, WTO. The 13-
year long effort finally came to a head on No-
vember 15, 1999 when the administration
signed an agreement with China to provide for
her accession to the WTO.

China is widely viewed as having made a
number of major concessions in the agree-
ment, but can we really trust China? Chinese
leaders say one thing and do another. China
has historically agreed to many things and has
implemented relatively few of them. For exam-
ple, after threatened with major trade sanc-
tions by the United States, China agreed to a
sweeping 1992 market access agreement to
remove major market barriers to United States
products. The agreement was supposed to
have been fully implemented by the end of
1997. We’re still waiting.

Mr. Speaker, growing up in post-World War
II Chicago was a learning experience for me.
In school, in church, and in the ballfields, we
learned the difference between right and
wrong, good and bad, friends and enemies.

When we played 16-inch softball, we knew
the rules, and we played by them. We played
with honor. It was wrong to cheat, and cheat-
ers were punished. In school, we learned
about our Nation’s history and how to be good
citizens and proud patriots. In the schoolyards,
we learned who were our friends and who
weren’t. In church, we learned about morality,
God’s teachings on good and evil, and right
and wrong. Those lessons remain with me to
this day.

These things don’t change and, unfortu-
nately, neither has the People’s Republic of
China. Despite all their words, despite all their
promises, their actions speak louder. They
continue to imprison and torture Chinese dis-
sidents, set up slave labor camps, practice
forced abortions, shoot missiles at democratic
Taiwan, sell weapons technology to Libya, and
break trade agreements. They pretend to be
our friends, yet through their actions, reveal
themselves as anything but.

We should not reward a totalitarian regime
that is run by a Communist party—a dictator-
ship with little regard for human dignity and
common decency. We should not reward a
nation that has, through its actions and deeds,
done so much that is wrong.

Mr. Speaker, we are free Americans nur-
tured on the Declaration of Independence. We
are the land of Lincoln, Washington, and Jef-
ferson—Americans who believe in justice and
the dignity of man.

So, let us not abandon our patriotic morals
in favor of corporate profits. Let us not forget
the democratic ideals that form the foundation
of this nation.

I urge my colleagues to remember the les-
sons from their youth—of right and wrong—
and do what is right.

Vote ‘‘no’’ to PNTR for China.
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. SANFORD).

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Speaker, I was rated in the top
five free traders in the 105th Congress;
and yet, I reluctantly oppose PNTR for
China, for a couple of different reasons.

First of all, we have a mechanical
problem. And that is, if my colleagues
look at WTO, it is a rule-based system.
And yet, look at the dispute over hor-
mone beef. Look at the dispute over ba-
nanas with EU. And what we see is an-
other culture that has democratic gov-
ernance, that has intellectual property
rights, that has a rule of law, that has
property rights, has basically said, we
are just going to ignore the rules of
WTO, we are going to ignore our agree-
ment with America because we want
to.

And if we have that kind of disagree-
ment within a culture that is very
similar to our own, can my colleagues
imagine the disagreement that we will
find in a culture that is very different.

In fact, history suggests that that in-
clination is right, because the 1998
USTR’s Foreign Trade Barriers Report
said that fully 400 of 1,200, one-third, of
all products that were in the 1992
agreement between China and America
were still subject to nontariff barriers.

So what we are doing here is we are
dropping a 400-pound gorilla in the
swimming pool, and it will have impli-
cations for WTO itself.

Also, we have a problem in that any
time with the Cox report that we have
a country engaged in espionage to steal
our nuclear secrets, I do not know that
that deserves award. That does not
make common sense to me.

And three, and most disturbing to
me, is that, if we look in the South
China Sea, I think we see a trend to-
ward if not expansionism, certainly
bullying. If we look at Mischief Reef, if
we look at Spratly Islands, if we look
at how in 1997 China moved an oil drill-
ing rig into what was clearly terri-
torial water of Vietnam, if my col-
leagues look at their behavior toward
Taiwan, if we look at their taking of
the Paracel Islands in the 1970s from
Vietnam, we see a trend that is dis-
turbing.

So I will admit that is a very blunt
instrument, but is the only instrument
that I have to use as a legislator in sig-
naling displeasure toward China’s be-
havior.

We also need to look at OPEC and
other arrangements that help compa-
nies to go to China and displace them.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois (Mrs. BIGGERT).

(Mrs. BIGGERT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)
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Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I thank

the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to urge my
colleagues who are wavering on China
PNTR to cast a ‘‘yes’’ vote for U.S.
world leadership, U.S. jobs, and the
continued prosperity of the U.S. econ-
omy.

The ‘‘yes’’ vote that we cast today is
not a vote for China. It is a vote for the
United States. It is not a vote to allow
China into our market. China is al-
ready in our market. Rather, it is a
vote to allow our workers, our farmers,
our investors, ideals and ingenuity to
compete successfully in the world mar-
ket.

This is not a vote to maintain the
status quo. Rejecting this resolution
today will not force the world economy
into a fixed and stationary condition,
with the U.S. as leader in its own
smug, self-satisfied isolation.

Denying China PNTR will not deny
the Chinese access to the WTO, nor will
it deny them access to European serv-
ice providers, Asian technology, or
Latin American grains. Denying China
PNTR denies only the United States.

If there is one thing we have learned
in these early moments of the 21st cen-
tury, it is this: The new economy al-
lows nothing to remain static, no one
to remain unaffected, and no single
player to hold all the cards.

So before my colleagues waver to-
ward a ‘‘no’’ vote today, imagine for a
moment the world we create by deny-
ing PNTR for China. Do not just imag-
ine the morning after the vote when fi-
nancial markets register the most im-
mediate and negative response to our
action. Imagine further into the future
as European and Asian competitors
lock out our workers, investors, and
farmers from the largest market in the
world. Imagine 5 years into the future,
then 10, then 20 when the full and awful
truth of our action is evident in the re-
mains of a once great world economic
power. Make no mistake, denying
China PNTR denies our own future.

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote.
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield

11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. ROEMER).

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

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, Franklin
Roosevelt once said, ‘‘The only thing
we have to fear is fear itself.’’

While some of our trade policy today
causes very genuine and legitimate
concern and hesitation on the part of
our working people, we must be guided
by hope and opportunity, not fear and
trepidation.

Right now our policy with China does
not work, the status quo is not good.
We have too many big trade deficits,
too many human rights violations. So
we have negotiated a new one for our
new economy with our old enduring
values.

What does China get from this agree-
ment? They have to cut tariffs, open up

their markets. Our goods penetrate
their markets across the board, tele-
communications, agriculture, you
name it.

What do we give? Nothing. We just
accept this agreement. This benefits
America.

Secondly, on human rights, I want to
applaud the gentleman from Nebraska
(Mr. BEREUTER) and the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN). We talk
about MFN being annual review of
human rights. With this new human
rights institution, a committee, we
will monitor human rights daily by the
hour, with staff, with Members, not
yearly with MFN.

Finally, on human rights, a human
rights leader in China, Ran Wan Ding
said this: Before the sky was black.
Now there is light. This can be a new
beginning. With our new economy, let’s
open up one of the oldest cultures in
world history to American optimism,
to American products, and to American
values.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LEE) who realizes that to
honor China and punish Cuba is the
height of hypocrisy.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from California (Mr. STARK)
for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I am a firm believer in
self-determination for China. Now
China is a Communist country whether
we agree with it or not. However, coun-
tries, regardless of their political or
economic system, should not be re-
warded when they are allowed to round
up and intimidate and arrest people,
put people in slave labor camps with no
due process.

Why would the United States enact a
trade policy that rewards this behav-
ior, as well as environmental degrada-
tion and religious persecution and vio-
lation of women’s rights? This is
wrong.

Annual review, at the very least, pro-
vides a tool to help ensure China’s re-
spect for human rights and nuclear
nonproliferation.

With regard to our own country, the
Economic Policy Institute estimates
over 870,000 United States jobs will be
lost over the next decade, with the loss
of over 84,000 jobs in my own State of
California. This is really scary.

We do not want to cut off our rela-
tionship with China. I support fair and
free trade. We simply believe that
human rights and fairness for Amer-
ican and Chinese workers should be the
bottom line.

This vote defines who we are as a
people and as a Nation. I urge my col-
leagues to oppose PNTR for China.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Long Beach, California (Mr. HORN).

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

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, since be-
coming a Member of Congress in 1993, I
have opposed normal trade relations

with China as a matter of conscience. I
see no change in the human rights situ-
ation in China.

The level of trade between our two
countries began to grow two decades
ago, but the daily lot of the average
Chinese worker is dismal. There is no
excuse for American companies in
China to pay workers as little as 22
cents an hour for 12- and 15-hour shifts.

Trade has increased wealth in China,
and some people enjoy limited freedom
in their personal lives. Mostly, they
are in the Party. But the Chinese Com-
munist Party still oversees a system
that jails, tortures, and kills those it
deems to be a threat to the Party’s ar-
bitrary rule. China’s own constitution
states that Chinese citizens are enti-
tled to the rights of freedom of speech,
press, assembly, and religious belief.

Really?
Ask tens of thousands of Tibetans,

Christians, Falun Gong practitioners,
or human rights and labor activists. It
is hard to hear their voices. They are
imprisoned, and worse, for exercising
those basic rights.

Today we can send a strong message:
human rights cannot be separated from
our other policy interests in China.
This debate is as much about how we
define ourselves and what this Nation
stands for. It is not just about China’s
conduct.

Some Members of Congress hope we
can address this fundamental issue by
creating a commission to monitor
human rights failures in China. Unfor-
tunately, this commission would be
powerless to sanction Chinese mis-
behavior. The real questions in the de-
bate are very clear: Why would we
think that a country that does not re-
spect the most basic rights of its own
people will now respect the rights of its
foreign trade partners? How do we ex-
pect to enforce fair trade rules when
they have been unable to enforce them
in the past? Having witnessed China’s
threats against Taiwan and the United
States, what will it take to condemn
China’s actions in the future?

In 1981, 15 university presidents met
with students in 25 universities, tech-
nical institutes, and specialized col-
leges. When we talked to students—out
of the eyes and ears of Chinese intel-
ligence agents—those students wanted
‘‘freedom.’’

To open up our markets involves mu-
tual trust and respect.

This Congress should not send a signal that
we honor a country that has little regard for
America or the values in which Americans be-
lieve most strongly—dignity, fairness, and indi-
vidual freedom.

This Congress should vote ‘‘no.’’
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2

minutes to the gentleman from Mon-
tana (Mr. HILL).

(Mr. HILL of Montana asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HILL of Montana. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Speaker, listening to this debate,
one would, I think, come to the conclu-
sion that this is a complex issue. But it
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really is not. There are three basic
questions I think we have to answer.

One, is it going to help or hurt our
economy if China gets PNTR and joins
the World Trade Organization? Second,
can we best advance the cause of
human rights and religious freedom in
China by isolating them or engaging
them in further trade. And third, are
our security interests in that region
going to be hurt or helped by China’s
membership into the WTO?

Now, how we answer that question is
really how we look at the world and, to
a greater extent, how we look at the
United States.

Pessimists would look at this issue
and they would see only the risks. I
choose to look at this issue and see op-
portunities. I believe that more trade
is more good than bad. I believe that
more markets for agricultural products
and for manufactured goods is more
good than bad. And I believe that our
economy, our workers, our farmers,
our entrepreneurs can compete with
the people in China. So I choose to be
an optimist.

This is really a one-sided agreement.
China gives up everything. They give
up access to their markets. They tear
down the barriers and tariffs. And we
get more access and opportunity in the
process.
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But this is also going to unleash an-
other form of competition and that is
the competition of values. Do Members
believe that their values or our values
are going to prevail in that competi-
tion? Because after this occurs, China
will no longer be able to lock our val-
ues out of their society. There are
more people in China who speak
English than there are in the United
States. There is a hunger for our values
and our system there. I believe our val-
ues will prevail.

How about our security interest? All
the past Secretaries of Defense and
current ones support this agreement,
but let us look at what our allies say.
Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, all say
that China’s membership in WTO and
permanent normal trade relations will
make our security interest more secure
in that region.

So I choose to be an optimist. I
choose to believe in America, in our
values. I urge my colleagues to support
PNTR, to support China’s membership
in the WTO, and to vote for this bill.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LOFGREN).

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, we
should vote for PNTR today. At the be-
ginning of the millennium, we should
not regress and isolate China. We
should help engage China in the world
community. In truth, we had a Cold
War. Communism lost, capitalism won.
Now our economic and political system
will help deliver freedom, peace and
prosperity throughout the world be-
cause free markets cannot prosper in
authoritarian regimes. In a global

economy, authoritarian regimes can-
not long survive the impact of freedom
and free markets. Engaging China and
exposing China to the sunlight of free
market economies and democratic val-
ues is the best way to bring about evo-
lution towards freedom in China. We
here in Congress all agree upon our
goals: a strong, free, prosperous Amer-
ica in a world that is free, peaceful, and
prosperous. But like a family, we in
Congress and people in our great coun-
try can disagree on the best way to
achieve that goal. It is my strong belief
that helping to engage China in the
world community will advance the
cause of freedom.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. CAPUANO) who recognizes
to open our border to cheap Chinese as-
sault weapons will cause the deaths of
thousands of American children.

Mr. CAPUANO. Mr. Speaker, I look
at this bill and I ask myself, why did I
come here? I came here to defend the
rights of Americans and the rights of
people all around the world.

I look at China, I see no freedom of
speech, no freedom of religion, no free-
dom of association, no freedom to do
anything unless the government says
so. That alone is enough to vote
against this bill.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. JONES) and recog-
nize that he represents many people in
the Armed Forces who will suffer by
the things that are produced in those
factories that we are building for the
Communist Chinese.

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in strong opposition to
extending PNTR for China. I want to
start by quoting Bill Safire who wrote
in his column on May 18 in The New
York Times:

I confess to writing speeches for Richard
Nixon assuring conservatives that trade with
China would lead to the evolution of demo-
cratic principles in Beijing.

I further quote Mr. Safire:
But we’ve been trading for 30 years now, fi-

nancing its military-industrial base, ena-
bling it to buy M–11 missiles from the Rus-
sians and advanced computer technology
from us.

Mr. Speaker, the United States has
tried for more than three decades to
build a relationship with China and to
foster democratic values in the com-
munist nation. In 1995, we extended
most favored nation status to China if
China would agree to stop its abusive
human rights practices and stop ex-
porting nuclear technology. The very
next year, the CIA reported that China
was the greatest supplier of weapons-
of-mass-destruction-related goods and
technology to foreign countries. De-
spite repeated promises that trade
would make China more free, it has
failed to end its long and established
history of human rights abuses like
forced abortion and sterilization.

Years of maintaining the lax policy
of constructive engagement with China

have proven dangerous. As the
Rumsfield Commission found in 1998,
China’s proliferation of ballistic mis-
siles and other weapons of mass de-
struction threatens the security of the
United States. When China steals tech-
nology and sells it to our enemies,
steals our nuclear secrets and tries to
influence our election process, how can
we grant PNTR for China? Extending
normal trade relations status to China
impacts more than the economy, Mr.
Speaker. It takes away our economic
leverage with a Communist country,
and it stands to affect the security of
each and every American citizen.

I close by repeating William Safire:
We’ve been trading for 30 years now, fi-

nancing its military-industrial base, ena-
bling it to buy M–11 missiles from the Rus-
sians and advanced computer technology
from us.

Mr. Speaker, until China can prove
to the people of America that it can be
trusted, we should not pass PNTR for
China.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. PRICE).

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of permanent
normal trade relations with China. The
economic benefits are undeniable for
our country and are particularly favor-
able for my region and my State. North
Carolina has much to gain from open-
ing and expanding markets in China,
currently our 13th largest export mar-
ket and the consumer of over $300 mil-
lion in North Carolina goods and serv-
ices annually. The commodities of
goods involved range from pork and
poultry and soybeans to furniture,
communications equipment, software
and computers—very broad economic
benefits indeed.

But this debate, Mr. Speaker, is not
just about trade. I have not heard any
proponent suggest that we should turn
a blind eye to human rights and polit-
ical problems in China in the name of
commerce. Nor is this legislation a
blessing of China’s past and current be-
havior, no matter how often the oppo-
nents of the bill might repeat it.

On the contrary, the point is to bring
China within a framework that will
provide powerful incentives and con-
straints to play by the rules, both in
the realm of trade and beyond. As
China moves further into the world
economy, we need to be clear-eyed
about our future with China. We must
continue to press on human rights and
religious freedom and the self-deter-
mination of Taiwan, the freedom of
Tibet, nuclear proliferation, and espio-
nage. Isolating China economically
will do more harm than good in all of
these areas.

Martin Lee, the chairman of the
Democratic Party of Hong Kong and a
human rights leader has said: ‘‘The
participation of China in the WTO
would not only have economic and po-
litical benefits but would serve to bol-
ster those in China who understand
that the country must embrace the
rule of law.’’
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Trade is no panacea. But to refuse trade, to

isolate China economically, would risk empow-
ering the most rigid, hard-line anti-democratic
elements of China, those who want to pull
their country away from the democratic world.
This is not a prospect America or the Chinese
people can afford.

I urge my colleagues to vote yes.
Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of opening op-

portunities for American workers, farmers, and
businesses, and I stand with those committed
to improving our national security, economic
freedom in China, and the quality of life for the
Chinese people. I rise in support of Permanent
Normal Trade Relations with China.

As my colleagues know, in November the
United States and China signed a bilateral
agreement to bring China into the World Trade
Organization (WTO). The agreement would
open Chinese markets to our goods and serv-
ices and reduce Chinese tariffs and quotas on
our products. What does the United States
give up? Nothing. All we have to do is grant
PNTR to benefit from this decidedly one-way
deal.

The economic benefits are undeniable for
our country and are particularly favorable for
my region and state. It is clear that North
Carolina has much to gain from opening and
expanding markets in China, currently our
13th largest export market and consumer of
over $300 million in North Carolina goods and
services.

The Chinese will be compelled to open their
markets to services like telecommunications,
banking, software, computer, and environ-
mental services. Tariffs will be eliminated on
computers, telecommunications equipment,
semiconductors, and furniture. North Carolina
companies will benefit from major tariff reduc-
tions on optical fibers, chemicals, pulp and
paper, wood products, agriculture equipment,
medical equipment, and environmental tech-
nology equipment. In agriculture, our farmers
will no longer have to compete with export
subsidies on China’s agriculture products and
will benefit from tariff cuts on poultry, pork, to-
bacco, soybeans, and other commodities. For
the first time, our companies will be able to
sell and distribute products in China made by
workers here in America, without being forced
to relocate manufacturing to China, sell
through the Chinese government or transfer
valuable technology.

Now that the European Union has signed an
agreement with China, clearing the last re-
maining hurdle to China’s accession to the
WTO, a vote against PNTR could cost Amer-
ica jobs, as our competitors in Europe, Asia
and elsewhere capture Chinese markets that
we otherwise would have served. To benefit
from the agreement that opens Chinese mar-
kets to American products and investment,
this Congress must first grant permanent nor-
mal trading status—the same arrangement we
have given all other countries in the WTO.

Much has been said about what we lose if
we give up an annual review of our trade sta-
tus with China. I would just suggest that our
annual vote has not been particularly effective.
Even after Tiananmen Square, this body did
not revoke ‘‘most favored nation’’ status. I do
not suggest turning a blind eye to the human
rights and political situation in China in the
name of commerce, nor do I view this agree-
ment as a blessing of China’s past and current
behavior. On the contrary, the point is to bring
China within a framework that will provide

powerful incentives and constraints to play by
the rules, both in the realm of trade and be-
yond.

As China moves further into the world econ-
omy, we need to be clear-eyed abut the future
of our relationship and must continue to press
on issues such as human rights, religious free-
dom, the self-determination of Taiwan, the
freedom of Tibet, nuclear proliferation, and es-
pionage. I believe isolating China economically
would do more harm than good in these
areas.

Martin Lee, chairman of the Democratic
Party of Hong Kong and a leader of the
human rights movement, wrote: ‘‘The partici-
pation of China in the WTO would not only
have economic and political benefits, but
would serve to bolster those in China who un-
derstand that the country must embrace the
rule of law.’’ To him, the agreement ‘‘rep-
resents the best long-term hope for China to
become a member of good standing in the
international community. We fear that should
ratification fail, any hope for political and legal
reform process would also recede.’’

A recent New York Times article (‘‘Chinese
See U.S. Bill as Vital to Future Reforms,’’ May
21) noted that a ‘‘broad array of educated Chi-
nese—top government officials, publishers,
bankers, artists, lawyers and pro-democracy
advocates—have come together in extraor-
dinary agreement on the issue, investing their
hope for progress in China’’ in this vote. ‘‘Chi-
nese government leaders and economists
hope the normalization of trade with America
will help close inefficient state enterprises. Au-
thors and artists here are convinced it will re-
duce censorship. Lawyers suggest it will force
China’s mercurial judges to follow the law.’’

Zhou Daichun, a commercial lawyer in Bei-
jing said, ‘‘What’s important is not how this
vote will affect this or that industry. What’s im-
portant is that this is an opportunity to push for
reform and reorganization in China and with-
out that impetus, many reforms are impos-
sible.’’

Taiwan supports China’s entry into the
WTO. And the Dalai Lama, the spiritual leader
of Tibet, has said, ‘‘Joining the WTO, I think,
is one way (for China) to change in the right
direction . . . I have always stressed that
China should not be isolated. China must be
brought into the mainstream of the world com-
munity . . . Forces of democracy in China get
more encouragement through that way.’’

As we all know, Chinese actions demand
our attention. Mr. LEVIN and Mr. BEREUTER
have crafted provisions included in this legisla-
tion that help us maintain our sharp focus on
the issues of human rights, religious freedom,
and economic fair play. Under the Levin-Be-
reuter provisions, the U.S. will create a Con-
gressional-Executive Commission on China,
modeled after the Helsinki Commission, to
evaluate human rights in China. The Commis-
sion will submit an annual report of its findings
to the President and Congress, including
WTO-consistent recommendations for action.
This bill puts into law China-specific anti-surge
safeguards to guard American businesses and
workers from inport surges from China. We
strengthen monitoring and enforcement of Chi-
na’s commitment to WTO obligations with an
annual review of China within the WTO.

Mr. Speaker, only through a comprehensive
system of relationships can the United States
hope to influence the internal policies of the
Chinese government. This vote is a significant

opportunity for us to encourage positive
change in China. We must pull China in the
right direction, not turn our backs. Trade is no
panacea. But to refuse trade, to isolate China
economically, would risk empowering the most
rigid, hard-line, anti-democratic elements of
China, those who want to pull their country
away from the democratic world. This is not a
prospect America or the Chinese people can
afford.

In light of this strategy of engagement and
our nation’s interest, not only in selling to
China, but also in bringing China into con-
formity with accepted rules of international
conduct, I urge my colleagues to support
PNTR.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. WU) who understands that the slo-
gan ‘‘We Bring Good Things to Life’’
will not help murdered female children
in China.

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, that I can ad-
dress you from this well today is a trib-
ute to the courage, the perseverance
and the sacrifice of my parents. My fa-
ther left for America when I was 4
months old, and I did not see him again
until I was 7. I could only recognize
him from photographs. My parents en-
dured 7 years of separation so that they
could bring our family to this place of
freedom and of opportunity. People
have said to me, ‘‘You’re a trade law-
yer. You’ve got to like this agreement.
You represent a trade-dependent dis-
trict. You have to support this agree-
ment. If you have to vote your con-
science, just vote and walk away.’’

I refuse to do that because I will
refuse to turn my back on the sacrifice
of my parents and countless other
Americans who have stood and fought
in the cause of freedom. This is a bad
trade agreement. This is bad policy,
and this is counter to fundamental
American values.

It is a bad agreement because the
basic concept is wrong. Let us take the
WTO proponents’ arguments at their
face value. America is a market econ-
omy. China is not. America has an ex-
changeable currency. China does not. If
we both dropped our tariffs to absolute
zero, we would lose control over our
imports and China would not. Through
their command and control economy
they can still determine how much to
buy and exactly from whom to buy.

This is a flawed agreement. This is
bad policy because the day after we
vote to give China permanent most fa-
vored nation trading status, hard-lin-
ers in Beijing will say, We thumbed our
noses at the Americans with respect to
nuclear weapons, we thumbed our
noses at the Americans with respect to
missile proliferation, we thumbed our
noses at the Americans with respect to
human rights, we thumbed our noses at
the Americans with respect to saber
rattling in the Taiwan Strait, we
thumbed our noses at the Americans
with respect to all these things and yet
they still gave us the central goal of
our foreign policy for the last 12 years.
Why should we ever listen to what the
Americans have to say?
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But the most important reason for

voting no is to keep our commitment
to American values and the sacrifices
of countless families like mine and
every other American family today.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM).

Mr. GRAHAM. I thank the gentleman
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, when the students in
Tiananmen Square looked to America,
they saw the Statue of Liberty. When
we look to China, we see dollar signs. I
think their vision is better than ours. I
have heard some statements by pro-
ponents that I disagree with.

China gives up everything in this
deal? Not true. They become enriched.
This regime becomes more powerful,
flush with cash.

If you have capitalism and Com-
munists existing in China, it is the po-
litical death warrant of the Chinese
Communist regime? I disagree. When
people take to the streets, they will
bring out tanks bought with this
money.

The ultimate question was, is this
about being friend or foe with China?
One of the first speakers said this will
determine whether or not we are
friends or foes. The Communist Chinese
will never be our friends. How can
somebody be your friend when the gov-
ernment punishes somebody for having
one child too many they say is enough,
three times your annual salary if you
have more than one child? You can
never be America’s friends when you
murder people under government au-
thority. You can never be America’s
friends when you cheat on agreements
signed. For the last 20 years, they have
cheated on every textile agreement
signed with the United States.

These people are not our friends.
They are the enemy of every freedom-
loving person in the world.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. CAMP), a respected mem-
ber of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in support of granting normal trade re-
lations to China. First and close to my
heart, Michigan farm families, employ-
ers and working men and women win
with this. Passage of today’s legisla-
tion will mean that Michigan farmers
will no longer have to compete with
high tariff barriers on U.S. agricultural
products. Restrictions on the importa-
tion of meat and poultry will be elimi-
nated and products like fruit and vege-
tables will see tariffs cut in the range
of 65 to 75 percent. Tariffs on auto
parts will be reduced by 57 percent.
And motor vehicles, cut by 70 percent.
I do not need to tell Members that
these things mean a lot to the people of
Michigan and America.

There are some people who claim
that we cannot grant normal trade re-
lations with China because of their
human rights record. We can all agree
that China’s people are mistreated, but

I will not agree that isolating China is
an improvement.

I would like to illustrate some of the
changes that our trade with China has
resulted in. In 1990, 400,000 Bibles were
sent to China. This year, we will de-
liver 4 million Bibles to China. Human
rights activists who have been involved
in China for years have voiced their
support for this agreement, including
the Reverend Billy Graham and Leon-
ard Woodcock, the former President of
the United Autoworkers and former
Ambassador to China.

I would like to address one other
issue that is very important to me. I
have worked hard to advance the issue
of international adoption. China’s cruel
policy of limited family size has left
thousands of orphans living in deplor-
able conditions. However, since open-
ing relations with China, adoption
agencies have been able to go into
China and develop a network to allow
these children to come to the United
States. In 1989, 200 Chinese children
were adopted. In 1998 over 4,000 Chinese
orphans were adopted by loving Amer-
ican families.

I urge a yes vote on normal trade sta-
tus for China.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. TURNER).
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Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, if we
deny PNTR to China, businesses, work-
ers, farmers and ranchers in my dis-
trict in East Texas and across the Na-
tion will lose the benefits of a trade
agreement that, on its face, is very fa-
vorable to the United States. Unlike
the NAFTA agreement in which the
United States had to eliminate its own
trade barriers, China will reduce its
tariffs on American goods, while we
make no similar concessions. Rejecting
PNTR means the benefits of trade and
job growth will go to other nations who
open the door to trade, while we slam
it shut.

As a Member of the Committee on
Armed Services, I believe granting
PNTR to China is in America’s na-
tional security interests. While dealing
with China as a rising economic and
military power will not be easy, we
should not make the road more dif-
ficult than it has to be. If we reject
PNTR, we will be sending a powerful
signal to China and the entire world
that we are walking away from a con-
structive relationship with China.

On the other hand, engagement will
further our nuclear nonproliferation ef-
forts, encourage the Chinese to em-
brace democracy and the rule of law,
and further the expansion of human
rights and freedom for the Chinese peo-
ple. Progress in these areas will not be
uninterrupted, but history and com-
mon sense and human relationships
teach us that engagement is the best
hope for world peace for our children
and grandchildren.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, it gives me
great pleasure to yield 45 seconds to

the gentleman from Maine (Mr.
BALDACCI), who understands that the
600,000 jobs lost because of the $70 bil-
lion trade deficit to China has affected
many of the footwear manufacturers in
the northeastern part of this country.

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

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, I cannot give up my
vote and I cannot give up the voice of
the people I represent on an annual
basis, to hand that over to the World
Trade Organization in the hope that
the farmers and the fishermen and the
people who are working in forestry and
small business and family business are
going to have their interests looked
out for. I cannot turn that over on a
permanent basis to the World Trade
Organization.

I tried to work with the gentleman
from California (Mr. COX) to fashion se-
rious and substantive parallel legisla-
tion that would allow this Congress
and each one of us to have a vote and
a voice, a guarantee that we would
have a vote and voice, and that it
would be tied to bilateral trade and
economic sanctions which would be in
compliance, which we could do and
still retain our authority. This legisla-
tion does not do it, the leadership did
not allow it, and as a result of those
concerns, I am going to be voting
against this legislation.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker,
noting that the other side still ignores
the charges that PNTR freezes in the
taxpayer subsidies for businesses clos-
ing here and setting up shop in China,
I would yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON).

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding
me time.

Mr. Speaker, we have not talked
much about our national security. The
Chinese have a $68 billion trade sur-
plus; and after this agreement is
signed, if it passes today and passes the
Senate and is signed by the President,
they are going to have more of a sur-
plus, and that is more money with
which to buy rope to hang us with.

Let us look at what the Chinese have
done and what they are doing. They
stole our nuclear secrets. They are now
capable, with our secrets they stole
from the Los Alamos and Livermore
Laboratories, they are able to build a
mobile launch missile carrier, a rocket
that can fire halfway around the world
and can split into 10 parts with our W–
88 warhead and hit 10 cities and kill
over 50 million people, and we have no
defense for it. We have been cutting
our defense budget.

They now have access to both ends of
the Panama Canal, one of the things
that is most important to our com-
merce. They are going to control the
Panama Canal. Just yesterday we
found out they are going to control
part of the Suez Canal and probably all
of it. They signed a 30-year agreement
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with Egypt to have Port Said con-
trolled by them, in effect, because they
are going to control the shipping port
there.

They are building the largest army in
the world. They have the largest stand-
ing army in the world, and it is going
to get bigger, and we are going to pay
for it. We are going to pay for it, and
all the while our defenses are being
lowered and lowered.

They threatened Los Angeles when
we talked about coming to the aid of
our ally, Taiwan. So they have threat-
ened the United States in the not too
distant pass. Yet we continue to say,
Don’t worry about that.

They are stealing from us. They are
stealing our secrets. They are an
enemy of the free world. They threat-
ened Taiwan, as well as the rest of that
part of the world, and I think they are
a threat to the entire world.

Mr. Speaker, what are we doing
about it? Instead of facing up to it and
building our defenses to be prepared,
we are doing exactly what happened
prior to World War II. We unilaterally
disarmed prior to World War II, and
Winston Churchill warned about the fu-
ture and the Nazis, and nobody paid
any attention. What did they do? They
gave more commerce to Germany,
while Hitler built up his military.
What are we doing? We are doing the
same thing with China; and we ought
to think about that. Long-term, what
does it mean for America and our secu-
rity?

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Mrs. JOHNSON), a respected
Member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the Chairman for
yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
PNTR for China for three reasons.

First, it does not just enable Amer-
ica’s goods and services to flow into
the fastest-growing market in the
world by cutting China’s tariffs. It also
eliminates state-mandated middlemen
and China’s prohibition on our distrib-
uting and servicing our own products.
It eliminates quotas and special licens-
ing requirements, and prohibits condi-
tioning investment on local content re-
quirements, offsets, research in China
or technology transfer.

Secondly, it will help us enforce our
trade agreements with China because
we will not be solo at the enforcement
table. All 136 nation members of the
WTO will be on the enforcement team.
Further, this is a unique, remarkably
enforceable agreement because the ob-
ligations it imposes are concrete and
specific, with clear time tables for im-
plementation and firm end dates for
full compliance. In addition, for the
first time the agreement involves surge
protections, unique provisions that will
enable us to moderate any surge of im-
ports to protect American producers
and give them the time they need to
become competitive.

Finally, this agreement is the best
way to change China’s policy toward
human rights. As a Chinese evangelist
Christian clergyman testified, ‘‘The
WTO agreement obligates China to
play by the rules. In the process, China
will need to strengthen its legal insti-
tutions, train more legal professionals,
learn to follow international legal pro-
cedures, and educate its people about
the concept of rights, law, and inter-
national norms. This process alone is a
breakthrough with important philo-
sophical implications for China as a
nation. When a Chinese realizes that he
has rights as an investor that govern-
ment should not violate, then more
likely he will also realize that he has
other rights as a human being.’’

Support PNTR for China. It is good
for the United States, it is good for re-
form in China, and it will move us to-
ward a more prosperous and peaceful
world.

This week, the U.S. House of Representa-
tives will vote on a bill that would do more to
strengthen our economy and provide job secu-
rity for American workers than any vote this
year. The bill would simply open China’s mar-
ket to American-made products. Home to
more than one billion potential consumers,
China presently blocks American goods with
high tariffs, arbitrary requirements, and whole-
sale prohibitions on direct business dealings
with the Chinese people, while exporting freely
to U.S. shores.

All this will change if Congress passes legis-
lation granting china Permanent Normal Trade
Relations (PNTR), the same status China has
enjoyed for 20 years and the same status as
our other trading partners. President Clinton
and former Presidents Carter and Ford sup-
port this measure, as do Senators DODD and
LIEBERMAN.

The reason is simple: under the new trade
agreement the United States recently nego-
tiated, China will tear down the walls that keep
our goods and services out of their markets
and nearly every American industry will ben-
efit. The agreement reduces or eliminates
manufacturing and farming tariffs. It eliminates
state-mandated middlemen so we can sell di-
rectly to Chinese consumers. It permits Amer-
ican-owned distribution and customer support
operations so we can service the products we
sell. It protects intellectual property rights for
software, movies, music and high-tech de-
signs. And it prohibits conditioning investment
on offsets, local content, or technology trans-
fer requirements.

This is good for working families in Con-
necticut because it means we’ll sell more Con-
necticut made jet engines, elevators, construc-
tion equipment, medical equipment, pharma-
ceuticals, environmental technology, and in-
surance products in China. This will benefit
hundreds of small shops supplying exporters
and create more high wage jobs as on aver-
age export related jobs pay up to 20 percent
more than non-export related jobs.

By granting PNTR, we will be the bene-
ficiaries of these across-the-board conces-
sions that will bring down the curtain on Chi-
nese protectionism. And what is the price for
all these benefits? They are free—ours for the
taking. The United States doesn’t have high
tariffs nor barriers to trade from China, so we
are not forced to give up anything in exchange

for Chinese concessions. All Congress must
do is approve PNTR—make permanent the
trading status that we have approved every
year for 20 years and for essentially every
other country in the world. It is the bargain of
the century.

China has every reason to make such con-
cessions: they are trying to reform their econ-
omy. After decades of economic dead ends,
Chinese leaders have concluded that the most
efficient way to grow their economy is by en-
tering the international market and accepting
its international rules. While this will cause
some problems, China has changed enough in
the last decade to understand that entering
the international market and abiding by inter-
national rules is their only hope of prosperity.

This dramatic decision by China has three
consequences for us: first, if we don’t pass
PNTR, we won’t receive any of the benefits of
the agreement we negotiated with China,
while Europe, Japan, and other trading nations
will. With their products 10 percent to 50 per-
cent cheaper, we will lose significant export
trade so critical to our economic health.

Second, instead of working alone to enforce
trade agreements with China as we have in
the past, we will have the help of all 136
members of the World Trade Organization. If
China fails to deliver, the WTO lays out clear
and decisive steps to hold China accountable.
Furthermore, this agreement is unique. It has
very precise timetables for very specific ac-
tions, making enforcement far easier. In addi-
tion, it includes new protections no trade
agreement has ever provided. Its ‘‘surge’’ pro-
tections allow a timely response to slow down
any big increase in imports. From my work on
voluntary restraint agreements in the past, I
know this approach works and enables U.S.
competitors to succeed.

Third, it is the best way to reduce abuses of
human rights in China. As a Chinese Christian
clergyman testified ‘‘The WTO agreement obli-
gates China to play by the rules. In the proc-
ess, China will need to strengthen its legal in-
stitutions, train more legal professionals, learn
to follow international legal procedures and
educate its people about the concept of rights,
law and international norms. This process
alone is a breakthrough with important philo-
sophical implications for China as a nation.
When a Chinese realizes that he has rights as
an investor that government should not vio-
late, then more likely he will also realize that
he has other rights as a human being.’’

Free trade is a potent catalyst for change
because it works from the inside out. under
PNTR, we get to post the best advertisement
in the world for democracy in the heart of
China itself. Signing a free trade agreement
with China, opening its markets to our goods
and values, bringing china into the rule based
international trading community, is not only
good for Connecticut jobs, but it is good for re-
form in China and will move us toward a more
prosperous world community. Congress
should pass PNTR.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GONZALEZ).

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, this
vote is about choosing an alternative
to a policy of annual review which has
failed to open China’s markets and its
people to the United States. To be sure,
this is a vote about trade and export of
American goods and services, but it is
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also about trade and export of Amer-
ican ideals and principles.

We can make a difference in China
when it comes to human rights, when
it comes to religious freedom and
workers’ rights. Today’s vote will de-
termine whether we will make a dif-
ference in China. I urge everyone to
vote yes for permanent normal trade
relations with China.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 30 seconds to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. WA-
TERS), who recognizes that forced child
labor is not stylish, even at the Gap.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, there are
many reasons to oppose PNTR for
China, such as gross violations of
human rights and the lack of fair labor
standards in China. These reasons have
all been expressed eloquently by other
speakers.

What concerns me most is our Na-
tion’s selective trade policies and the
policies of the WTO itself. Why China
and not Cuba? Cuba is only 90 miles
from our shores. I am especially con-
cerned about our Nation’s policy to-
ward Cuba. The people of Cuba would
like to buy food and medicine and agri-
cultural products from the United
States, yet the United States continues
to maintain an embargo against Cuba.

It makes no sense to expand trade
benefits for China while prohibiting all
trade with Cuba. What is good for the
goose is good for the gander.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, we hear time and again
that greater trade will somehow make
China freer. I suggest that greater
trade as it is structured through PNTR
will enhance the dictatorship in China.

People in China themselves do not
need to be convinced that they want
the tyrant’s boot off of their face. This
idea that if we trade more we are going
to reach more people with the Internet,
telephones, et cetera, it is ridiculous.
Those people know they do not want to
live in tyranny.

But what we are doing by giving this
PNTR, we are giving the Communist
Chinese regime their number one pri-
mary objective. We will embolden
them. They think we are suckers, they
think we are saps, they think we are
cowards, unable to watch out for our
own interests or to champion the cause
of liberty and justice.

Why should we be setting up fac-
tories? Again, the opposition refuses to
address that the fact that taxpayers
under this proposal will pay subsidies
to businessmen who set up factories
over there and close them in the
United States. That is a central point
here.

Mr. Speaker, I am sorry, I will have
to leave this debate at this point. I am
chairing a hearing today.

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. NORWOOD) and ask unanimous
consent that he be allowed to control
it.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Is there objection to the re-

quest of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.
Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself 3 minutes.
Mr. Speaker, I have wondered long

and hard what one might say in the
very few minutes that I have to con-
vince my colleagues that this is not
the thing to do. It is hard to determine
what few important words might get us
to realize that giving China permanent
trade relations with America is wrong
today. I feel very, very passionately
about that. But I also want to say that
there are good friends and others in
this room who feel passionately that
we should, and that is the beauty and
the wonder of this debate. It has
brought together such a mismatched
group of people in Congress to come to-
gether and oppose and be for this par-
ticular amendment. That is the beauty
of this body.

Mr. Speaker, I want to make it clear,
we are not debating an end to normal
trade relations with China. We are not
isolating China. Now, I support normal
trade with China, with congressional
review. I simply oppose making this
permanent, in light of China’s present
conduct.

China has normal trade relations
with us today, right now; and they are
going to continue to have normal trade
relations under the same terms, wheth-
er the President’s bill passes or does
not. Both China and the United States
will be able to trade with each other
under the WTO rules, whether this bill
passes or not. This is the one issue in
my few minutes I hope Members will
listen to.

The United States will not lose any
advantage to international competi-
tion or competitors by not approving
this bill. This has been a real, honest
to goodness fear for many of our Mem-
bers, so please listen to this very care-
fully. I quote, ‘‘The United States and
China agree to accord firms, compa-
nies, corporations and trading organi-
zations of the other party treatment no
less favorable than is afforded to any
third country or region.’’ Where did
that come from? That is Article 3(A) of
the 1979 Bilateral Trade Agreement,
our current agreement.

If China joins the WTO, they have to
give the United States the same trade
privileges they grant any WTO member
nation, regardless of whether we ap-
prove or disapprove permanent rela-
tions.

So why are so many people adamant
about passing PNTR? What does the
bill really do? The answer is that it re-
stricts the practical ability of this Con-
gress to monitor China’s progress in
fair trade, in human rights and in mili-
tary threats.

So for my colleagues who were think-
ing of voting yes in order to not shut
down trade with China, please reevalu-
ate that. Under our current agreement,
China trade will continue, and likely
expand, whether this measure passes or
not.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume
simply to respond very quickly to my
friend from Georgia.

Mr. Speaker, my friend from Georgia
has not read the entire agreement or
read the 1979 agreement between the
Chinese and the U.S., obviously, be-
cause what he said is not valid. There
are many things in this agreement
which are not included in the 1979
agreement, and we will lose the benefit
of those if we do not approve this bill
today.
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That happens to be a fact and a re-
ality. Unfortunately, the 1979 agree-
ment the Chinese made with us is not
as broad, not as comprehensive, will
not include all of the concessions that
will be available to us if we approve
this.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from New Hampshire (Mr.
BASS).

Mr. BASS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
distinguished chairman for yielding me
this time, to rise in support of perma-
nent normal trade relations with
China.

Passage of this agreement helps us,
not them. They have agreed to lower
tariffs on agricultural produce by over
50 percent, industrial tariffs from 24.6
percent a couple of years ago down to
9.4 percent, and most importantly, pro-
vide access to telecommunications, in-
surance, banking, and information
technology markets. Although I do rec-
ognize the benefits of U.S. engagement
with China, I also understand our con-
cerns about labor conditions, human
rights and national security. After all,
I serve on the Committee on Intel-
ligence.

But if the goal is to promote con-
structive change in China, we had best
be at the table. Because if we do not
pass normal trade relations with China
and they do join the WTO, these deci-
sions about making long-term changes
internally in China will go to the Pa-
cific Rim countries like Japan and
Korea and to the Europeans.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good, sound
policy, not only for the issues of de-
mocracy, human rights, but it is also
good for trade and for the economy of
our Nation.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the eloquent gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. FORD).

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I come from
a city that in many ways exemplifies
this transition to a global economy, for
Memphis is the distribution capital of
the United States. Every conceivable
product from soybeans to micro-
processors lands in our airports, docks
at our harbors, or travels our high-
ways. Markets and trade directly affect
how people in my district live.

This agreement, as it has been said
over and over again, only opens their
markets to ensure that cotton and
wheat and soybeans, jet engines, insur-
ance, automobiles, and even Internet
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services can be sold to our new friends
in China. At a time when family farm-
ers are struggling, it seems to me to be
only right that we open up a market
where 1.2 billion people live.

But our vote today should not be in-
terpreted as a blank check for the de-
plorable abuses taking place in China.
As a matter of fact, trade should not be
interpreted as acceptance, but as really
a challenge. For trade builds wealth,
wealth spreads freedom, and freedom
defeats tyranny. In cities across the
world our values are followed, our
products are imitated, and our culture
is envied. Give those in China the op-
portunity to envy us here in America.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to
support normalizing permanent trade
relations with China.

Mr. Speaker, today America has a straight-
forward choice to make: whether we want to
benefit from a historic opportunity to open Chi-
na’s market to American goods, agricultural
products, and services—or whether we want
to isolate the 1.2 billion people of China, and
in turn, punish America and the American
worker.

I have scrutinized this legislation to see if it
will truly promote American interests and val-
ues. Like some who may oppose this legisla-
tion, I have long been concerned with human
rights in China. I want freedom and democ-
racy to flourish just as much as anyone else.
And I have scrutinized this bill’s impact on
workers here at home. I have listened to those
arguments. And I have concluded that normal-
izing trade relations with China is right for
America. It is right for ensuring American en-
gagement as a world leader and safeguarding
our national security interests; it is right for
promoting American competitiveness abroad;
and it is right for the ideals of human rights
and democracy.

Guaranteeing America’s National Security
Interests. America has fought three wars in
Asia in the last 50 years. I don’t want to see
us fight another. Cordell Hull, a great Ten-
nessean—who hailed from Carthage and who
held the seat that Vice President GORE held
and that his father held before him—had a fa-
vorite saying: ‘‘When goods don’t cross bor-
ders, armies do.’’ Integrating China into the
global trading system will do more for the
cause of national security than a fleet of war-
ships could ever do. One must only look at
what happen in the recent elections in Taiwan.
The power of inclusion in the WTO counseled
against any belligerence that the Chinese may
have contemplated in the aftermath of the Tai-
wanese election. China held back, and the
cause of peaceful reconciliation was ad-
vanced—in no small measure, because China
knew that its trading partners were watching.
America has genuine strategic interests in
Asia, and as Secretary Cohen, Secretary
Albright, the Joint Chiefs, Gen. Colin Powell
and many others have said, normalizing trade
relations with China will greatly advance the
cause of peace and security.

Ensuring American Competitiveness. China
will come into the World Trade Organization
and the international economic system wheth-
er we like it or not. We cannot stop this proc-
ess, even if we wanted to. The only question
before us is: should we lead and promote our
values of competition and fairness or should
we sit on the sidelines while other countries

profit from selling to the Chinese? Ask the
small business owner or farmer in my state,
and the answer will be clear: of course, we
want to benefit from this deal. For the first
time, China is slashing tariffs and barriers to
America’s superior goods, services, and farm
products. Our trade negotiators made abso-
lutely no concessions to China; it is, as the
President has said, ‘‘one-way’’ deal. We will
be able to sell them everything from wheat to
jet engines to insurance to Internet services. If
we turn our back on that opportunity, we will
only be punishing ourselves. And I simply can-
not go home to the hardworking people of my
state and say that I kicked away a once-in-a-
lifetime chance to help them lead, compete,
and win.

Promoting Human Rights and Democracy.
The Chinese people, like all of God’s children,
deserve the basic dignities and rights that ac-
company freedom. By making China play by
the rules, and by exposing the Chinese people
to American values and American know-how,
I submit that freedom will inevitably follow.
This won’t be easy, and it won’t happen over-
night, and I am a clear-eyed realist. But I also
know that no political change can happen
overnight. We have to have a toe-hold there,
and we have to expand it and build bridges
between our two countries. We don’t have to
approve of everything they do, and we won’t.
But if we isolate China, we will embolden the
hard-liners and the rejectionists. When Amer-
ican companies go to China, they’ll pay a bet-
ter wage, and they’ll give workers more free-
dom. And when the Chinese people click onto
the Internet, there will be no stopping the flow
of ideas, and we all know that great political
transformations have their seeds in the spread
of powerful ideas. If we are truly concerned
about the cause of human rights and democ-
racy, we must engage China, not isolate it.

Mr. Speaker, today in the People’s House
we have an opportunity to grant PNTR not for
China, but for America. This legislation helps
American businesses, American farmers, and
American workers, and it will help spread the
irresistible American forces of freedom, de-
mocracy, peace and stability. To those who
would rather hold on to a symbolic annual
vote, my response is simple: I cannot in good
conscience sacrifice American leadership and
American businesses, farmers, and workers
on the alter of symbolism. We have the power
to make the future more profitable and more
secure for all of God’s children—and history
will not forgive us if we fail to do what’s right.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. EVANS), who recognizes that China
sells weapons to terrorists which may
very well be turned on American civil-
ians.

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, many of our colleagues
have received a copy of the report,
Made in China. This report outlines
why corporations like Wal-Mart and
Nike have become identified with child
labor, forced labor, and hazardous
working conditions. These are not the
values we want to bring to other coun-
tries.

By granting PNTR, we give up any
hope of influencing China’s policy on
workers and human rights. We are in-

viting U.S. companies to leave the U.S.
to produce goods in a country which
does not support the minimum wage,
basic safety regulations, or the right of
association.

Mr. Speaker, let us export our values,
not our jobs. I urge my colleagues to
vote against this legislation.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. TANCREDO).

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, we
have been told wonderful things will
flow from expanded trade with China.
Workers’ rights will be respected, reli-
gious freedom will be enhanced, and
probably Jeffersonian study groups will
be popping up all over China before
long.

Well, let us look at the historical
facts which, in reality, is all we have in
order to determine future actions on
the part of the Communist Chinese.

In fact, from the last 10 years since
Tiananmen Square, China has been en-
gaged. For the past 10 years, invest-
ments in China have grown exponen-
tially, factories have been built em-
ploying Chinese workers, creating
enormous expansion of Chinese GNP.
These things are indisputable facts.

Mr. Speaker, here are some more
facts. Over the last 10 years, according
to the State Department and the newly
created United States Commission on
International Religious Freedom, there
has been a steady deterioration, I say
deterioration, of human rights, work-
ers’ rights, religious liberty.

I just came from the Committee on
International Relations where this re-
port was given to us by the Commis-
sion. Here it is. The Report of the
United States Commission on Inter-
national Religious Freedom. The Com-
mission members are from all sides of
the political spectrum. Rabbi David
Saperstein, the Chair, told us that
every single part of the spectrum was
represented on this commission, and
here is what they reported. Quote: ‘‘A
grant of PNTR at this juncture could
be seen by the Chinese people strug-
gling for religious freedom as an aban-
donment of their cause at a moment of
great difficulty. The Commission,
therefore, believes that Congress
should not approve PNTR for China
until China makes substantial im-
provements in respect for religious
freedom as measured by the following
standards,’’ and then it lists them out.

This is the Commission report. We
are waiting for the Bereuter Commis-
sion; we have a Commission report
right before us today. It was estab-
lished by this Congress. The report was
issued on May 1. It is in front of us.
Read it. Anybody who is going to be in-
fluenced by the Bereuter Commission
in the future, Members have it before
them.

Mr. Speaker, I ask for a ‘‘no’’ vote.
Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1

minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HERGER), our distinguished
colleague.

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of giving American
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farmers, producers, and exporters a
level playing field in China bypassing
permanent normal trade relations.

While there have been compelling ar-
guments made on both sides of this dif-
ficult issue, I believe that approving
PNTR is clearly in America’s best in-
terests. This opportunity is especially
important to our Nation’s farmers. The
U.S. Department of Agriculture esti-
mates that farm exports to China could
grow by $2 billion annually as a result
of PNTR. But normalizing trade with
China would do far more than just in-
crease American exports. It will also
expand democratic influence in China
as American businesses bring our
democratic ideals directly to the Chi-
nese people.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support PNTR.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. COYNE), who recognizes
that the 500,000 Bibles printed in Chi-
nese in China is not even enough to
provide one to each political or reli-
gious prisoner, much less leave any in
the motel rooms.

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

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in opposition to PNTR for China.

Granting permanent normal trade re-
lations to China would send the wrong
message to the Chinese government
and to the American people. China’s
workers earn pitifully low wages and
work without even minimal safety
standards in their factories. The fac-
tories in China are not subject to envi-
ronmental standards common in other
countries around the world. Some
claim that by trading with China,
workers’ rights and environmental
standards will improve. In China, how-
ever, labor leaders are routinely ar-
rested and detained for long periods
under harsh conditions.

The Chinese government has shown over
and over again that it will not tolerate the for-
mation of labor unions. It is unlikely that for-
eign or Chinese factory owners will push to
change this policy. Manufacturing firms in
China are also not likely to demand environ-
mental standards.

Ending the United States’ right to review the
terms of trade with China yearly will only slow
the pace of reform and remove a powerful de-
terrent to the most flagrant, visible abuses of
human rights in China. I encourage my col-
leagues to vote against PNTR until the Chi-
nese government makes visible progress on
these issues.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. WOLF), the leader in human
rights in this Congress.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, a man does
not live by bread alone, and if one lis-
tens to the debate, one would begin to
wonder.

It was 55 years ago last month that
Dietrich Bonhoffer was marched from
his prison cell in Flossenburg Prison in

Nazi Germany and hung because he
stood on behalf of human rights and
speaking out. There are modern
Dietrich Bonhoffers in prison today in
China, and this Congress and this ad-
ministration ignores it.

We talk about the Berlin Wall fall-
ing; to my side, the Berlin Wall did not
fall. Ronald Reagan pushed it down. He
pushed it down with the help of the
Pope and the AFL–CIO who helped
Lech Walesa and Natan Sharansky and
Andrei Sakharov and others.

We say that we are changing the tac-
tics that work to defeat communism.
Can anyone imagine a Member getting
up in this body in the 1980s saying, let
us help give more money to Russia,
that way we will defeat them.

We say we are a pro-family Congress
and a pro-family party. Mr. Speaker,
500 women a day in China commit sui-
cide and endure forced abortion and
forced sterilization.

We say we are for a strong defense,
and if Members got the CIA briefing
and unfortunately, not many did, they
see the threat to this country, and they
see that every major veterans’ group
supports defeat of this.

In closing, Ronald Reagan said on
December 4, 1992, ‘‘Do not forget those
who suffer under tyranny and violence.
Do not abandon them to the evils of to-
talitarian rule or democratic neglect.
For the freedom we celebrate is not the
freedom to starve, the freedom to lan-
guish in a long, starless night of the
soul. This, at least, is something that
should be beyond debate.’’

Mr. Speaker, I urge and pray that the
Members who are undecided, particu-
larly on our side, which has been a
party that has been against com-
munism, for human rights, for reli-
gious freedom and for defense, will vote
this down.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from New
Jersey (Mrs. ROUKEMA).

(Mrs. ROUKEMA asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, I have to say that we
have heard a lot said, I am not going to
go over the statistics here, I am just
going to say that not only for New Jer-
sey, but for the Nation, the bottom line
here is that this is a jobs bill. It is a
jobs bill for all of us throughout the
country.

I must say to my colleagues that all
reliable and objective economists and
business analysts agree and assert
these truths. We would not have all of
the governors and all of the business
groups and all of the groups across the
country with a strong endorsement
here, including defense groups sup-
porting this, if these truths were not
self-evident.

Mr. Speaker, I must also tell my col-
leagues that it is an American jobs bill
because it is estimated that a quarter
of a trillion dollars in infrastructure

over the next 10 years will have to be
spent in China, and that means Amer-
ican energy, gas, construction,
telecom, and engineering companies
will compete for the vast majority of
these dollars. By the way, it should be
stressed, there is no doubt but that the
European Union and Japan is waiting
to take over these markets if we fail in
this opportunity.

Mr. Speaker, I am in strong support of
granting Permanent Normal Trade Relations
with China. This will be one of the most signifi-
cant votes in years. The stakes are high. This
is a defining moment for American workers
and American businesses. When the House
votes on Permanent Normal Trade Relations
(PNTR) for China we will be deciding whether
the United States will continue to lead in the
global economy.

AN AMERICAN JOBS BILL

Mr. Speaker, this legislation can not just be
considered a trade bill. Today we will vote on
an American jobs bill. The benefits of trade
with China effect every state in the nation. Di-
rect exports from my state of New Jersey to
China totaled over $373 million in 1998. Ap-
proximately 25% of all goods produced in New
Jersey are exported. New Jersey ports and
their workers handled $9.4 billion in imports
from China in that same year. It is also esti-
mated that 1 out of every 8 New Jersey jobs
are connected to producing goods for export.
The bottom line is that trade with China cre-
ates millions of good jobs at good wages in
New Jersey and all across the nation.

This is an American jobs bill because it is
estimated that China will need to spend al-
most a quarter of a trillion dollars on infra-
structure alone over the next ten years. Amer-
ican energy, gas, construction, telecom, and
engineering companies will compete for a ma-
jority of these dollars. A recent study by Gold-
man Sachs estimates that increased access to
China’s markets from PNTR would be worth
an additional $13 billion annually to U.S. work-
ers, farmers and companies by 2005.

In the expanding global economy, we can-
not ignore that China represents a dynamic,
expanding market for our exports. Once Con-
gress votes for PNTR and China enters the
World Trade Organization (WTO), American
businesses, manufacturers, and farmers will
have unprecedented direct access to China’s
1.3 billion people. This will open the door for
them to do what they do best—compete and
win by offering the best product or service.

It is the American economy that stands to
win from approval of PNTR. Denial of PNTR
status to China will damage our own economy
and only serve the interests of our inter-
national trade competitors. The Europeans
have already negotiated a trade deal with
China and are just waiting for us to turn our
back on potential Chinese customers so they
can step into the breach. Japan is also waiting
for these trade advantages.

CONCERNS ABOUT CHINA

I understand the concerns raised by those
who oppose PNTR for China. I, too, continue
to be deeply concerned about some of the ac-
tions of China’s government. Clearly, there ex-
ists much room for improvement. But with this
vote, the question is not whether we approve
or disapprove of China’s record on human
rights or their international posturing. The
question is what is the best way to approach
China to influence their future behavior?
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I believe the answer is for Congress to grant

PNTR. In fact former Presidents Bush, Carter
and Ford, Governor Bush and Vice President
Gore, Federal Reserve Chairman Alan Green-
span, the Reverend Billy Graham, nine former
Secretaries of the Treasury, six former Secre-
taries of State, eight former Secretaries of Ag-
riculture, 40 Governors, and leading Chinese
activists all believe the answer is for Congress
to grant PNTR for China.

If Congress votes in favor of PNTR, China
will not change overnight. It will take time for
the old monolith to fall away in favor of a dy-
namic new society. But just look at the dif-
ference American business is making in
China. The best and brightest of Chinese
workers are flocking away from the old state
owned enterprises in favor of working for for-
eign owned businesses. American businesses
offer the Chinese not only better pay and ben-
efits but also allows them the opportunity to
excel and move up the economic and social
ladder. I submit that the momentum behind
these changes once unleashed will be impos-
sible to slow.

Clearly, trade relations will strengthen the
rule of law. And an historical truth is that eco-
nomic ties open borders and expand human
rights, bringing them closer to the world com-
munity.

CONCLUSION

Yes, it will take time for China to change.
But their participation in the WTO will pull
them closer into the family of nations and en-
force the rule of law. Our engagement with
China will create jobs here at home and will
breathe the entrepreneurial spirit and freedom
throughout their land.

In summary: (1) this landmark agreement
will mean more American jobs at good wages
here at home.

(2) This will strengthen rule of law and ex-
pand human rights by bringing them into the
world community.

(3) And significantly, if we reject PNTR it will
further open the European countries and
Japan to take over these profitable markets. I
urge support for PNTR.

I urge my colleagues to support PNTR for
China.

SUPPORT FOR PERMANENT NORMAL TRADE RELATIONS
WITH CHINA

American Leaders and Veterans: Presidents
Bush and Ford, both World War II veterans;
General Colin Powell; Joint Chiefs of Staff;
Secretary of Defense William Cohen; Former
Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney; Six former
Secretaries of State; Forty seven Governors
including George W. Bush; and Senator John
McCain.

Business Groups: New Jersey Chamber of
Commerce; New Jersey Business and Indus-
try Association; U.S. Chamber of Commerce;
and National Association of Manufacturers.

Agriculture: New Jersey Farm Bureau; and
Northeast Farmer Cooperative (representing
New Jersey Dairy Farmers).

Religious Leaders: The Reverend Billy
Graham, and Pat Robertson.

All believe the answer is for Congress to
grant PNTR for China.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. CARDIN), one of the out-
standing members of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

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

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, let me
thank the gentleman from New York
for yielding me this time.

During the last several months, it
has become clear to me that the action
we are taking today is not just the an-
nual review of whether China should be
given normal trade relations, but a
major policy initiative by the Clinton
administration.

I am concerned that the rejection of
this agreement could have serious na-
tional security ramifications. However,
that does not mean that this body
should just automatically approve per-
manent normal trade relations with
China.

It was important to me, and I think
to many Members of this body, that in
order for us to support this change,
there needed to be an adequate package
of related issues incorporated in the
vote. That has happened.

First, we have incorporated the pro-
visions concerning human rights. I do
not think any of us believe that we
would now reject the annual review of
normal trade relations with China.
That has been an ineffective way to re-
view human rights progress within
China. The new mechanism which in-
stitutionalizes that review will be a
more effective way to review human
rights.

b 1415

Second, the provisions provide for en-
forcement of our trade laws against
China.

Third, we have codified the new surge
provisions which provide a more liberal
standard to be able to take action
against China for illegally imported
products.

Fourth, the President has made it
clear that environment and labor will
be our priorities in the new rounds of
WTO discussions.

Lastly, let me say that I applaud the
administration in its commitment to
use all the resources of its office to en-
force our existing trade laws. It is im-
portant that we not only protect U.S.
industries against illegally imported
products from China, but from all of
our trading partners.

I believe that if we look at the total
package, plus the statements that have
been made by the administration, we
now have a package that is worth sup-
porting.

Mr. Speaker, if the sole issue before
us today is whether Congress will ap-
prove the administration’s initiative to
normalize trade with China, subject
China to the standards of the rule of
law within WTO, based upon the pack-
age that is being presented and the
commitments of the administration, I
believe it is in our national interests to
approve this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of H.R.
4444, and urge the House to adopt this impor-
tant measure.

I am pleased that the Rules Committee has
incorporated the bipartisan Levin-Bereuter pro-
visions into the underlying bill which author-
izes the accession of China into the WTO. My

support for this legislation was and is contin-
gent on the Levin-Bereuter provisions on
human rights, workers’ rights, and anti-surge
safeguards. In addition, I am pleased that the
legislation provides for strict monitoring and
enforcement of China’s compliance with its
WTO obligations by the United States.

During the past several months, I have re-
ceived a great deal of information from the op-
ponents and proponents of PNTR. The infor-
mation that I have received has been very
helpful in my consideration of this difficult
issue.

It has been increasingly clear that this vote
on PNTR is not just another trade vote, but a
major foreign policy initiative by our govern-
ment. Traditionally Congress has delegated
this responsibility to the President. Regardless
of how one feels about trade with China, I am
convinced that the rejection of this agreement
by Congress will have serious ramifications for
the natural security interests of the United
States and our friends in Asia. The failure of
this legislation will strengthen the hand of the
hard-liners in Beijing who want to keep China
out of the community of nations.

With respect to the economic issues that
underlie this agreement, we must recognize
that China already has access to our markets.
The bilateral agreement concluded between
the United States and China as part of China’s
accession to the WTO will only help US manu-
facturers, producers and farmers gain access
to the China market.

With respect to human rights, I have always
believed that trade could be an effective tool
in achieving human rights goals. Human rights
considerations have led me to consistently op-
pose the annual extension of most favored na-
tion for China. Yet I acknowledge that the an-
nual review of NTR has not been effective in
advancing human rights in China. Most human
rights advocates have now concluded that it is
unrealistic to expect that the US would ever
revoke NTR for China.

Mr. Speaker, let me briefly review the impor-
tant provisions of the legislation that have led
me to my decision to support this proposal.
The key provisions address my concerns re-
garding human rights, oversight and enforce-
ment of China’s WTO obligations, workers’
rights, and anti-surge provisions. They impose
conditions that are much stronger than have
ever been presented during the consideration
of the annual extension of trade with China.

Most important, the legislation would estab-
lish a Congressional-Executive Commission
on China. This Commission is modeled on the
Commission on Security and Cooperation in
Europe (CSCE), of which I am proud to serve
as a member and a Commissioner. The China
Commission will: 1) monitor human rights and
religious freedom in China; (2) monitor overall
aspects of labor market issues in China; and
(3) monitor and encourage the development of
rule-of-law and democracy-building in China.

The Commission will submit annual reports
to Congress and the President, including ap-
propriate WTO-consistent recommendations
for legislative and/or executive action. It will
maintain a list of victims of human rights
abuses in China, and it will provide Members
of Congress with information on the issues
within its purview.

I expect that the Commission will institu-
tionalize Congressional examination of meas-
ures by the Chinese Government that affect
US interests. It will serve to identify needed
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reforms in China’s policies and call attention to
any troubling activities of the Chinese govern-
ment. Nobody supposes that passage of
PNTR will bring an immediate end to the abu-
sive practices of the Chinese government.
PNTR will, however, bring the pressure of
international economic activity to bear on the
repressive practices of the Chinese.

At the same time, the Commission will pro-
vide an important conduit between Chinese
citizens, on the one hand, and the U.S. Gov-
ernment and public, on the other hand. I firmly
believe that increased exposure to U.S. values
will accelerate progress in China on human
rights and economic freedom. Finally, the
Commission will be a strong, effective, an
unique point of contact on China issues be-
tween Congress and the Administration.

The legislation also requires the U.S. Trade
Representative to issue an annual report on
China’s compliance with WTO obligations. The
report will cover compliance by China with
commitments made in connection with its ac-
cession to the WTO, including both multilateral
commitments and any bilateral commitments
made to the U.S. The report will be a guide to
where and how to commit the enforcement re-
sources of the US Government.

The Administration has also agreed to press
for a mechanism for reviewing China’s compli-
ance with WTO obligations on an annual
basis. Such a mechanism will be especially
valuable as we proceed through the early
stages of development of a free market and
the rule of law in China.

The legislation also calls for additional re-
sources to be allocated to the U.S. Trade
Representative as well as other Cabinet agen-
cies to strengthen the ability of the United
States to monitor and enforce Chinese compli-
ance with trade agreements.

We are all aware that China has engaged in
abusive and horrendous practices of employ-
ing forced and prison labor in the production
of goods. Our efforts to highlight these prac-
tices and pressure the Chinese to end them
have had little success to this point. This legis-
lation instructs the President to establish an
interagency task force to monitor and promote
effective enforcement of the prohibition on the
importation of goods made by forced or prison
labor into the United States.

The legislation before us also calls for the
allocation of resources to the Departments of
Commerce, State, and Labor to provide train-
ing and technical assistance in China for pur-
poses of developing the rule of law with re-
spect to commercial and labor market stand-
ards. The departments will establish programs
to assist China in bringing its laws into compli-
ance with international requirements, including
WTO rules, and in developing processes to
enforce the rule of law.

One of the strongest features of the bilateral
agreement negotiated by the Clinton Adminis-
tration is product-specific safeguard which will
be included in China’s protocol of accession to
the WTO. This special anti-surge safeguard
will apply to China for a period of 12 years fol-
lowing China’s accession to the WTO. These
provisions are more reasonable, and more fa-
vorable for U.S. industry and workers, than the
comparable provisions that apply in general
U.S. trade law to our other trading partners.
The China safeguard contains lower causation
and injury standards than ordinarily would
apply between WTO members under section
201 of the Trade Act of 1974. The codification

of this provision by the Levin-Bereuter pack-
age is a vital feature of today’s legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I also believe that we should
amend our trade laws to apply the China
standards on dumping to all countries. Such
Congressional action would be consistent with
our WTO obligations. I have prepared and of-
fered such a bipartisan amendment, with my
colleague Mr. English of Pennsylvania, in both
the Ways & Means Committee and in the
Rules Committee. The amendment contains
several provisions from HR 1505, the bipar-
tisan Fair Trade Law Enhancement Act of
1999, introduced by Representative ENGLISH
and myself in the first session of this Con-
gress.

In 1999, we witnessed a surge of subsidized
imported steel into the U.S. While some of
that import surge came from China, it also
came from Russia, Japan, Brazil, and South
Korea. Our existing anti-dumping and counter-
vailing duty laws and relief under Section 201
of the Trade Act of 1974 were not able to help
U.S. industries from these illegal imports. The
new surge provisions negotiated with China
will help in regards to future China imports.
However, they will do nothing to help in re-
gards to our other trading partners. Under
WTO, we should use the more realistic China
causation standards for all countries rather
than using the causation standards included,
for example, currently in Section 201. My
amendment would have corrected this incon-
sistency.

Unfortunately, my amendment was not
made in order for consideration by the full
House. I am hopeful that, after we act today
to codify the trade laws applying to China, the
next logical step will be to extend these stand-
ards to all of our trading partners. In addition,
the Administration has given me assurances
that it will vigorously use the full resources of
its authority to enforce existing trade laws and
that the Administration will not tolerate any ille-
gal dumping. The Commerce Department is
currently preparing a detailed report and anal-
ysis on last year’s steel dumping. I plan to
work closely with the Administration and con-
cerned members from both sides of the aisle
and workers and management in affected in-
dustries to make sure that we adopt measures
to prevent future occurrences similar to what
happened in 1999.

There has been much discussion as to how
to advance international standards for labor
and environment in our trade negotiations.
Progress in that regard has been made in the
China agreement.

It is also important to note that President
Clinton made it clear to our trading partners in
Seattle that any future trade rounds under the
World Trade Organization must include the
discussion of international labor and environ-
mental standards. I wholeheartedly support
the President in insisting that international
labor and environmental standards be in-
cluded among our nation’s priorities in nego-
tiations with our trading partners.

The sole issue before us today is whether
Congress will approve the Administration’s ini-
tiative to normalize trade with China and sub-
ject China to the standards and rule of law
within the World Trade Organization. We all
understand that China is far from a model cit-
izen in the world community of nations. The
question is how to move the world’s largest
country, a country which, in our lifetimes, will
become the world’s largest economy, in the di-

rection of democracy, openness, and eco-
nomic freedom. Based on the full package that
is being presented and the steps taken by the
Administration to enforce our existing trade
laws, I believe that Congress’s ratification of
the President’s ratification of the President’s
initiative is in the best interest of our country.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. CROWLEY), who understands
that China will soon surpass the United
States to become the leading emitter
of greenhouse gases and that will not
abate.

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

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, al-
though I am for free and fair trade, as
well as engagement with China, now is
not the time for permanent normal
trade relations. China has simply not
matured enough politically or eco-
nomically to have permanent normal
trade relations with the U.S.

China still poses a danger to our na-
tional security, has a record of gross
human rights violations, including the
use of prison labor, and a lack of reli-
gious freedom. China also has a terrible
record on the environment and has
some of the most polluted cities in the
entire world.

I think it is dangerous to give up the
most important leverage we have in
order to get China to comply with the
agreements, the annual review process,
and the carrot of permanent relations.
You do not give away the carrot before
you get the results that you want.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to urge my col-
leagues to oppose granting permanent normal
trade relations to China.

Although I am for free and fair trade, as well
as engagement with China, now is not the
time for Permanent NTR.

China, has simply not matured enough po-
litically or economically to have permanent
normal trade relations with the United States.
China still poses a danger to our national se-
curity, has a record of gross human rights vio-
lations, including the use of prison labor and
a lack of religious freedom. China also has a
terrible record on the environment and has
some of the most polluted cities in the world.

Additionally, China has violated every
agreement it has made with the Untied States.
Even the Administration doesn’t trust them in
this respect, which is why they’ve proposed a
rapid response team to monitor China’s com-
pliance with this deal.

I think it is dangerous to give up the most
important leverage we have in getting China to
comply with its agreements, the annual review
process and the carrot of permanent relations.
You don’t give away the carrot before you get
the result you want.

Mr. Speaker, I would urge my colleagues to
oppose granting China Permanent NTR until
they have proven they can abide by their inter-
national obligations.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD) The Chair announces that the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. NOR-
WOOD) has 181⁄2 minutes remaining, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE)
has 151⁄2 minutes remaining, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL)
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has 251⁄2 minutes remaining, and the
gentleman from California (Mr. STARK)
has 271⁄2 remaining.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. COOK).

Mr. COOK. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, our decision to give per-
manent normal trade relations to
China should not be based on what is
profitable for our country today at the
expense of our future.

Arguments that trade with China
would lead to the evolution of demo-
cratic principles which will spread to
the people hold no weight. The truth is,
we have been engaged in trade with
China for 30 years; yet they remain the
most repressive government in the
world. Has our strengthening of Chi-
na’s regime through trade brought po-
litical freedom? Absolutely not.

I cannot close my eyes to the human
rights abuses, to the political oppres-
sion of religious intolerance of the Chi-
nese Government. I cannot turn a deaf
ear to the workers on both sides of the
ocean who clamor for better working
conditions and fairer wages.

I refuse to turn my back on the nu-
clear and security threat that China
poses to our great Nation and its
neighbors like Taiwan. And it is unbe-
lievable to me that we are on the brink
of giving the Chinese all of our elec-
tronic and computer capability to help
them guide their missiles to our cities.

As the dragon stands knocking at our
door, knocking ever so loudly, do we
permanently give it free access inside,
when in the past it is broken its prom-
ises, stolen our technology, com-
promised our security? Do we allow the
Chinese Government to prosper when it
treats its citizens, the very people it
should be protecting so poorly, so un-
justly?

China has been promising economic
concessions to buy its way into the
WTO. But it has shown no willingness
to change its political dogma. Abol-
ishing our yearly review of trade rela-
tions gives carte blanche to the Chi-
nese Government. We should not per-
manently reward and appease its in-
transigence.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote against PNTR for China.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California (Mr. OSE).

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

Mr. OSE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of Per-
manent Trade relations with China.

My district encompasses the Sacramento
Valley in California. Agriculture is the dominant
industry in the region. One of the reasons I
support free trade is that it’s good for my farm-
ers.

We’ve all heard about how PNTR with
China will increase Ag. exports and boost the
rural economy. We’ve also heard about how
PNTR with China will increase exports in man-
ufacturing, high tech, and services. All these
things are true.

In fact, during the debate over PNTR with
China, the proponents have consistently high-

lighted the tremendous export possibilities of
trade with China.

But free trade benefits all Americans, not
just companies that export. Lets review some
of the benefits of free trade to the American
people.

1. Comparative Advantage.—In the theory
of Comparative Advantage, Americans will
produce products that we are best at pro-
ducing and other nations will produce products
that they are best at producing.

With free trade, we don’t have to waste time
and labor on producing low quality products.
By importing certain goods, American workers
are freed to produce higher quality items that
bring higher wages.

2. Increase Competitiveness.—Open trade
forces American companies to compete with
foreign companies. This competitiveness
causes U.S. businesses to continually try to
improve their products and lower their prices.

Does anyone in this Congress believe that
the U.S. auto industry would be as healthy, or
that U.S. cars would be of such high quality,
if not for the competition from Japan?

As a result of that competition, our auto in-
dustry is competitive around the world and
American consumers can buy world class
American/made automobiles.

3. Keeps Inflation in Check.—Trade also
helps keep inflation in check by acting as a
safety valve when the economy heats up. The
recent period of robust economic growth, low
unemployment, and low inflation is unprece-
dented in our history. A significant portion of
this success is attributed the fact that our mar-
kets are open.

As we consider this vote today, let us keep
one thing in mind. Tariffs are really taxes on
consumers. When we reduce barriers to trade,
consumers win. In fact, American families
save thousands of dollars a year because of
trade, freeing up money that can be spent on
a home, or education or health care.

As we vote today, I urge my colleagues to
consider all the ways the American people
benefit from trade.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON–LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in appreciation of
the deliberations that have occurred on
this very important vote. I also rise to
say that this morning I saw the story
of a young Chinese woman coming off
the bus in China from a village with
her 5-year-old child loaded down with
her bags, looking for a better qualify of
life. As I watched her seeking a greater
place in the sun for that little boy, I
knew that this vote today had to be
more than efforts on behalf of trade be-
tween the United States of America
and China. It had to be a vote with
backbone.

This vote to support PNTR has to be
a vote to trade with China and ex-
change democracy, to trade and ex-
change the products of the United
States made by American workers and
made in America; to create opportuni-
ties for intellectual and academic
change; to create the opportunity to
export technology to China and to
close the digital divide in places like

the 18th Congressional District; and by
greater trade in opportunities for
American businessmen. I hope to see
an increase in the opportunities for
capital investment in rural and urban
America.

Trade is, of course, the engine of the
21st century. The PNTR is not closing
the door; it is opening the door of de-
mocracy to China.

I rise to support this legislation, and I would
ask that we do it with a backbone on behalf
of the American people of the United States of
America, so that our exports include both our
goods and commodities as well as our values
of democracy, peace, and a better quality of
life.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of grant-
ing Permanent Normal Trade Relations for
China. I have come to this conclusion after in-
tensely listening to arguments for some period
of time from many supporters and opponents
of the PNTR, and weighing the pros and cons
of this extremely important trade bill.

I want to thank Chairman ARCHER and
Ranking Member RANGEL for their important
work on this legislation. They should be com-
mended for their hard work.

It is my hope that every one’s views on this
bill will be respected on this vote, and that we
will find a constructive way to unify after this
vote for the good of all Americans. This is truly
a vote of conscience that each and every
member has wrestled with.

For several years, I have recognized that
trade with China has value for Americans and
the people of China, yet I have reservations.
My record on trade measures since coming to
Congress demonstrates my willingness to
evaluate each vote on its own merits. Each
year that I have voted for most-favored-nation
status for China, I have likewise raised my
voice against the ‘‘undemocratic’’ ways of that
nation.

It is imperative that we recognize that Amer-
ican companies must reinvest in rural and
urban America as a result of PNTR. Unlike
during the Cold War, we have unparalled op-
portunities to bring the people of China and
America much closer together. America has a
responsibility to invest and to establish a rapid
response for companies that are affected as a
result of job loss.

I have been working very closely with the
Administration to secure a commitment to des-
ignate the Department of Labor to study job
losses and to provide added relief to American
workers adversely affected by the PNTR
agreement.

I have also worked to establish a Task
Force on small businesses from a range of
agencies within the United States government
to facilitate and negotiate doing business in
China. This Task Force would be responsible
for specifically encouraging trade between
United States small businesses and these
newly established small business in China.

We are not here to discuss whether China
will gain access to the WTO. We recognize it
will do so and that the unconditional most-fa-
vored nation (MFN) principle requires that
trade concessions be granted ‘‘immediately
and unconditionally’’ to all 135 WTO Members.
More importantly, the World Trade Organiza-
tion is not nor should it be a human rights pol-
icy toward China. Nothing about this vote
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should reflect our Nation’s views about current
or past human rights practices in China. This
is about how to bring about change over the
long-term.

The World Trade Organization would
strengthen against surges in imports from
China and open Chinese markets to more
U.S. exports. The November 1999 Agreement
between the United States and China contains
a product-specific safeguard, which will be in-
cluded in China’s protocol of accession to the
WTO. A provision was recently added to this
legislation that spells out procedures for effec-
tively invoking that safeguard.

H.R. 4444 presently before the House en-
ables the United States to grant PNTR to
China once it has completed its accession,
provided that it is on terms at least as good
as those in our 1999 bilateral agreement. By
granting permanent trade relations to China, it
will open its markets to an unprecedented de-
gree, while in return the United States simply
maintains its current market access policies.
The enhanced trade and services for Amer-
ican and Chinese companies could be dra-
matic for Texans and Americans as a whole.

Texas alone has export sales to China of
more than $580 million in 1998—nearly 50
percent above its sales in 1993. Shipments
through the Port of Houston with China includ-
ing Hong Kong totaled $444 million in 1998. In
1999, air cargo trade between Houston and
China, including Hong Kong totaled $1.5 mil-
lion kilograms and was valued at $56 million.
In short, China has come a long way since we
established relations in 1971, and develop fur-
ther relations through PNTR.

Through the PNTR deal, we gain even more
significant concessions regarding PNTR. U.S.
companies would be able to take advantage of
several provisions of the U.S.-China Trade
deal after China accedes to the WTO, but only
if Congress permanently normalizes China’s
trade status. For example, tarrifs on industrial
products on coming into China would fall to an
average of 9.4 percent by 2005 from 24 per-
cent. Agricultural tariffs will fall to 17.5 percent
from 31 percent.

In addition, the technology industry in my
district would benefit from PNTR. For exam-
ple, foreign companies would be able to own
up to 49% of Chinese telecommunications
ventures upon China’s entry into the WTO,
and up to 50% in the second year. And China
will import some 40 foreign films in the first
year of the agreement, up from 10, and allow
foreign films and musical companies to share
in distribution revenues on 20 of these firms.
The benefits are clearly advantageous to our
industries as we support democratization in
China.

PNTR is more than a matter of economics
for so many of us—including those that have
worked on the promotion of democracy and
the rule of law around the world. I happen to
have been one who with great trepidation
voted for the MFN status, based upon the
many strong arguments that have been made
that if you continue to expose a nation to op-
portunity, to democracy, to the respect of
human rights, would see gradually those parts
of the world. I am hoping and would hope
most of us would like to believe that we have
that kind of trend moving forward in China.

I have had discussions with Former Presi-
dent Jimmy Carter, who strongly voiced his
support for granting PNTR to China. Clearly,
religious oppression is a continuous concern

as a general matter in China. Nevertheless,
President Carter eloquently emphasized that
villages outside large cities in China are hav-
ing free elections and that the freedom to
practice one’s religion has been growing. This
is a very positive development. The Chinese
people must be counted on to relish these
rights and to fight for opportunities at the table
of democracy.

Former President Jimmy Carter has worked
relentlessly since leaving the oval office to
press for open, free, and fair elections all over
the world. He has been advocating a powerful
human rights agenda within our foreign policy
and I salute him for his efforts.

PNTR could help many of these villagers
find ways to improve their economic and so-
cial well being. For example, some companies
are simply showing the Chinese how to im-
prove fertilizers to improve agricultural growth.
The people of China certainly should be em-
powered with the ability to feed their people.
That should be a basic right.

At the same time, Americans should under-
stand that granting PNTR should not remove
the responsibility from Congress, this Adminis-
tration, or any future Administration in assess-
ing and responding to any drastic negative im-
pact on Americans as a result of this legisla-
tion. For this reason, I expect to develop spe-
cific proposals with the Administration that will
help small businesses under the PNTR. This
is vital to small businesses, especially minority
and women-owned entities.

In the 18th Congressional District in Hous-
ton Texas, which has a per capita income of
$11,091, many of my constituents have not
prospered as much as others throughout the
Nation. PNTR will spur capital investments,
and investment opportunities that would come
from international trade.

There will be more appropriate opportunities
for expressing dissatisfaction with China’s
human rights record. I strongly share the view
that we must keep pressure on China. A con-
gressional-executive commission within this
legislation would help monitor human rights
and labor rights while placing safeguards
against import surges could play a pivotal role
regarding our concerns in China. By address-
ing human rights matters when they arise, the
United States can continue to play a crucial
role in demanding that the Chinese leadership
live up to WTO commitments.

We must also recognize that the United
States has held a vote on renewal of PNTR
status for China every year since 1990, never
once actually withdrawing NTR status. Unfor-
tunately, the annual NTR vote has been less
than effective in promoting the protection of
human rights standards in China.

Some argue that granting PNTR means the
United States loses leverage over China by
surrendering annual reviews. I have consid-
ered the gravity of this question for some time.
In my work in Congress on numerous rights
matters, whether domestic or internationally
oriented, I have focused much of my attention
as a Representative of the 18th Congressional
District on the promotion of economic, civil,
and political rights. I have never hesitated to
expressly address basic human rights viola-
tions wherever they may occur and specifically
in the context of the annual review process for
normal trade relations (NTR) with China.

Under the proposed legislation, U.S. indus-
tries or workers claiming injury due to import
surges from China would have legal recourse

to the International Trade Commission and in
other venues. This would protect our workers
or U.S. industries that suffer job losses from
as a result of the agreement with China.

The vote on PNTR provides a unique oppor-
tunity to support the democratization of China.
We should be honest that it will not happen
overnight. It will only happen over time.

Mr. Speaker, a ‘‘no’’ vote would damage our
Sino-American relations—both economic and
strategic—for years to come. By denying per-
manent normal trade relations status, we
would irreparably damage our relationship with
China, a country of 1.2 billion. I do not think
we can afford to follow such a perilous course.

As I review our options today, I am simply
unconvinced that constraining China in our
trade relations within the WTO will help ad-
vance human rights in China. To the contrary,
I have become increasingly convinced that
changes resulting from the deal, including
greater foreign investment and trade, will ben-
efit ordinary Chinese workers and business-
men with the outside world.

Finally, I have deliberated very carefully
about the magnitude of this decision. I recog-
nize that trade with China and trade generally
is good for our economy and the American
people. At the same time, I look forward to op-
portunities through the WTO to enhance the
protection of human rights as I and other law-
makers have advocated.

Mr. Speaker, a vote for PNTR should not
leave any American workers behind. We must
export democracy to China and not ignore this
momentous opportunity. For these reasons, I
will vote to give opportunities to the American
worker, I will vote to give opportunities to
American businesses, and I will vote to give
opportunities to the people of China.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY), who recognizes
that women in China are only allowed
to have one child if they are married,
and unmarried women are forced to
have abortions.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, one
of the more compelling arguments for
PNTR is that it will improve the life of
Chinese workers and that U.S. compa-
nies will export higher wages and bet-
ter working conditions, but this fac-
tual and shocking report says exactly
the opposite, that, in fact, U.S. compa-
nies are instead taking advantage of
the nearest slave labor conditions and
wages, that persist in Chinese fac-
tories. But we should not be surprised
that companies like Wal-Mart, half of
whose U.S. workers qualify for food
stamps, have workers in China, nearly
half of which owe the factory money
after working for a month, 12 to 14
hours a day, making Kathie Lee hand-
bags. Opponents of this proposal dis-
miss as isolationists and antiprogress,
but we favor establishing rules that
protect workers and establish our
ideals.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. HAYES).

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

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to urge my colleagues to oppose
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this measure of permanent normal
trade relations for the People’s Repub-
lic of China. It does not represent a fair
trade agreement for our Nation’s tex-
tile workers. For the tens of thousands
of textile employees in North Caro-
lina’s 8th Congressional District, this
agreement continues down the road of
trading away their jobs to cheap prod-
ucts. The end result of NAFTA, Africa/
CBI, and now PNTR has been the con-
tinued erosion of one of our Nation’s
oldest industries.

I believe in opening new markets for
our products and I am supportive of en-
couraging a fair trade agreement with
China. However, we cannot continue to
benefit foreign industries at the ex-
pense of our textile workers. I am fully
aware of the potential benefits of trade
with China. However, it is wrong to ask
the workers of the 8th District of North
Carolina and across the country to
make sacrifices for those abroad when
so many are struggling to make ends
meet right here at home. I invite my
colleagues who believe PNTR is great
for America to come to my district and
see the real effects of so-called free
trade.

Mr. Speaker, oppose this measure.
Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1

minute to our distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from Cincinnati, Ohio
(Mr. PORTMAN).

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

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
CRANE) for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of PNTR. I have to say I have listened
to a lot of the debate and many of the
arguments that are made against
PNTR I think simply are not focused
on what we are voting on today. They
are not relevant to the vote today.

What we are voting on today is
whether the United States is going to
be able to take advantage of a one-
sided trade agreement that only bene-
fits us with the Chinese by normalizing
trade relations with China. Yes, put-
ting China in the same category as
emerging countries in Eastern Europe
like Romania, countries in Africa like
Kenya or Egypt, rather than putting
China in the category of enemy coun-
tries like Libya or Iraq or Cuba, that is
all this is about.

Why can we not take advantage of
this one-sided trade agreement that
only benefits us unless we do this
today? Because then they will not have
the ability in WTO to give us the bene-
fits they have just negotiated with us.

This is about jobs. It is about exports
from my district and other districts.
The most important export is going to
be the export of U.S. ideas and U.S.
values, to bring China into the main-
stream.

With all due respect, so many of the
arguments being made about human
rights, about the environments, about
national security, they are not rel-
evant to the vote we are making today.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of con-
tinued Normal Trade Relations between the
United States and China.

Trade with China has been a significant fac-
tor in the economic expansion we’ve been
able to enjoy during the 1990s. In my own dis-
trict, Greater Cincinnati companies exports to
China have almost doubled in this decade
alone. That means more jobs for my constitu-
ents, more prosperity for the families and busi-
nesses in Southwest Ohio, and a healthier
economy for the area I represent, for the state
of Ohio as a whole and, indeed, for the entire
nation.

For those of my colleagues who are unde-
cided on this subject, I’d urge you to take a
close look at this PNTR agreement, because
it makes so much sense. This is a totally one-
sided agreement. Because we already have
an essentially open market, we’ve given away
nothing to get this deal, but we’ve received
unprecedented concessions from the Chinese.

Mr. Speaker, China has a long way to go on
improving labor standards, human rights and
environmental protection. That’s why I believe
our most important export to China won’t be
out products and services. Our most important
export is our ideas and our beliefs about free-
dom and democracy.

As the United States and China develop
closer ties—as individuals from both countries
begin to interact more often with each other—
it’s going to be impossible for the Chinese
government to prevent our values and ideas
from spreading. You can already see it hap-
pening with the spread of the internet in
China, despite the best efforts of their govern-
ment to slow it down.

Mr. Speaker, we can choose to get rid of
normal trade relations with China, and stand
on the sidelines when our European and
Asian competitors take our place. Or we can
build a strong bilateral relationship through en-
gagement—opening their country to our prod-
ucts and ideas.

I urge my colleagues to support the rational
approach—and to support normal trade rela-
tions with China.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BECERRA), a member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL) for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
PNTR. I would like to begin by thank-
ing the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL), the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. LEVIN), the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MATSUI); and, of course, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE)
and the gentleman from Texas (Mr. AR-
CHER) for their leadership in this par-
ticular measure.

I would also like to thank the Com-
mittee on Rules for putting forward
the Levin–Bereuter parallel language
that will ensure that we have mecha-
nisms to monitor China and to try to
get us closer to freer and fairer trade.

I do not disagree with those who say
that human rights is a problem, that
worker conditions are a problem, envi-
ronmental conditions are a problem in
China. They are. One cannot pick up a
newspaper without reading about the
persecution of the Falun Gong. Worker

rights, they still do not exist in China,
and certainly we know that China has
not been the best in enforcing the
agreements it has signed.

The question is not so much that
China has not done the best it could.
The question is, how do we get it to
perform better? Is it better to try to
engage it and bring it along so it can
join the community of nations? Or is it
better to shove it off to the corner, put
on a dunce cap and say they cannot
come out of the corner until they act
better?

Isolation has been proven over the
centuries to not work. Engagement,
while it may work slowly, works. I
would rather tell China, join us and do
it the right way than tell them sit in
that corner until we think they are
doing the right thing.

It is time for us to understand that
we cannot close our eyes to China.
China has problems. It will have prob-
lems for a long time; but it is up to us,
as the leader in this world, to bring
China, as we have done with other
countries, forward so it can act among
the community of nations the way we
would like to see it act.

I have the very basic concerns that
many of my colleagues who are going
to vote no have as well, but I cannot
close my eyes to the fact that China is
big, it is here, and it is not going away.

Let us learn from our experiences.
Let us move forward, and let us use the
power of the greatest democracy in the
world to show the rest of the world
that China, too, can join us as neighbor
and partner and be part of that com-
munity of nations that will make us
proud to trade with them freely and
fairly.

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

Mr. Speaker, when I suggested to the
gentleman that I heard William Clay
Ford, Jr., say that the Ford Motor
Company delivers excellent products
and strives to make the world a better
place, this gentleman recognized that
Ford was going to have to change that
and say they would deliver excellent
products and strive to make the world
a better place for polluters, slavery, in-
tolerance, and repression.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
KENNEDY).

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr.
Speaker, on human rights, China has
failed with over 1,000 executions of dis-
senters since 1998. On religious rights,
China has created an atmosphere of
dread and torture and arrest which are
commonplace, and on military aggres-
sion China’s policies are still of great
concern.

This weekend we celebrate Memorial
Day and are reminded that freedom is
not free. Our veterans laid down their
lives fighting such dictatorships such
as China. What is our generation going
to do, lay down and let them make the
deal just because we have a buck to
save? Do we not care about what this
country was founded on? Do we not
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care about human rights? This is a
travesty. This Congress passed sanc-
tions against South Africa when Nel-
son Mandela was tortured and jailed in
South Africa. What would we do today
if this was an apartheid? I guess what
we would do is do even more deals with
P.W. Botha, because that is just what
this Congress is going to do when it
does PNTR for China, is lay down with
dictators like P.W. Botha and China.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, it is
now a great pleasure for me to yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. SMITH), a true leader in
human rights in this Congress.

b 1430

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD) very much for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, in the 1992 presidential
campaign, Mr. Clinton accused his op-
ponent of coddling the dictator of
China and promised that, if he was
elected, he would deny MFN to China
‘‘as long as they keep locking people
up.’’ Today China is locking people up
and torturing them big time.

Faced, in the spring of 1993, with a
vote that was likely to strip China of
MFN, President Clinton preempted
congressional action with the issuance
of an Executive Order that gave the
PRC one more year to reform. For
MFN to continue, significant progress
in human rights was established. The
President said in May 28, 1993, ‘‘Start-
ing today, the U.S. will speak with one
voice on China policy.’’

We are here today because the Amer-
ican people continue to harbor pro-
found concerns about a range of prac-
tices by China’s Communist leaders.
The President went on. He said that
‘‘the core of the policy will be a reso-
lute insistence upon significant
progress on human rights in China.’’

‘‘Whether I extend MFN next year’’,
the President went on, ‘‘will depend on
whether China makes significant
progress in improving its human rights
record.’’

I had nothing but praise for the
President, Mr. Speaker. I did not real-
ize at the time that we had been had.

As the probationary year progressed,
profound doubt concerning the Presi-
dent’s commitment to his own policy
emerged. So midway through that pro-
bationary period in January of 1994, I
led a human rights mission to China
and was shocked and dismayed to be
told by high Chinese officials with
whom I met that the Clinton adminis-
tration would continue MFN without
conditions, and that his human rights
linkage was pure fiction meaningless
and political. It turns out the Presi-
dent was bluffing. The fix was in, and
the Chinese dictatorship knew it. A
terrible setback for human rights, de-
mocracy, the environment, and secu-
rity issues.

Let me just point out, Mr. Speaker,
once that delinking took place, the
hard-liners knew for sure that as long

as the Clinton administration was in
place, there would never be a change.
This administration and some in Con-
gress will fight hard to protect intel-
lectual property rights and copyright
infringement.

Sanctions for the protection of CDs are wise
public policy but are deemed impermissible to
employ in the effort to protect Chinese men,
women and children from government abuse.

Torture, forced abortion, all kinds of
human rights abuses, all of them taken
together warrants no sanctions whatso-
ever. Steal some of our CDs, and we
will bring the full brunt of those sanc-
tions against you. Sometimes I think
we got our priorities wrong.

Earlier today, Mr. Speaker, the
United States Commission on Inter-
national Religious Freedom testified
before the Committee on International
Relations and made it very clear that
there has been a marked deterioration
in religious freedom in China and ad-
monished Congress not to confer PNTR
on the PRC. I ask Members to read the
77-page State Department Woman
Rights report replete with human
rights abuses.

Mr. Speaker, to date there has yet to be any
serious credible linkage of trade and human
rights. Yet today we are being asked to forgo
any possibility of linkage in the future.

Deny China PNTR today—require them to
make progress in the direction of reform and
protection of human rights.

Mr. Speaker, in the 1992 Presidential Cam-
paign, Mr. Clinton accused his opponent of
coddling the dictators of China and promised
that he, if elected, would deny MFN to China
‘‘as long as they keep locking people up.’’
Today Clinton is locking people up—and tor-
turing them—big time.

Faced in the spring of 1993 with a vote that
was likely to strip China of MFN, President
Clinton pre-empted Congressional action with
the issuance of an executive order that gave
the PRC one more year of MFN. For MFN to
continue, ‘‘Significant Progress’’ in human
rights was established as the new standard.
The president said in a speech on May 28,
1993:

Starting today, the United States will
speak with one voice on China policy. We no
longer have an Executive Branch policy and
a Congressional policy. We have an Amer-
ican policy.

We are here today because the American
people continue to harbor profound concerns
about a range of practices by China’s com-
munist leaders. We are concerned that many
activists and pro-democracy leaders, includ-
ing some from Tiananmen Square, continue
to languish behind prison bars in China for
no crime other than exercising their con-
sciences. We are concerned by the Dalai
Lama’s reports of Chinese abuses against the
people and culture of Tibet . . .

The core of this policy will be a resolute
insistence upon significant progress on
human rights in China. To implement this
policy, I am signing today an Executive
Order that will have the effect of extending
Most Favored Nation status for China for 12
months. Whether I extend MFN next year,
however, will depend upon whether China
makes significant progress in improving its
human rights record.

I had nothing but praise for the president. I
didn’t realize at the time that we had been

had. As the ‘‘probationary year’’ progressed,
profound doubt concerning the President’s
commitment to his own policy emerged.

So, midway through the ‘‘probationary pe-
riod,’’ in Jan. of 1994, I led a human rights
mission to China and was shocked and dis-
mayed to be told by high Chinese government
officials with whom I met, that President Clin-
ton would continue MFN without conditions
and that his brand of human rights linkage
was pure fiction, meaningless and political.

Turns out the President was indeed bluffing,
the fix was in, and the Chinese dictatorship
knew it. A terrible setback for human rights,
democracy, the environment and security
issues.

In a breathtaking capitulation, the Adminis-
tration officially de-linked human rights and
trade in the Spring of 1994—and the Chinese
hardliners then knew for absolute certain that
for this Administration profits trump respect for
human life and that sanctions were to be re-
served exclusively for commercial concerns,
such as intellectual property rights, copyright
infringement, and the pirating of CDs and
video cassettes. Then, and only then, would
this Administration mount up on its hind legs
to fight and employ the credible threat of sanc-
tions to ameliorate Beijing’s behavior.

In an article in the Washington Post in June
9, 1998, we get this insight, ‘‘A few months
after President Clinton de-linked MFN from
progress on human rights, there was a meet-
ing at the White House to assess the effects
of the Administration’s new China policy. At
the meeting, president Clinton announced, ‘‘I
hate our China policy. I wish I was running
against our China policy. I mean, we give
them MFN and change our commercial policy
and what has changed?’’ So reports the
Washington Post.

As Chairman of the International Operations
and Human Rights Subcommittee, I have
chaired 18 hearings and markups on human
rights abuses in China. Not only has nothing
changed for the better with our defacto de-
linking policy, human rights abuses have
changed for the worse. The delinkage policy
experiment which will be made permanent
today if this legislation passes—will worsen
the situation.

Human rights abuses have gotten progres-
sively worse in virtually every category. At a
hearing this morning with the U.S. Commis-
sion on International Religious Freedom,
Rabbi Saperstein and two commissioners tes-
tified that there was a ‘‘. . . sharp deteriora-
tion in freedom of religion in China during the
last year. The Commission believes that an
unconditional grant of PNTR at this moment
may be taken as a signal of American indiffer-
ence to religious freedom. The government of
China attaches great symbolic importance to
steps such as the grant of PNTR, and pre-
sents them to the Chinese people as proof of
international acceptance and approval.’’ Rabbi
Saperstein admonished Congress to vote
‘‘No’’ on PNTR.

I urge members to read the 77 page State
Department report, which details pervasive tor-
ture, forced abortion, and new, frightening
crackdowns on dissidents and religious believ-
ers. The U.S. State Department Report states:

Abuses included instances of extra judicial
killings, torture and mistreatment of pris-
oners, forced confessions, arbitrary arrest
and detention, lengthy incommunicado de-
tention, and denial of due process. Prison
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conditions at most facilities remained harsh.
In many cases, particularly in sensitive po-
litical cases, the judicial system denies
criminal defendants basic legal safeguards
and due process because authorities attach
higher priority to maintaining public order
and suppressing political opposition that to
enforcing legal norms. The Government in-
fringed on citizens’ privacy rights. The Gov-
ernment tightened restrictions on freedom of
speech and of the press, and increased con-
trols on the Internet; self-censorship by jour-
nalists also increased. The Government se-
verely restricted freedom of assembly, and
continued to restrict freedom of association.
The government continued to restrict free-
dom of religion, and intensified controls on
some unregistered churches. The Govern-
ment continued to restrict freedom of move-
ment. The Government does not permit inde-
pendent domestic nongovernmental organi-
zations (NGOs) to monitor publicly human
rights conditions. Violence against women,
including coercive family planning prac-
tices—which sometimes include forced abor-
tions and forced sterilization; prostitution;
discrimination against women; trafficking in
women and children; abuse of children; and
discrimination against the disabled and mi-
norities are all problems. The Government
continued to restrict tightly worker rights,
and forced labor in prison facilities remains
a serious problem. Child labor persists. Par-
ticularly serious human rights abuses per-
sisted in some minority areas, especially in
Tibet and Xinjiang, where restrictions on re-
ligion and other fundamental freedoms in-
tensified . . .

. . . Police and other elements of the secu-
rity apparatus employed torture and degrad-
ing treatment in dealing with detainees and
prisoners. Former detainees and the press re-
ported credibly that officials used electric
shocks, prolonged periods of solitary con-
finement, incommunicado detention, beat-
ings, shackles, and other forms of abuse
against detained men and women . . .

The Chinese dictators—our business part-
ners—excel in the torture chamber business
and even the internet in China is used against
its users. The State Department points out
that:

The Government increased monitoring of
the Internet during the year, and placed re-
strictions on information available on the
Internet. The Government has special Inter-
net police units to monitor and increase con-
trol of Internet content and access . . . Web
pages run by Falun Gong followers were tar-
geted specifically by the government as part
of its crackdown against the group that
began in July.

The repression of human rights in general
and the barbaric forced abortion policy is hav-
ing a devastating impact on women’s lives.
The State Department Human Rights Report
says that 500 Chinese women commit suicide
each and every day.

Mr. Speaker to date there has yet to be any
serious, credible linkage of trade and human
rights, yet we are being asked today to forgo
any possible linkage in the future. This is a
real vote—the dictatorship will actually lose
something they want. Deny China’s PNTR
today—require them to move in the direction
of reform and the protection of human rights.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM).

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker,
people are split on both sides of this,
but I would like to relay a story. Hall
Rogers and some of my Democrat col-
leagues went to Hanoi. We spoke to the

Communist Chinese Prime Minister. I
asked him, Mr. Prime Minister, why do
you not get involved in trade?

In perfect English, he said, Congress-
man, we are Communists. He said, If
we get involved in trade, people out
there will have, in his term, things,
private property and property, and we
as, Communists, will be out of busi-
ness. At that point, I said, Trade is
good.

If we take a look at where China was
20 years ago, I was there, and where
they are now, no, they will lie, cheat,
steal. They are a national security
risk. But I think the question is where
do we want China to be 20 years from
now. I think we have an ability to open
those markets and move them to the
right instead of going back to the left.
I think it is in the best interest for na-
tional security and human rights to let
them move in that direction.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON).

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
favor of this language of this treaty. I
truly believe that the failure to enact
PNTR will deprive the United States of
meaningful market access. China has
access to our markets. We need access
to their markets.

This agreement will provide a land-
mark set of rules in protecting patents,
copyrights, trademarks, and other
forms of intellectual property protec-
tion. This system protects Americans’
research, innovation, and creates in-
centives for further investment of tech-
nological services.

We need this treaty today. There is
no way that we can be the leader of the
world. Our chair at the table of the
world is empty. No agreement ever be-
fore has contained stronger language
to strengthen the guarantees of fair
trade and to address practices that dis-
tort trade and investment.

It will help American workers by
eliminating practices that can cost
American jobs and force unfair transfer
of technology to China. For the first
time, Americans will have the means
to combat many of these practices.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to speak on Permanent
Normal Trade Relations with China (H.R.
4444).

The potential of Permanent Normal Trade
Relations is far from being realized by many
Americans, in fact, it is far from being realized
by many of my colleagues. I am here to ex-
press the reason I support this measure. What
we are doing should not be looked at as a
favor for China, but as an act that is in the
best interest of America and Americans. And
certainly, my district, my state, our country,
our American workers. Without PNTR, Amer-
ican workers, American farmers, and Amer-
ican business will be left behind.

While groups, such as Asian, Latin Amer-
ican, Canadian and European competitors
reap the benefits of PNTR, American workers,
American farmers, and American businesses
will miss out on opportunities that may pos-
sibly raise their economic standards. To com-
pete effectively, American workers, American

farmers, and American businesses, need the
access provided by granting PNTR—the ability
to export and distribute goods in China. This
access will allow our businesses to export to
China from here at home and to have their
own distribution networks in China. This is
more convenient than being forced to set up
factories in China to sell products through Chi-
nese partners. This will provide the opportunity
for our firms to attain the access they need to
China’s fastgrowing services market in sectors
like telecommunications. This agreement truly
strengthens our ability to ensure fair trade and
protect U.S. agricultural and manufacturing
bases from unwanted import surges, unfair
pricing, and unwarranted abusive investment
practices.

I truly believe that failure to enact PNTR will
deprive the United States of meaningful mar-
ket access for goods—key elements that are
necessary to safeguard American workers
from unfair import surges from China. This
agreement will also provide a landmark set of
rules for protecting patents, copyrights, trade-
marks and other forms of intellectual property.
This system protects Americans’ research and
innovation and creates incentives for further
investment and technological progress world-
wide.

Our firms also need access to China’s
fastgrowing services market in sectors like
telecommunications. Just think, this access
will allow, for the first time, our companies the
ability to sell and distribute products in China
made by workers here at home without being
forced to transfer our technology to China.
This ability to work at home also sets the
stage for increased trade, which will play a
part in raising the living standards here in
America.

The U.S., the world’s largest exporter, will
gain the most from a strong, open, multilateral
trading system. This trading system will help
raise living standards for American working
families that depend on export-related jobs. It
is a fact that jobs supported by goods exports
pay 13–16% more than the national average.
Denying China PNTR will cost American ex-
ports and the jobs they support as well as
higher paying jobs. We must not allow our
competitors in Europe, Asia, and elsewhere to
capture Chinese markets.

Simply stated, if Congress enacts PNTR
there will be more exports to China of prod-
ucts made in the United States by American
workers and products grown by our farmers. If
Congress does not grant PNTR, our competi-
tors will enjoy the full market access and en-
forcement rights in China that we will be de-
nied. No agreement ever on WTO accession
has ever contained stronger measures to
strengthen guarantees of fair trade and to ad-
dress practices that distort trade and invest-
ment. Mainly, it will help American workers by
eliminating practices that can cost American
jobs and force the unfair transfer of U.S. tech-
nology to China. For the first time, Americans
will have the means to combat measures such
as forced technology transfer, frequent man-
dated offsets, frivolous local content require-
ments, and other unfair practices that drain
jobs and technology away from the U.S. Pas-
sage of PNTR will open China to American
values and practices also. U.S. companies are
more committed than their Asian competitors
to progressive labor management practices
and protecting the safety of their workers. It is
clear, our decision could fundamentally
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change not only our relationship with China,
but China itself.

Since I am a representative of Dallas,
Texas, let me expound on how PNTR will help
Texas and my district. The U.S.-China Bilat-
eral Agreement on China’s accession to the
WTO opens an important market to Texas’ ex-
ports, by benefiting key industries, busily cre-
ating export, and blossoming employment op-
portunities. Texas’ exports to China are broad-
ly diversified with almost every major product
category registering exports to the Chinese
market in 1998. Texas’ merchandise exports
sales to China totaled over $583 million in
1998—a 46% increase from the $399 million
sold to China in 1993. Included in Texas’ ex-
ports to China are sales from key metropolitan
areas. For example, my district, Dallas,
grossed $92 million in sales. The agreement
will open the market for a wide range of serv-
ices, including telecommunications, banking,
insurance, financial services, professional,
hotel, restaurant, tourism, motion pictures,
video distribution, software, business, com-
puter, environmental, and distribution and re-
lated services. This will occur not only in
Texas, but also throughout America.

It’s simple, granting PNTR will not erase the
horrific acts of the Chinese Government, but it
will enable self-protection and allow opportuni-
ties for American workers. Opportunities that
we should not allow to pass us by due to past
actions of the Chinese Government.

Let me end by acknowledging the work that
all of my colleagues have and continue to do
in order to ensure America’s leadership posi-
tion in the world. As Members of Congress
and leaders, we must realize that now is the
time to encourage China to evolve. We can
advance America’s economic system without
diluting the goals we stand for and the goals
that allow democracy to prevail.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
HOLT).

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

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op-
position to this bill.

Mr. Speaker, it is unfortunate that so many
observers have gotten it wrong. The China
trade vote is not about protectionism versus
free trade; it’s not about business versus
labor; it’s not even about China haters versus
China apologists. No, it is about a vision of
world trade worthy of America in the 21st Cen-
tury. It is about whether 21st century globalism
will have any guiding principle or whether it
will be an aimless trading frenzy.

Proponents of Permanent Normal Trade Re-
lations say that the deal reached with China
will give China unprecedented access to
American business, that American traders
have given up nothing in the deal to gain con-
cessions for China, that China will enter the
World Trade Organization regardless of Con-
gress’ decision on PNTR, and that American
industry must not let other countries gain ad-
vantages in a market of 1.3 billion potential
customers. Proponents concede that China
does have a poor record of abiding by trade
agreements as well as a poor record with re-
spect to worker’s rights, human rights, and en-
vironmental protection, and then they say the
situation can be rectified through the rule-
based trade agreement and constructive en-

gagement derived from that trade. They argue
that trade has a liberalizing influence on soci-
ety. The most frequent argument is that the
internet will irrevocably open China. Engage-
ment, they say, is preferable to isolationism.
There are a few grains of truth in their argu-
ments, but this agreement falls far short of
what we need and so, this is not the right
thing to do.

I too am for engagement, real engagement.
Proponents of PNTR say that the presence of
thousands of American traders carrying check-
books and adhering to American factory
standards will unleash the altruistic intentions
of a billion Chinese. Of course, that has not
happened anywhere else in the world. Busi-
ness in America did not by itself produce the
social progress we extol. It did not happen in
American factories; it did not happen in civil
rights; it did not happen in environmental pro-
tection. In every case we had to re-enforce
economic activity with rules of social behav-
ior—in insuring collective bargaining, in open-
ing public accommodations through civil rights
legislation, and in outlawing pollution. Unfet-
tered business did not do these things. We
needed a system of rules. Even trade requires
a system of rules. This whole debate is about
whether to bring China into a rule-based trade
regime. The great irony of all this is that pro-
ponents of PNTR insist on the need for rule-
based trade agreements, backed up with
sanctions, trade actions intended to induce
good behavior on all sides. So, why do we
need rule-based agreements in trade, but not
in any other area we think is important?

Real engagement extends beyond just
trade, and it extends beyond China. Of
course, trade is good, We in the United States
are a more prosperous country because
goods, services, and people can move freely
among Oregon, Texas, New Jersey and the
other states. Each state does not try to be
self-sufficient. But such free trade works be-
cause it is fair trade. Although there is some
competition between states, everyone can be
confident that each state plays by nearly equal
rules with regard to environment, workers’
conditions, and product safety. Open trade re-
quires expectations of fair standards of behav-
ior. Trade in the 21st century will be, and must
be, about more than how many widgets enter
and leave a port.

We do not want to insult an independent
and proud sovereign nation. In order to ac-
complish the goals of our negotiations we
should not alienate the other parties. But we
must not give up on values. Some say work-
ers rights are irrelevant, or human rights, or
religious rights, or environmental protection.
They are not irrelevant. The citizens in my dis-
trict tell me these concerns are not irrelevant.
To them the proponents say, these may be
important, but trade will take care of them.
This trickle-down is specious. It has not
worked that way in the past. It has not worked
that way elsewhere in the world.

I cannot support this legislation to grant per-
manent normal trade relations because it fails
to consider anything but trade. This is not
ready for a vote. The administration should
first put in place mechanisms to deal with
these other things—in the trade agreement, in
the WTO, in the ILO, in the World Bank.
Worker’s rights, environmental protection, and
human rights are not irrelevant concerns. I do
not expect full, immediate accomplishment of
our goals in these difficult areas, but silence
on these issues will not lead to progress.

I urge my colleagues to oppose the bill be-
fore us today. I also emphasize to them and
to the administration that after today’s vote,
whatever the outcome, we have much work to
do to make sure we address these concerns.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
SLAUGHTER).

(Ms. SLAUGHTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks, and include extraneous
material.)

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in opposition to this bill.

This is not a vote to trade or not to trade—
the issue is yearly oversight or no oversight.
Given China’s record of violating virtually
every international agreement it enters into,
the leverage of oversight is critical.

Trade and Oversight are not mutually exclu-
sive. We can have both. Even U.S. Trade
Representatives Charlene Barshefsky, during
recent testimony before the House Ways and
Means Committee, acknowledged that the
U.S. could obtain all of the tariff cuts China
would be required to make upon entry into the
WTO even if Congress did not grant PNTR.

The same arguments for PNTR were put
forth by proponents of the North American
Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). The result of
NAFTA has been 500,000 lost jobs for Amer-
ican workers and a ballooning trade deficit
with Mexico of $22 billion.

Why will no one talk about the impact of this
agreement on our trade deficit? There is con-
siderable foreign capital in our stock market
which will leave the US if a better deal arises.
Our overall trade deficit has already surpassed
$331 billion, a figure that is beginning to
sound alarms for many financial analysts con-
cerned about the long-term stability of the U.S.
dollar. The Secretary of the Treasury told me
Monday and this problem must be addressed.

Moreover, the $2 billion in goods the U.S.
exports to China are not purchased by the
Chinese. They are merely supplies for the
U.S. plants that are operating there. Compare
that to the fact that the Chinese sell $80 billion
in goods to the US annually. If the Chinese
continue their practice of not buying US
goods, this will not be a home run for Amer-
ican

China continues to threaten Taiwan, a coun-
try our nation has pledged to protect. Granting
PNTR would send the wrong signal to Bejing
that military action against Taiwan would be
tolerated.

Finally, large companies have lobbied hard
for Congress to pass PNTR for China. Cor-
porations must be concerned about their bot-
tom line. But the 570,000 persons I represent
have other issues. There has been no ground
swell for this trade deal from our community.
I have even received some letters from work-
ers who say they’ve been asked to write in
favor of PNTR but they fear if it passes, it will
mean the loss of their jobs. Chinese laborers
earn only one twentieth what American work-
ers do.

Trade will go on. Wouldn’t it be nice if it
were fair trade.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD an article from yesterday’s
New York Times, as follows:
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[From the New York Times, May 23, 2000]

JOINING THE CLUB: LIKE OTHERS, CHINA WILL
TRY TO PROTECT ITS OWN INDUSTRIES

(By Craig S. Smith)
SHANGHAI, May 22—Sun Guomin, a poor

farmer in a village west of here, represents
an example of why American business execu-
tives and government officials may be dis-
appointed once China enters the World Trade
Organization.

While American businesses have been
dreaming of the vast potential markets for
their goods and services in China, the gov-
ernment is unlikely to allow the West the
kind of access those dreams are made of. For
if Beijing immediately did everything the
trade organization requires, Mr. Sun and
millions like him could be driven out of busi-
ness.

And with droves of laid-off workers already
mounting sporadic protests across the coun-
try, giving foreign competition a hand in
wiping out whole industries could amount to
political suicide for China’s governing Com-
munist Party.

Agriculture is one of the most vulnerable
areas.

Mr. Sun, 68, is struggling to get by on his
six and a half acres of land in the village of
Nansong, west of Shanghai, where he lives in
a mud house on a dirt path with his wife,
Chen Baonan.

He has already stopped growing barely,
once a major crop in this part of the flat
Yangtze River delta, because it does not pay.
He and his neighbors still grow rapeseeed,
the source of canola oil, and the plant’s bril-
liant yellow flowers carpet the delta with
color each spring.

But the price the government pays for
rapeseed has fallen so low, Mr. Sun says,
that he is better off pressing the seeds him-
self and using the cooking oil at home. He
would gladly lease his field to a factory, but
the government will not let him, citing a
need to preserve farmland. He and his wife
have opened a small store in the front of
their house, where they make about five
cents a day selling cigarettes and beer.

Joining the W.T.O. threatens to make Chi-
na’s agricultural economics even worse.

Last year China imported record quan-
tities of rapeseed and soybeans, because for-
eign oilseed production is cheaper and the
quality often higher than that of domesti-
cally grown crops. But to enter the trade
group, China has agreed to lift quotas that it
now uses to restrict the import of edible oils.
A surge in imports would further dampen de-
mand for seeds from people like Mr. Sun.

The problem exists pretty much across the
board.

The Chinese Academy of Social Sciences, a
top government research institute in Bei-
jing, recently estimated that prices for Chi-
nese grain and other agricultural products
would continue to exceed those of the global
market for the next 20 years.

Thanks to huge mechanized farms, the
American cost of production is often lower
than that in China, where farming employs
as many as 600 million people, fields are frag-
mented and transportation is slow.

And many other labor-intensive industries
are in the same boat.

Many of the country’s 100-plus automobile
assembly plants face extinction if imports
surge as tariffs fall, and chemical plants
could be crippled by foreign competition.
The Chinese government wants to reform the
economy, but it favors a cautious, go-slow
approach rather than risk widespread unrest
that could undermine its rule.

‘‘It’s important to think about stability,’’
said Zhou Hanming, a lawyer who advises
the government about the W.T.O.

Mr. Zhou says that the two to five years in
which the organization requires members to

put most of its mandated measures into ef-
fect is too short a time, and that China will
do what it must to shelter industries until
they are ready to face global competition.

‘‘We’re working very hard on a large num-
ber of new laws and regulations that will
offer protection of national industries, vul-
nerable industries, infant industries,’’ he
said.

Mr. Zhou, one of dozens of experts Beijing
has enlisted to prepare the country to defend
its industries, is studying ways to use anti-
dumping rules. Under China’s trade deal with
the United States, Washington insisted that
it be allowed to levy punitive duties against
imports that it deems to be sold below cost.
Washington wanted the clause to protect the
American textile industry from cheap Chi-
nese imports, but China has seized on the
provision to protect its own threatened in-
dustries.

‘‘We’re going to learn how to use the same
weapon,’’ Mr. Zhou said.

The country will also use other means to
give threatened industries an edge, including
preferential bank loans and tax breaks. And
Beijing may end longstanding tax breaks for
foreign companies that were intended to en-
courage investment.

But China does hope to use its membership
in the trade group as a lever to move mori-
bund state industries toward real reform.

Take the pharmaceutical industry, which
still relies largely on copies, often illegal, of
Western compounds. China will come under
pressure from the group to enforce the intel-
lectual property rights of foreign drug mak-
ers. To survive, Chinese pharmaceutical
firms will have to invest in research and de-
velopment and begin producing original
drugs.

‘‘The pressure will help force us to depend
on ourselves,’’ said Wang Li, general man-
ager of the Shanghai Joy Biopharm Com-
pany, a state-owned drug laboratory started
five years ago to develop commercially via-
ble pharmaceuticals for the domestic indus-
try.

And China hopes that membership in the
group will spur foreign investment, which
fell last year for the first time since inves-
tors withdrew after the crackdown on pro-de-
mocracy protesters at Tianamen Square in
June 1989.

Multinational corporations have already
begun signaling their willingness to pump
more money into China after it joins. None-
theless, protection is high on Beijing’s agen-
da.

China is not known for its strict adherence
to trade agreements. In 1995, Trade Minister
Wu Yi signed a deal with the United States
trade representative, Charlene Barshefsky,
that promised to protect American intellec-
tual property rights. But counterfeiting of
computer software and movies on compact
disks is now more common than ever. Street
hawkers sell the latest Hollywood block-
busters in most Chinese cities, and the police
ignore the activity.

Nor has China proven a progressive mem-
ber of another trade club. As a member of
the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation
forum, it has resisted moves to speed the lib-
eralization of financial services.

* * * * *
Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield

such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California (Mr. FARR).

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

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in strong opposition to this per-
manent status and in support of annual
status.

‘‘Dear Representative Farr/Sam, . . . [it is]
the very strong sentiment of the Labor Council
delegates that the agreement negotiated with
China . . . is a bad deal for working people in
this country. . . . It should not be ratified by
Congress. We urge you to vote against it.’’—
Amy Newell, Business Agent, Santa Cruz
Central Labor Committee, AFL–CIO, in a letter
dated March 20, 2000.

‘‘Dear Congressman Farr/Sam, I am writing
to you today to let you know how important
Congressional approval of the Permanent Nor-
mal Trade Relations for China (PNTR) is for
Monterey County growers! . . . Both Cali-
fornia and Monterey County stand to gain jobs
and business growth from your approval of
PNTR. . . . I urge you to look carefully at the
PNTR China issue and lend your immediate
support to this extremely important matter!’’—
Sharan Lanini, Executive Director, Monterey
County Farm Bureau, in a letter dated March
24, 2000.

How could two views on the same issue
coming out of roughly the same regional com-
munity be so incredibly disparate? Yet, this is
the issue I am faced with as a U.S. Congress-
man as the vote on China and WTO ap-
proaches.

The issue at hand is whether the United
States will grant China Permanent Normal
Trade Relations (PNTR). The U.S. already
provides China with NTR—Normal Trade Re-
lations—status, a trade arrangement that is
currently renewed or denied on an annual
basis. China has been granted NTR (pre-
viously referred to as ‘‘MFN’’—Most Favored
Nation status) for 19 years in a row. I have
supported annual NTR for China in the past.

The difference this year is not just whether
to make permanent the annual NTR debate
for China. The difference this year is that
American approval of PNTR will provide the
United States the same access to Chinese
markets as other World Trade Organization
(WTO) members. Without PNTR, the U.S. will
continue to trade with China on a bilateral
basis and under conditions separate and dif-
ferent from the rest of the world. PNTR would
establish new rules between the two countries
equal to the rest of the world and new
grounds for settling trade disputes.

Most people know that I am a strong be-
liever in trade. My votes on NAFTA, GATT
and WTO are no secret. I regularly defend the
Market Access Program (MAP) which provides
federal funds to advertise American products
overseas as a way to increase demand in for-
eign markets for U.S.-made items. The fastest
growing market for products coming out of the
Central Coast—particularly agriculture—is in
Asia. In fact, Asian markets accounted for
over 285 million pounds of export products
from Monterey County alone in 1998. This fig-
ure could easily grow exponentially if full and
fair access to the China market were made
available to our growers. According to statis-
tics the Department of Commerce released
last month, the Santa Cruz-Watsonville area
saw an 839 percent increase in exports to
China over 1993–98. Salinas saw a 743 per-
cent increase in its exports to China over the
same period.

I want to see that kind of economic oppor-
tunity available to all California communities
and all communities across the country. I want
to see China open up to Central Coast agri-
culture. I want to see America finally get a
break at marketing its goods to the potential
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billion Chinese patrons. Ultimately, that means
more business for local growers, more jobs for
local workers, increased shipping operations
for local truckers, and better economic condi-
tions all around.

But in negotiating a trade deal with China
(or any entity on any issue) we should look for
the best deal that advances all of the United
States’ interests. Economics is not the only
issue at stake here; there are others, including
the non-tangible issues of human rights and
personal freedoms. There is wide disagree-
ment on whether PNTR helps or hinders these
causes within China.

If human rights and environmental steward-
ship are important interests to the United
States, then it is right of us to try to find ways
to advance these issues world wide. If China
is a concern of ours, then we ought to try to
sway Chinese leadership to move toward ac-
commodation in these areas. The best way to
do that is to require that China return to Con-
gress each year to make its case that it de-
serves special trade status because it has
made efforts to correct environmental and
human rights deficiencies. PNTR eliminates
that tool and robs us of the chance to hold
China accountable.

So, I will vote ‘‘no’’ on PNTR for China. I do
so fully supportive of open and fair trade, but
also mindful of using American influence to
keep China on track to being a better citizen
of the world.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
KANJORSKI).

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

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in opposition to the proposition.

A DIFFICULT DECISION

Mr. Speaker, over the last three months, I
have conducted a thorough analysis of ex-
tending Permanent Normal Trade Relations
(PNTR) status to China, thereby putting U.S.
trade relations with China on the same plane
as our relations with virtually every other coun-
try in the World Trade Organization. During
this time, I have remained undecided on this
issue. I have listened to every possible argu-
ment in this debate and comprehensively ex-
amined the legislation’s potential effects so
that I could learn more about the quality of
jobs that expanded trade can bring and the
potential effects of trade on human rights. I
also wanted to study the impact of trade on
not only our workers, but also the international
labor standards for other workers around the
world. First and foremost among my consider-
ations during my deliberations, however, was
determining the consequences of this legisla-
tion for the people working, the families living,
and the businesses operating in Northeastern
and Central Pennsylvania.

This has been an extremely difficult decision
for me. In the long term, I believe that inter-
national trade benefits the United States when
conducted fairly. Our nation cannot repeat the
mistakes of 1930 when Congress enacted the
Smoot-Hawley bill, which helped to precipitate
the Great Depression. Freer trade among na-
tions increases wealth for all and improves re-
lations with our allies, similar to the 1960s
when we reduced a number of trade barriers.

NAFTA AND PNTR

But international trade has not always
helped everyone. In the short term, absent the

creation of an effective economic safety net,
increased international trade will produce win-
ners and losers in our economy. In 1993, I
voted against the North American Free Trade
Agreement (NAFTA), primarily because there
were insufficient protections in place to pre-
serve the economic security of average, work-
ing Americans and lower-income workers in
labor-intensive industries. Over time, my
doubts were proven correct. After NAFTA,
some sectors of our economy grew, while oth-
ers did not. Additionally, workers in some re-
gions of our country have flourished under
NAFTA, while workers in other regions have
experienced wage stagnation or lost their jobs
outright.

Six-and-a-half years after the NAFTA vote,
our country has another opportunity to con-
sider the issue of increased global trade. The
debate on PNTR, however, differs significantly
from our deliberations over NAFTA. Under
NAFTA, we created the world’s largest free
trade area with two other countries, Mexico
and Canada. NAFTA not only eliminated tariffs
between the United States, Mexico, and Can-
ada, but it also required us to enter into an ex-
pansive range of commitments and agree-
ments to integrate the economies of the three
nations.

Through PNTR we are only seeking to place
U.S. trade relations with China on the same
footing as our relations with virtually every
other country in the world, including nations
like Argentina, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Greece, and
Switzerland. In other words, the economic in-
tegration required by PNTR is significantly less
than that required by NAFTA. Under PNTR,
we will not eliminate or even lower our tariffs
for the goods we import from China. Thus, a
product produced in the United States, Mex-
ico, and Canada, which is not subject to a tar-
iff, will often still remain cheaper than the
same item manufactured in China, which will
still be subject to the tariffs that we apply not
only to China, but also to Germany, France,
Brazil, Japan, and Great Britain. Moreover, as
a result of this agreement China will signifi-
cantly lower trade barriers for U.S. products to
enter the Chinese marketplace.

COMPETING VIEWPOINTS

In order to educate myself more fully about
the reasons to support and oppose PNTR sta-
tus for China, I have met with hundreds of in-
dividuals in recent weeks and months and
have heard from thousands more. On one
side of this debate, the business community
maintains that the United States stands to
gain tens of thousands of high-tech jobs as a
result of PNTR. In the short term, however,
our economy will likely face job losses in low-
tech, labor-intensive industries. Additionally, I
fear that in the short term only selected com-
munities in our country—like those within the
Silicon Valley of California, in the high-tech
corridor of Northern Virginia, and along Wall
Street in New York—will benefit from extend-
ing PNTR.

Supporters of the agreement further contend
that denial of PNTR would hurt American fami-
lies who would pay more for consumer goods.
They estimate these higher prices could cost
more than $10 billion each year. Additionally,
supporters of PNTR insist that the best way to
improve China’s record on human rights, reli-
gious freedom, and free speech is to engage
and not isolate the Chinese people in the
world economy. Finally, PNTR’s supporters
note that because the Europeans have re-

cently entered into an agreement with the Chi-
nese government, China is all the more likely
to join the World Trade Organization this year.
Consequently, we need PNTR so that U.S.
workers, farmers, and businesses can remain
competitive with our trading partners in Eu-
rope, the Americas, and Asia.

On the other side of this debate, I have
heard many reasons to oppose PNTR. Some
interest groups have estimated that our nation
will lose tens of thousands of jobs as a result
of PNTR. Just as I doubt the number of pro-
jected jobs that supporters believe will be cre-
ated by this decision, I also am skeptical of
the anticipated jobs that opponents believe will
be lost because of this legislation. In reality,
the net change in jobs probably lies between
these two estimates.

Others opposed to this legislation feel that
by granting PNTR to China we will condone
that nation’s record of human rights abuses.
But using trade as leverage against the Chi-
nese government is not only unenforceable, I
believe it is also likely to bring change to the
most oppressed Chinese people. There is a
great danger in the arguments that some have
put forth in attempting to demonize the Chi-
nese government. If we care about improving
our relations with China and improving the
qualify of life for the Chinese people, we must
remain engaged. As Dai Qing, perhaps Chi-
na’s most prominent environmentalist and
independent political thinker, states, ‘‘All of the
fights—for a better environment, labor rights,
and human rights—these fights we will fight in
China tomorrow. But first we must break the
monopoly of the state. To do that, we need a
freer market and the competition mandated by
the World Trade Organization.’’

A THIRD WAY

During this debate over Permanent Normal
Trade Relations for China, I fear that we may
have unfortunately again neglected to address
an issue that we should have considered dur-
ing our deliberations over NAFTA. In this
country, a paradox arises because the two di-
verging viewpoints on extending trade to other
nations fail to join together to advance the real
interests of all Americans. If we defeat PNTR
today, our low-tech, labor-intensive jobs will
still continue to be lost by trade that already
exists with China and our other leading trading
partners around the world under current trade
agreements. Additionally, the U.S. stands to
lose our opportunity to create new, high-tech
jobs for workers in our Nation because we will
have failed to open the Chinese market.

It is also a false hope that the defeat of
PNTR will provide job security for those jobs
already lost or about to be lost to global trade.
According to the Congressional Research
Service, which provides Congress with non-
partisan analysis, Pennsylvania has already
lost 18,663 jobs to Canada and Mexico since
passage of NAFTA. This trend will likely con-
tinue in the future, even if we do not pass
PNTR today.

With or without PNTR, our economy will cer-
tainly change in positive and negative ways
because of increased worldwide competition in
the years ahead. I have, therefore, asked my-
self what can be done now in the United
States to help those regions of the country
and those sectors of our economy that need
assistance in order to ensure that all American
workers and businesses can benefit tomorrow
from increased global trade. By providing
short-term support for these communities,
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businesses, and workers, we can ultimately
ensure that everyone in our economy profits
from international trade.

We are fortunate that our economy con-
tinues to grow and prosper. President Clinton
has led the Nation to the strongest economy
the world has ever seen. He has created the
most economic opportunities for working fami-
lies in the last 30 years, and I know that he
shares my concerns for those Americans who
have not fully participated in the economic ex-
pansion of the last eight years. His leadership
in reducing the budget deficit, lowering taxes
for lower- and middle-income Americans, and
supporting workers’ rights has strengthened
our economic outlook for the 21st century.

Of primary importance to me in this debate
is how we will overcome the negative con-
sequences of increased trade, especially for
those older workers who may lose their jobs.
From my perspective, workers and families
displaced by greater global competition must
ultimately retain at least the same quality of
life as they would have obtained under their
old jobs. Our government can accomplish this
objective through a number of mechanisms.
We could, for example, enact legislation to:

Promote investment in economically dis-
tressed areas. Through President Clinton’s
New Markets initiative, we can increase in-
vestments in the untapped potential of our Na-
tion’s underserved markets and create long-
term partnerships that will lead to lasting eco-
nomic change in distressed communities. One
component of the New Markets Initiative is the
America’s Private Investment Companies
(APIC) bill, and I have been an ardent sup-
porter of this legislation. APICs would make
large-scale investments in businesses oper-
ating in distressed urban centers, mid-sized
cities, small towns, and rural areas, to stimu-
late job growth and economic development.
Because we recently reached a bipartisan
agreement between President Clinton and
Speaker Hastert on this economic develop-
ment package, I am hopeful that will pass this
legislation later this year. I do, however, regret
that this package is not before us today.

Enhance job training and trade adjustment
programs. We must additionally give workers
the tools they need to succeed in the global
economy through reforms of our nation’s trade
adjustment and economic development assist-
ance programs. We can accomplish this goal
by extending trade adjustment assistance eli-
gibility to those who lose their jobs due to
shifts in production and strengthening the link-
age between income support and early enroll-
ment in retraining. We should also create an
Office of Community Economic Adjustment
within the Economic Development Administra-
tion in order to ensure that economically dis-
tressed regions of our country receive access
to all available federal resources in times of
need. Again, we are unfortunately not voting
on such legislation today.

Safety net tools, like promoting investments
in distressed areas and enhancing job training
and trade adjustment programs, will not only
mitigate the negative effects flowing from in-
creased trade, but also lift up displaced work-
ers and communities traditionally hurt by
greater global trade. The business community
and labor organizations should recognize the
benefits of taking these proactive steps to help
all Americans participate in the prosperity of
trade. In the future when we consider other
trade measures in Congress, I hope that we

will expand the debate to include these quality
of life protections.

OPPOSE THE LEGISLATION

Mr. Speaker, in the past the American pub-
lic has demonstrated good judgment in deter-
mining how we should conduct trade with
other nations. In reaching my final decision to
oppose this legislation, I have asked myself
the same four basic questions used by many
Americans when debating trade issues. Those
questions are:

Who benefits from the PNTR package in the
United States?

What are the advantages of the PNTR
package for American workers?

What regions of the country will benefit or
lose under the PNTR package?

Who benefits in China from the PNTR pack-
age?

As I noted earlier, while PNTR’s supporters
state that thousands of jobs will be created as
the result of the agreement, I worry that many
workers and businesses in Northeastern and
Central Pennsylvania will not reap those bene-
fits in the short term and possibly not even the
long term. Moreover, the PNTR agreement
fails to mitigate the potential damages caused
by increased competition in the global market-
place for our communities at home. Workers
that lose their jobs because of increased trade
will further lose from a poorly constructed eco-
nomic safety net. This outcome will lead to a
further widening in the gap between the in-
come of wealthy individuals and average,
hard-working Americans in this country, a far
more worrisome problem because of its poten-
tial future effects on our society.

Admittedly, some workers in some sectors
of our economy will undoubtedly win under
this PNTR package. We cannot, however,
overlook the fact that some workers will not
only lose their economic security, but they
could also potentially experience changes in
the structure of their families and their respect
for their government as a result of this legisla-
tion. I cannot support this legislation, because
it fails to mitigate these and other losses that
workers, families, and businesses may face
from increased trade.

Finally, during this PNTR debate I have
often heard from my constituents that China
‘‘cannot be trusted.’’ In reality, they are saying
that the Chinese government cannot be trust-
ed. Efforts to include provisions in this PNTR
package that establish a commission to mon-
itor human rights, labor standards, and reli-
gious freedom in China are a step in the right
direction, as is requiring the Administration to
report annually to Congress on China’s com-
pliance with international standards. I com-
mend my colleagues Congressmen SANDY
LEVIN and DOUG BEREUTER for their bipartisan
and hard work on this issue. Although it may
be the best we can ask from the Chinese gov-
ernment at this time, we need to really know
whether we can trust the Chinese government
in the future before moving ahead.

Mr. Speaker, an agreement such as this
one is a contract. As I recall from my days as
an attorney, people generally enter into con-
tracts only if all parties to the agreement be-
lieve that they will win under the arrangement.
China may feel they have a winning deal with
the United States on this PNTR package.
From the perspective of the United States,
however, this PNTR agreement fails to
strengthen the short- and long-term economic
security for all regions of our country and all

American workers. Rejecting this legislation is
not rejecting trade with China. It merely means
that we will continue to have the opportunity to
review on an annual basis our current trade
policy with China and examine changes in that
nation’s trade record and human rights per-
formance. Regretfully, I must oppose this bill.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, it gives me
great pleasure to yield 30 seconds to
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
BROWN) who understands that the Dalai
Lama never said he supports PNTR and
understands that there is a difference
between China acceding to WTO and
Congress passing PNTR.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
has the Chinese Government earned
our trust? No. China has violated the
term of four previous agreements we
signed with them.

Has the WTO earned our trust? No.
The WTO repeatedly rules in favor of
the multinational companies, and ig-
nores the workers, their human rights
and the environment.

Look at the banana issue. When the
WTO ruled in favor of one company,
Chiquita International; they ignored
all Caribbean nations whose main ex-
ports are bananas. Now thousands of
farmers are without work. We cannot
trust the WTO to look out for the peo-
ple. We cannot trust China to look out
for the people. Who can we trust?

I urge my colleagues to consider
their responsibility and vote ‘‘no’’ on
this bill.

I rise in strong opposition to H.R. 4444. I
absolutely do not believe that it is in our coun-
try’s best interest to grant Permanent Normal
Trade Relations to China. I have listened care-
fully to both sides of the debate and I know
that each side has valid concerns. But in the
end, I think there is too much at stake for
Congress to give up oversight on this issue.

Taking away our ability to impose unilateral
trade sanctions against a country like China is
simply not acceptable. Without this option, the
U.S. will lose its leverage to influence China
towards improving environmental standards,
as well as human rights and labor rights viola-
tions. Under the WTO rules, we would lose
our ability to unilaterally punish a nation or a
company for these types of violations. China
has simply not been a trustworthy trading part-
ner, and has violated the terms of all four bi-
lateral trade agreements it has previously
signed with the U.S.

In addition, I am more than concerned about
China’s human rights record. Along with the
poor treatment of the work force, the Chinese
Communist party’s human rights record only
seems to be getting worse, not better, even in
the midst of economic opening. Government
restrictions on free speech and the press, as
well as forced imprisonment for expressing
one’s political or religious beliefs, have de-
terred political opening.

On the economic front, the U.S. balance of
payments last year shows that our trade deficit
with China is growing rapidly. In the end, I be-
lieve that extending PNRT will result in a net
loss of jobs for Americans, not gains.

Finally, I am very concerned about the dis-
covery last year of Chinese espionage. I do
not believe that a country that steals our mili-
tary secrets should be granted trade benefits!

When I weigh the gravity of these factors, I
believe it is in our best interests to oppose
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Permanent Normal Trade Relations to China,
and I encourage my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’
on H.R. 4444.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The Chair announces that
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. NOR-
WOOD) has 121⁄2 minutes remaining. The
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE)
has 131⁄2 minutes remaining. The gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL)
has 211⁄2 minutes remaining. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. STARK)
has 251⁄2 minutes remaining.

The Chair intends at the conclusion,
as we wrap up, to begin with the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD),
then the gentleman from California
(Mr. STARK) to follow, then the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL) to
follow, and to finish with the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE).

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LATHAM).

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

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of normalizing trade in China.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY).

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

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. NORWOOD) and all the Members
that are fighting so diligently to bring
the side of the American workers to
the floor here of the House.

Let me just re-stress, and I made
these statements last night, this is
from the Ohio Department of Com-
merce, Director Gary Suhadolnik, and
this documents where baby chickens
were fed arsenic in the water. They
were killed. They contained 18 percent
arsenic in their systems, and they were
put into the Easter baskets of Amer-
ican children. Luckily, we caught 350 of
the baskets before the rest could come
over the market.

There are other examples in here of
hideous examples of dangers to Amer-
ican children because these products
come in. China does have respect for
our American children. They do not
have respect for what comes over from
China. If this agreement passes, we are
going to have more of this. We are
going to have our markets flooded.

On the other end, we have been so
comfortable. We wear engagement here
like a coat. It gets a little bit hot, one
takes it off, the word engagement.

We talk about the farmers, once
again the gentleman from Washington
(Mr. NETHERCUTT) has a bill that
unleashes all the sanctions around the
world. But all of a sudden, we cannot
talk about engagement when we talk
about the Nethercutt bill, which if my
colleagues really want to help the
farmers, they would pass it.

If my colleagues want to pass this
bill to help the farmers like my col-
leagues say, that 9 percent tariff reduc-

tion is going to vanish. It is going to
vanish instantly when they manipulate
their currency in China like it hap-
pened in Mexico, and my colleagues
know it.

We have got to stand up for Amer-
ican workers. Despite all the lucrative
predictions that the China WTO deal
will open up new opportunities for
American farmers and businesses, I re-
main convinced that this trade deal
represents a bad deal for the United
States.

The International Trade Commission
analyzed a similar trade deal that was
on the table in April and concluded
that it would lead to an increase in the
U.S. trade deficit.

Then people say, well, this is not per-
manent. You bet your life if my col-
leagues vote for this, the undecided
Members of Congress, Mr. Speaker, if
they hear this message, if they vote for
this, it is going to be permanent. It
will not be undone.

Stand up for American workers for a
change.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. GOOD-
LATTE).

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

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of H.R.
4444, a bill to grant permanent normal trade
relations status to China. The central tenet of
America’s trade policy should be threefold:
opening markets for goods produced by Amer-
ican workers, improving our nations economy,
and promoting American values and ideals
abroad. In this sense, I believe that our trade
policy should encourage reform, while de-
manding a level playing field for international
commerce. This has already yielded many
benefits for America in rural and urban areas
alike. Indeed, within my congressional district
in southwest Virginia, approximately one in
every four jobs is tied to exports. The expan-
sion in free trade in recent years has allowed
Lynchburg and Roanoke to become two of the
25 fastest growing export regions in the U.S.

However, we have yet to include one of the
world’s largest emerging markets in this proc-
ess. China, a nation of over 1 billion people,
has been hamstrung over the years with out-
moded laws and trading practices put in place
by the Communist regime. Even with these
barriers in place, China is becoming a thriving
market for U.S. products and services, and is
already our 5th largest trading partner. If we
can bring China into a rules-based trading
system and dismantle the barriers put in place
by it’s failed economic philosophy, we can
open up a massive new market to American
goods and services.

Some have argued that opening the U.S.
market to Chinese-made goods will have a
detrimental effect on U.S. workers. Nothing
could be further from the truth. The United
States already has an open market for most
goods originating in China and the rest of the
world. It is China whose market is closed to
the products designed by U.S. engineers,
manufactured by U.S. workers and exported
by U.S. companies. If we open this market to

U.S. goods and services, American workers
stand to gain a tremendous benefit from the
additional demand generated by China’s huge
population.

At the same time, I do share the concerns
many have raised regarding our national secu-
rity and China. Specifically, I am concerned
with the findings of the Cox Commission that
indicates that China is engaged in a concerted
campaign to steal militarily sensitive equip-
ment. These efforts by the Chinese govern-
ment combined with the provocative stance to-
wards the democratic republic of Taiwan, are
a cause for serious concern.

I am also deeply concerned with the pattern
of human rights abuses by the Chinese gov-
ernment. Human rights in China is imperative
and the United States must continue to press
China in that direction. As a nation dedicated
to freedom and the rights of the individual, we
have a responsibility to speak out when those
rights are violated, whether at home or
abroad.

The most effective way to influence change
in China is to engage the Chinese government
in ways that emphasize open trade and demo-
cratic reform. If we attempt to isolate China,
the reality is that we will lose jobs to other na-
tions that will not cut off trade, but rather take
advantage of the situation. With PNTR the
United States can use the WTO to eliminate
unfair Chinese trade barriers that exclude
American products. Failing to pass PNTR sim-
ply gives the lion’s share of trade benefits
away to other nations, while doing nothing to
help U.S. workers and consumers.

It is critical that we adopt the approach of
opening China up through increased western-
ization of the Chinese people. Trade and con-
tact is building greater desire for western
ways, including democracy. The Chinese peo-
ple have a long history and change will be
slow. The way to fight for progressive reform
in China is not by abandoning the playing
field, but through continued exposure to demo-
cratic ideas such as free markets and free
speech.

The Internet revolution has eliminated eco-
nomic and political barriers throughout the
world. Free markets and free speech go hand
in hand. With 8.9 million Internet users and
over 15,000 web sites already based within
China, the Internet has the potential to offer a
dramatic improvement in the quality of life for
millions of Chinese citizens as well.

By offering China the opportunity to enter
the community of rule-abiding nations, we
have a chance to create real and lasting
change in China. At the same time, we must
continue to work aggressively to ensure that
China follows the rules of the international
trading community.

Trade and commerce will lead directly to
progress and freedom. We must continue
fighting for a level playing field for trade—one
on which our nation, our American workers
and American consumers alike can win.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. SALMON).

Mr. SALMON. (The gentleman from
Arizona delivered the following speech
in Chinese.)

In the world today the single most
important bilateral relationship is the
relationship between the U.S. and
China. Passage of PNTR not only bene-
fits the economies of both countries,
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but it also advances the cause of free-
dom.

Mr. Speaker, I just spoke to the Chi-
nese people in their native tongue.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair advises the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. SALMON) that those remarks
may not be a part of the official
RECORD unless the gentleman supplies
a translation.

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Speaker, it will
probably be hard to translate.

Mr. Speaker, I just spoke to the Chi-
nese people in their native tongue
about the benefits of PNTR to both our
countries and how it will advance the
cause of freedom.

Unfortunately, to the majority of the
Americans, this debate has been
framed as a stark choice between free
trade and human rights. In truth, in-
creased trade with China is both.

Many Americans understand the eco-
nomic benefit of PNTR to the United
States. First is the dramatic reduction
of trade barriers imposed on U.S. ex-
ports of goods and services. Whether it
is a car battery or a semiconductor,
U.S. companies will enjoy the lowest
tariffs on their products in the history
of U.S. trade with China.

But free trade will also improve the
human rights situation. Even His Holi-
ness the Dalai Lama, the exiled Ti-
betan spiritual leader who has suffered
oppression at the hands of the Chinese
Government, understands the impor-
tance of engaging China. In a recent
interview, he said, I have always
stressed that China should not be iso-
lated. China must be brought into the
mainstream of the world community.

By saying no to isolationism and em-
bracing engagement, we can spread the
gospel of free trade, democracy, human
rights, and religious freedom one work-
er, one village, one city, and one prov-
ince at a time.

Let us all know and take note the
most important export that we have is
our American values and democracy.
Let us not be afraid. Let us have con-
viction in our ideals and know that
they will move China.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MEEHAN).

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this legislation, and I do so
with no illusions about China’s records
on human rights, worker rights, and
environmental protection. I will not
pretend that China is where it should
be on any of these fronts.

In terms of economics, this is a one-
way deal. We get significant reductions
in barriers that stand in the way of the
sale of American products in China. We
give no greater access to America’s
markets for Chinese products than
were provided for years and years.

Economic benefits for the United
States are not the only reality that
confronts us today. Another reality is
that isolating China will do not a thing
to bring about a more just economic or
political order there.

The answer is not turning our back
on China. The answer is pushing our

democratic values upon China through
commerce and communication with its
citizens. This engagement will steer
forces of individual inspiration and as-
piration and initiative in China that
will, in the long run, no authoritarian
government can ever contain.

There is a claim here that we have to
choose between American prosperity
and Chinese human rights. I say choose
both. Vote ‘‘yes.’’
b 1445

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from North Carolina
(Mrs. CLAYTON).

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

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
reluctantly to oppose this bill. It is a
difficult bill. There is merit on both
sides, but I want to tell my colleagues
that I oppose passing this trade agree-
ment before we get our fundamental
values in place.

Mr. Speaker, this is one of the most difficult
votes I will take, but I must rise in opposition
to permanent normal trade relations for China.
There are strong arguments on both sides of
this issue. For some, PNTR will be a benefit.
But, for many, too many, PNTR will be a bur-
den. Clearly, certain sectors of the service in-
dustry will win by having access to China’s 1.3
billion consumers. And, though not certain, I
hope agriculture will win by selling our com-
modities. We have made some progress on
the Blue Mold issue affecting North Carolina
tobacco, but more progress needs to be
made. In my congressional district, however,
there will be too many losers.

Indeed, the results of the administration’s
own analysis have led some to project losses
of more than 800,000 U.S. jobs with the grant-
ing of PNTR. Notwithstanding this vote, the
United States and China will continue to be
trading partners. But, there can be no free
trade without freedom. More importantly, there
can be no free trade without fair trade.

Before establishing a permanent arrange-
ment with China, one that is not subject to an-
nual review, we must insist on some funda-
mental conditions. We must end our trade im-
balance; urge the Chinese to end its labor,
human rights and religious abuses; force
China to respect the environment and ensure
that those at the bottom of America’s economy
benefit from the agreement comparable to
those at the top. Vote against this bill.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO), who realizes
that we cannot negotiate with people
who randomly kill prisoners to harvest
human organs for sale.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I sup-
port a trade regime that advances the
living standards of Americans and that
creates hope for the Chinese people;
and that is why I oppose permanent
normal trade relations with China. Be-
cause it says one more time that we
are pushing ahead with trade agree-
ments without any regard for environ-
mental and labor standards, and with-
out any regard for religious and polit-
ical freedoms.

We never proceed on a trade agree-
ment without protection for intellec-

tual property. All would concede the
consequences for companies here and
the rule of law there. I want to see
trade bring new openness to China, new
economic opportunities and the rise of
freedom. But what has the experience
of the past decade taught us? Look at
their record. China has engaged in un-
fair trade practices, pirated intellec-
tual property, participated in weapons
proliferation, suppressed democracy,
and acted with belligerence towards
Taiwan; all this while Congress has
provided most favored nation status.

Do we truly believe that by granting
China permanent MFN and foregoing
the yearly review that these abuses
will somehow improve? Let us vote
against this effort. Let us impose on
China the opportunity for freedom, and
if they cannot do that, they should for-
feit the benefits that other nations
enjoy.

Without granting permanent MFN to China,
and without their membership in the World
Trade Organization, our trade deficit with
China has soared from $2.8 billion in 1987 to
$68.7 billion in 1999. This is what happens
when we are completely indifferent to stand-
ards abroad. This imbalance costs jobs in
Connecticut and across the country. It hurts
employers. I have listened to arguments that
trade with China will bring change—that once
China is open to American goods, they will
also be open to American ideals of freedom.
I want to see trade bring a new openess to
China, new economic opportunities, and a rise
of freedom. That’s why I supported MFN for
China during my first years in Congress. I be-
lieved that argument. But what has the experi-
ence of the past decade taught us. Let’s look
at China’s record.

But, China has engaged in unfair trade
practices, pirated intellectual property, partici-
pated in weapons proliferation, suppressed
democracy, and acted with belligerence to-
ward Taiwan. There is no evidence that China
is responding and that it deserves a new trade
regime with the United States. And all the
while, this Congress has granted China Most
Favored Nation Trading Status. Do we truly
believe that by granting China permanent
MFN, and forgoing a yearly review, that this
record or abuses will somehow improve?

Right now, on labor standards and Demo-
cratic rights, China is surrounded by a Great
Wall. It is holding back its people’s hopes for
democratic freedoms. It threatens to bring
down economic standards here. This Con-
gress should say to China clearly and un-
equivocally that China must break down this
wall, truly open its markets, raise labor stand-
ards, and freedom, or China should forfeit
their rights to the benefits that all nations
enjoy.

Only by voting ‘‘no’’ will this great body ever
again debate what standards should matter in
our trade relations with China. Oppose perma-
nent most favored nation status for China.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
15 seconds to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. NEY).

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, if we want to
send a message to the Chinese people,
we might as well try to mail it in a let-
ter because they will not hear it in the
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sweatshops and the prisons. And the
text of this bill does not do anything
for them.

So if we want to send a message to
the Chinese people, we should vote
‘‘no,’’ and then we can really try to
help them out.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California (Mr. CAL-
VERT).

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

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of granting permanent
normal trade relations, H.R. 4444, for
the People’s Republic of China.

I have long subscribed to Ronald Reagan’s
philosophy on dealing with adversaries: con-
tain them militarily, engage them diplomatically
and flood them with western goods and influ-
ences. I believe a similar combination will
work on China.

Many Americans are rightly concerned
about human rights; and religious and political
freedom in China. However, rejecting normal
trading practices with China will not improve
freedom in China. In fact, it will plunge China
further into isolation and reduce freedom.

Pat Robertson, with the Christian Broad-
casting Network, and Rev. Richard Cizik, with
the National Association of Evangelicals agree
that engagement with China has and will con-
tinue to improve human rights in China.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I strongly encour-
age my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
to help our American economy improve
human rights in China. Vote ‘‘yes’’ on H.R.
4444.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
NETHERCUTT).

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

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of extending permanent
normal trade relations status to China.

I have heard two arguments recently against
granting China this trade status which I think
deserve examination.

1. Critics say we should not grant PNTR
status to China because we will lose leverage
on all future trade agreements. This allegation
represents a fundamental misunderstanding of
the vast benefits this agreement offers Amer-
ica. PNTR status will allow the United States
to establish reciprocal access to Chinese mar-
kets, for the first time. Passage of this bill will
allow the United States to take advantage of
the enormously favorable bilateral trade agree-
ment negotiated with China for entry into the
World Trade Organization. It should be noted
that this is a one-way arrangement—China will
dramatically reduce industrial and agricultural
tariffs on American products while we change
nothing about our trade laws. China will enter
the World Trade Organization with or without
Congressional approval of PNTR—but if we
don’t pass this legislation the consequences
for American exporters will be devastating.
134 other countries will have access to the
Chinese market on the very favorable terms
that the United States negotiated, while we will
be locked out. This is not a position of lever-
age—this is a position of extreme weakness.

Opposing PNTR effectively isolates the United
States from this market.

2. Critics say this represents a benefit from
shadowy special interests, but is not in overall
American interests. Opponents who believe
that we should turn our backs on one of the
world’s largest export markets do a disservice
to export dependent jobs across the nation.
International trade, considering all imports and
exports, now constitutes 29 percent of the
gross domestic product, up from 7 percent in
1950. In Washington State, our economy is
even more dependent on trade, with foreign
exports alone accounting for nearly 25 percent
of the gross state product. Export-related jobs
represented 31 percent of the total increase in
jobs in the state over the last 30 years and
these jobs pay 46 percent more than the over-
all state average. Who are these supposed
shadowy special interests then? How about
the semiconductor, computer and tele-
communications industries, the backbone of
the New American economy—their tariff rates
will fall to zero—the workers in these sectors
represent a valuable special interest. Pacific
Northwest wheat farmers have not been able
to sell to China for more than 20 years—the
bilateral agreement will open this vast market
for the first time. Tariffs on Washington apples
will fall from 30 percent to 10 percent, making
their products much more competitive—these
farmers are a valuable special interest.

This is a good agreement, and is in the in-
terests of all Americans and all trade interests.

Aside from its importance to the agricultural
community of eastern Washington, this meas-
ure is critically important to the enormous
number of aerospace workers throughout our
state. Over the last few months, I have been
in contact with the presidents of union locals
who asked my support for PNTR because it
would help U.S. aerospace workers. Last
week, I was visited by a delegation of union
presidents who represent a national coalition
of unions who are supporting this measure.
They are committed to human rights and envi-
ronmental protection but they are also com-
mitted to expanding the rank and file member-
ship in their unions through expanded trade
with China.

I believe Members should recognize this di-
versity of opinion within the labor movement.
While some AFL–CIO unions are offering seri-
ous opposition to PNTR, the largest locals in
my State have endorsed PNTR. The Inter-
national Association of Machinists, and the
Society of Professional Engineering Employ-
ees in Aerospace, both AFL–CIO affiliates,
have endorsed this legislation. I would hope
that Members of this body would hear the
pleas of local unions that are trying to pre-
serve their jobs and not lose access to future
markets.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. WATKINS).

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

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Speaker, 13 years ago I
delivered the commencement address at my
alma mater, Oklahoma State University. I enti-
tled that speech ‘‘International Trade: Oppor-
tunity or Destruction. Which Way America?’’

As I stand before my colleagues today, we
are going to answer that question. We build
economic opportunities for our children and
grandchildren; and provide opportunities to ex-

port American values for freedom of religion,
speech, and human rights to China. I want to
emphasize five facts: One, we are in a global
competitive world, and we are not going back.
Two, 134 countries of the WTO have already
approved permanent trading relationships with
China. We are the only country that is lin-
gering behind. Three, China can already enter
the United States markets. That is why we
have an $80 billion trade imbalance. Four, this
agreement will allow us—the USA—to enter
China’s market of 1.3 billion people and will let
us have the opportunity also to market the val-
ues that we believe in: freedom of religion,
freedom of assembly, freedom of speech, and,
yes, human rights. Fact five: I am a grand-
father. I could step back and say, ‘‘Why
should I care? This is not going to affect me.’’
But, my colleagues, are we going to give our
children and our grandchildren the tools of op-
portunity to compete in this global economy or
place them in an unfair position to maintain
America’s leadership in the world. I stand in
support of this legislation. We must give our
children and grandchildren the tools to com-
pete in this world.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. DAVIS).

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to mention some of the
points today about which I think there
is not nearly as much disagreement as
we have had on others.

The first is I think it is perfectly
clear that we have to engage China in
commerce. These are the ties that
bind. This is a country with a popu-
lation in excess of 1.2 billion people and
growing.

I think it is terribly important to
point out that the Taiwanese, who
have been under as much risk as any-
one in the world with China’s behavior,
strongly support the adoption of this
bill and view it as a very important
step towards achieving a more peaceful
resolution of their differences over the
next decade.

I think it is fair to say that there is
no question that the concessions the
United States has extracted to further
access to China are very, very strong.
In Florida, my home State, there will
be significant reductions in tariffs on
orange juice, grapefruit concentrate,
and fertilizer. And the fertilizer indus-
try will begin to privatize over time in
China.

Who will benefit under this agree-
ment? In 1997, 82 percent of the export-
ers to China were small and medium-
sized businesses. In my State, Florida,
in 1997, 52 percent of the exporters to
China were small businesses, busi-
nesses with 100 employees or less.

We are bringing China into the rule
of law. One of the things that separates
those that oppose this bill from those
that support it is how quickly can we
do that. It will take time to change at-
titudes, to change systems. And make
no mistake about it, we will have to
fight like the dickens to enforce these
rules.

Finally, in closing, we need to re-
spect and address the concerns that
have been raised in opposition to this
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bill, and I believe the Bereuter-Levin
proposal will do that and would strong-
ly urge its adoption.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS).

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in opposition to granting of a per-
manent normal trade relationship with
China.

Mr. Speaker, I want to tell the story of two
workers: one in Liaoyang in Northeast China
and one in the 7th District in Chicago, Illinois.

They have never met. They probably never
will meet.

But their fates are tied together as if they
were family members . . . and their fates meet
here, today on the floor of the House.

The workers at the Liaoyang Ferro-alloy
Factory, the fourth largest in the city, employ-
ing 5,000 workers began huge demonstrations
on May 18.

Even though the workers only earn what
would be considered here starvation wages,
they had not been paid in two years. The
union had done nothing for them.

Because the world was watching and this
vote was pending local officials could not
crush the demonstrations as they did with
20,000 Yanjiazhan mine workers in a nearby
city earlier this year.

As a result the factory agreed to pay back
wages.

In the 7th District of Illinois on Chicago’s
Westside there is a mini renaissance of manu-
facturing. Some of it is the result of the Chi-
cago Manufacturing Center which has offices
in the same building as my district office. They
are struggling to bring manufacturing back to
the inner city . . . such as a plant to make
awnings.

These struggling new small businesses, the
engine of job creation today, and their workers
are about to be thrown into unfair competition
with factories in China like the one I just spoke
of.

According to the U.S. Trade Representa-
tive’s own model, over the next ten years, this
bill wll create 276,221 jobs, but it will result in
the loss of 1,148,313 jobs.

A net loss of 872,091 desperately needed
U.S. jobs.

Those job losses will occur in every state
and in every sector of the economy including
agriculture. That’s with, the job losses will
occur in my state and they will occur in every
state of this great union.

If all you care about is making our economy
grow then you must vote against PNTR for
China. Don’t throw these working families into
the unemployment line.

Despite the ‘‘dot Com’’ hype, it is the con-
sumer spending of working families which is
sustaining our economy.

If you care at all about real people, if the
quality of life of our people, and the people of
China matter at all to you. Then you must also
vote against PNTR for China.

More than 2000 years ago the ancient
Greeks taught us the fate of those who were
seduced by the alluring voices and false prom-
ises of the Sirens.

Mr. Speaker, let us not be seduced by the
Sirens of the 21st century, who sing of glob-
alism as an end in itself, and who abandon
our people for sweet promises.

Let us steer for our North Star, our goal of
a fair economy, a level playing field . . . that’s
the road to global prosperity. Vote ‘‘no’’ on
Permanent Normal Trade Relations for China.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. ENGEL), who understands
that granting PNTR would allow China
to continue to regularly threaten the
Democratic Nation of Taiwan and the
U.S. with military attack.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, this vote
defines what kind of a Nation we want
to be. There is no doubt that business
will make a lot of money if this bill
passes; but are we only for the al-
mighty dollar, or are we for morality
and doing what is right? The almighty
dollar or human rights? The almighty
dollar or American jobs? The almighty
dollar or environmental concerns?

Why can we not continue our annual
review of China instead of giving them
a permanent blank check? It is the
only leverage we have. Is it only the al-
mighty dollar that counts? Shame on
us if it is true. Vote ‘‘no.’’

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. WELDON).

(Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, over the past several years, I
have supported Most Favored Nation
status for China. I have expressed my
concerns about human rights in trips
to China, in speeches before the Na-
tional Defense University of the PLA,
and at Fudan University in Shanghai. I
have talked about my concerns about
Taiwan. But I do believe that engage-
ment is more productive than isola-
tion.

This year I have been undecided up
until this very moment. I have been
undecided, Mr. Speaker, because of our
national security, and I want to talk to
that issue for a few moments.

I was a member of the Cox com-
mittee. For 7 months, I sat behind
closed doors and looked at the evidence
that the FBI and the CIA had relative
to the acquiring of technology from
America, some of our most sensitive
technology. The fact that China ac-
quired over 500 HPCs, high performance
computers, when in 1995 they had none
and in 3 years they had over 500. I have
looked at the transfer of missile tech-
nology, which has not just helped the
Chinese but also been transferred to
North Korea. I looked at the fact that
China was able to use our weapons de-
sign for our nuclear warheads, which
has now benefited their nuclear war-
head program. The access to tele-
communications technology, satellite
launching technology which can also
be used from Irving nuclear missiles.
And I looked at China acquiring
encryption.

But, Mr. Speaker, through it all,
when all was said and done, I looked at
the fact that China was a willing
buyer, but up until 5 years ago we were
not a willing seller. It was not China

stealing America’s technology; it was a
wholesale auctioning of our most sen-
sitive technology by this White House.
In every single case, the evidence
points to the other end of Pennsylvania
Avenue, where this President and this
Vice President auctioned off America’s
national security. And we cannot use
this debate to blame the Chinese peo-
ple. We should not use this debate to
say China stole our technology.

In spite of President Clinton, I will
vote for MFN, and hope that a new ad-
ministration will take a different tact
in terms of America’s national secu-
rity.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. DOOLEY), who worked
so hard on this piece of legislation.

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in strong support of pas-
sage of PNTR and also rise to commend
President Clinton and the administra-
tion for their terrific effort to nego-
tiate an agreement that is good for
U.S. workers, that is good for U.S.
businesses, and that is good for U.S.
farmers.

It is such a wonderful deal because
this is one of the few agreements that
we have ever had the chance to vote on
where the United States gave up noth-
ing. We did not reduce a tariff, we did
not reduce a quota, and in return we
got significant across-the-board reduc-
tions in tariffs and increased market
access, which is going to increase the
influence that the United States has on
the internal affairs of China.

That is important, because many of
us are very concerned about the
progress on human rights and religious
freedoms in China. But it is inconceiv-
able that we are going to have more in-
fluence in seeing progress in those
areas by adopting a policy which fur-
ther isolates the United States from
the affairs in China. We are going to do
more to empower the Chinese citizens
to make progress in their efforts to ad-
vance democracy, in their efforts to ad-
vance greater personal freedoms by ex-
tending the hand of economic coopera-
tion.

This policy of economic engagement
is one which is going to ensure that
China becomes a part of the body of na-
tions that do comply with the rules of
law. It is going to also be an instru-
ment that is going to ensure that with
additional U.S. investment and addi-
tional U.S. trade that we will see an
accelerated enhancement of the per
capita GDP and the standard of living
in China that will also result in greater
benefits and progress on human rights
as well as labor and environmental
conditions.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Ms. KAPTUR), who understands that
ADM may have to change its slogan to
‘‘Supermarket to a More Polluted
World’’ if in fact this awful resolution
passes.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strongest opposition to permanent
trade privileges for China.
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Trade does not bring freedom. Only

enforceable laws in democratic repub-
lics bring freedom. Trade does not
bring peace. Before World War II, the
largest trading relationship in the
world was not Nazi Germany’s with
England. Did that stop totalitarian-
ism’s rise? Trade does not build a mid-
dle class. Only laws governing workers’
rights to organize undergird the rise of
a strong middle class with good wages
and benefits.

This is not a fight about expanding
America’s export markets. This is a
fight about China becoming a vast ex-
port platform 12 times the size of Mexi-
co’s, taking our markets in Asia’s rim
and sending a glut of sweatshop and ag-
ricultural commodities back here to
our shores.

This is a heroic fight for democratic
values in the harsh countryside and in
the industrial sweatshops in China, in
places most Americans, including this
Congress, will never visit. Will we side
with the chauffeured limousine class,
advertisers, retailers, and global com-
panies that soothingly tell us ‘‘every-
thing will be all right,’’ or will we
stand with the freedom fighters in
China and throughout the world?

For those fighting permanent privi-
leges for China on the basis of demo-
cratic values. I say, hurray.

b 1500
For those courageous people in Tai-

wan standing tall for sovereignty and
self-determination, indeed for nation-
hood, I say, keep the flame of liberty
burning. For those fighting permanent
privileges for China on the basis of reli-
gious freedom, I say, God bless you.
For those fighting for one-half billion
working women and girls in China be
afforded dignity and respect, I say, if
not with this vote, then when?

For those fighting permanent trade
privileges for China on the basis of
freedom of assembly, whether it is for
the Falun Gong or for the murdered
freedom fighters in Tiananmen Square,
I say, keep standing tall in liberty’s
cause. Happy Memorial Day. Vote ‘‘no’’
on permanent trade relations with
China.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the distinguished gentleman
from Delaware (Mr. CASTLE).

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this most important trade
agreement. Failure by this Congress to
extend PNTR would squander a decade
and a half of negotiations, invite the
unraveling of China’s extensive WTO
commitments, and punish American
businesses and farmers by shutting
them out of the world’s biggest emerg-
ing market for the foreseeable future.

The best way to encourage the type
of behavior we desire is through poli-
cies that promote the rule of law, free
trade, economic reform, and democra-
tization. For these are the seeds from
which democracy can grow.

Therefore, I believe we should con-
tinue to pursue our historic and long-

standing policy of engagement rather
than containment. Vote for this legis-
lation.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida (Mrs. THURMAN).

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Speaker, I would actually like to
take my time here to have a colloquy
with the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. LEVIN).

I think that one of the things that
strengthens this proposal over any of
the other trade agreements that we
have really has come through the work
of the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
LEVIN) and the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. BEREUTER). And so I would
like to enter into a colloquy for the
purposes of showing the American peo-
ple and our friends in labor that there
are some real strengths in this that are
necessary for this debate to move on.

Mr. Speaker, what I would like to
ask the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
LEVIN) is what tools will the Commis-
sion have at its disposal to press for
better enforcement of human rights
and worker rights in China?

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

Mrs. THURMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman for asking about this
commission that is now part of this
legislation.

This is a unique commission, high
level, executive, and congressional.
There will be 18 Members of Congress.
There will be five members, high level
from the executive. So it will be moni-
toring human rights, the rule of law,
full-time staff, every day, every month,
not just one time a year. It is going to
be required to report to us every year.

This commission will be empowered
to make recommendations to this Con-
gress, recommendations for action by
the Congress or by the President. Its
recommendations could include actions
by the United States Representative to
IMF or to the World Bank or legisla-
tion and recommendations regarding
legislation that controls the sensitive
exports.

Let me also say this commission is
modeled after the Helsinki Commis-
sion. It was successful. A number of us
worked with it when it was impacting
rights in the Soviet Union. It was a
constant pressure point, as this com-
mission will be. It will add external
pressure to the internal pressures.

There have been reports in recent
days in the paper of dissidents in
China, and here is what they say: A
broad array of dissidents, environ-
mentalists, and labor activists in China
appear united in their support of Con-
gressional passage of the permanent
normal trade relations act with this
commission and that this combines ex-
ternal pressure with internal.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I say to the gen-

tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN)
quickly because I would also like the
gentleman to talk a little bit about the
antisurge provision because I think
this is, too, stemming from the
NAFTA. I would also like the gen-
tleman to talk a little bit about the
staff in China.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tlewoman will continue to yield, quick-
ly, the permanent staff can be sta-
tioned here. It can be stationed in
China.

Let me say a word about the surge
provision, the toughest antisurge pro-
vision in American law. If there is an
inflow of products from China that
would hurt American workers and pro-
ducers, workers and producers can file
a complaint, swift action with the
standard of causation, which will allow
us to act if there is this surge.

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

Mr. Speaker, the gentlewoman from
New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) under-
stands that the average Chinese worker
earns 108 bucks a year, hardly enough
if they spent every nickel they earned
every year in the United States to
make a dent in our $80 billion trade
deficit with China.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
SLAUGHTER).

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, even
as we talk on the floor, the Chinese are
planning not to comply with any of
this. They say already that they have a
cautious, go-slow approach, otherwise
they will risk widespread unrest that
could undermine their rule. They are
not going to comply with WTO’s 5-year
rule. They say they will do everything
they can to shelter their industries,
and that is no surprise to us.

Yesterday, on the floor, a colleague
told me about a General Motors plant
closing down in his district in Flint,
and the last act that those workers had
to do was to undo that piece of machin-
ery and crate it up to be shipped over
to its new homes and its new workers;
and then General Motors had the ef-
frontery to classify that as an export.

Do we want to see that happen to all
the jobs in this country? We want to
trade with China, and we will trade
with China. But would it not be won-
derful if, for one chance in our life,
that this would be absolutely fair
trade?

We are not going to be selling any
goods over there. Everything is going
to be manufactured there, as other col-
leagues have said before, and brought
right back here at one-twentieth of the
cost manufactured here, but it will be
sold here at the maximum they could
get.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I thank my good friend for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I just want to make
sure that Members understand that
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there is a profound difference between
the Helsinki Commission, which I
chair, which was formed back in 1976 to
implement the Helsinki Final Act to
which the USSR and the Warsaw Pact
nations and others were a party to.
They signed on the dotted line.

The commission that is contemplated
in this legislation is a watchdog com-
mission. It is like any other commis-
sion that might be formed, but there is
no participation by China or any of the
other countries in Asia, so there is a
major difference. So I would hope we
would no longer somehow compare it
to the Helsinki Commission. There is
no real comparison between the two.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I think
at this time it might help to share with
us the remaining time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. NORWOOD) has 93⁄4 minutes remain-
ing. The gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
CRANE) has 81⁄2 minutes remaining. The
gentleman from New York (Mr. ENGEL)
has 141⁄2 minutes remaining. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. STARK)
has 21 minutes remaining.

Let me just repeat that we intend in
the closing part of the debate to begin
with the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
NORWOOD), then to go to the gentleman
from California (Mr. STARK), then to go
to the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL), and then finish up with the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE).

Mr. RANGEL. It is my under-
standing, Mr. Speaker, that that order
will be after a quorum call?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is
correct.

Mr. RANGEL. So that it could very
well be that we will have to have some
speakers that have large amounts of
time before that quorum call to call on
several of their speakers?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Correct.
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1

minute to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. BERRY).

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, first of all
I want to recognize the distinguished
ranking member, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. RANGEL), and the dis-
tinguished ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM), for
their leadership on this matter.

I rise in support of permanent normal
trade relations with China. If Congress
does not grant permanent normal trade
relations to China, it will be the worst
economic mistake this country has
made since the Great Depression.

Without a doubt, this agreement is
good from an economic standpoint,
from a human rights standpoint, from
a national security standpoint. Nearly
every industry in the United States
will see a direct benefit from tariff re-
ductions on American goods going into
China.

Agriculture, financial services, insur-
ance, telecommunications, information

and technology, and a host of other in-
dustries will directly benefit from this
agreement. Jobs will also be created to
meet the growing demand for products
in China.

American agriculture will benefit as
much as anyone. More rice, wheat, cot-
ton, soybeans, poultry, pork, beef and a
host of other products will be sent to
China directly from Arkansas and
other States.

Mr. Speaker, I urge passage of this
bill.

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

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. TIERNEY), who lives
next to the area where a civil action
was written, understands that passage
of PNTR will lead the U.S. corpora-
tions doing business in China simply to
be able to continue to avoid stringent
environmental regulations.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
TIERNEY).

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

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Speaker, a vote
for permanent normal trade relations
with China gives up favorable United
States Trade Agreement enforcement
rights, it relinquishes forever any abil-
ity to use as leverage our existing peri-
odic review process to, at least, try to
effect universally acknowledged viola-
tions of human rights, including work-
er rights, religious intolerance, the
spreading of technological and other
information for dangerous weaponry,
environmental degradation, and a long
history of noncompliance with vir-
tually every bilateral agreement nego-
tiated between the United States and
China in recent generations.

It does so despite the fact that it will
have an adverse effect on the jobs of
many who are the least prepared to
deal with such a loss, and that is most-
ly because we have failed in advance of
expanding ever-open market initia-
tives, to put in place effective transi-
tion assistance and worker training
and re-training and health care for
those who are unable to afford it
through the unexpected job loss. And
all of this is done unnecessarily.

Contrary to those who misinform us
with claims that granting PNTR to
China benefits the United States, that
is inaccurate. And it is not accurate, as
inferred and misstated, that in failing
to give PNTR to China, we would give
a benefit to the European Union that
we would not get in the United States.
Legal analysis shows otherwise

In fact, if China, in acceding to the WTO,
grants market-opening concessions to WTO
members other than the United States, then
existing bilateral trade agreements between
China and the United States require that
China grant those same concessions to the
United States, even if Congress does not
grant PNTR to China.

Sound legal analysis of the controlling bilat-
eral trade documents since 1979 show this to
be true. Further, the bilateral agreements be-

tween China and the United States have far
superior mechanisms for enforcing trade
agreement violations than has the so far
grossly slow and relatively ineffectual WTO
Claims process. The need to retain our advan-
tage of enforcement and to forego being con-
strained only to the WTO process is extremely
important given China’s history of noncompli-
ance. In fact, it was the United States’ ability
to use the so-called 301 Sanctions, as allowed
in the bilateral agreements between the coun-
tries that finally forced China’s compliance
with the 1992 Trade Agreements on Intellec-
tual Property.

There is reason to be concerned that Chi-
nese officials are already backing away from
the 1999 U.S.-China Bilateral Agreement,
which is the basis for the request for PNTR.
Consider just two of several statements by
Chinese negotiators and/or authoritative
sources:

On wheat, where the Administration Sum-
mary of the United States-China WTO Agree-
ment, February 15, 2000, says ‘‘China will im-
port all types of U.S. wheat from all regions of
the United States to all ports in China . . .,’’
China’s chief WTO negotiator was quoted in
the South China Morning Post on January 7,
2000, as saying: ‘‘It is a complete misunder-
standing to expect this grain to enter the coun-
try . . . Beijing only conceded a theoretical
opportunity for the export of grain.’’

The USTR fact sheet states: ‘‘China will
allow 49% foreign investment in all services, it
will allow 50% foreign ownership for value-
added in two years and paging services in
three years. In contradiction, AFX-ASIA, No-
vember 22, 1999, asserts: ‘‘. . . foreign com-
panies will be allowed to acquire the 25%
stakes in operators of local commerce, long
distance and international calls, and the max-
imum permitted foreign stake in telecom oper-
ators will be raised to 49% six years after
WTO entry, the official in the ministry’s [Chi-
na’s Ministry of Information Industry] policy
and regulation department said.’’

The list goes on and on, but it should be
noted that the United States Trade Represent-
ative has publicly stated that major differences
remain on the ‘‘commitments on a wide range
of WTO rules including subsidies, technical
standards, a mechanism to review implemen-
tation and many other issues.’’

This is not an argument over trade or no
trade. Despite attempts by some to paint
those who would vote ‘‘no’’ on PNTR as isola-
tionists, I—and most other objecting parties—
support trade, and support trade with China.
We have $80 billion of trade with China now
as well as a trade imbalance (in China’s favor
and not in our interests) of $70 billion per
year. No one proposes ending trade with
China. What is opposed is the expansion of
trade privileges to China without retaining the
ability to enforce effective compliance with
those trade agreements. Furthermore, there is
opposition to surrendering what appears to be
a final opportunity to inject into multi-lateral
trade agreements protection for workers, for
the environment, for human rights and against
religious intolerance. It is a chance to retain
some leverage against China’s long standing
conduct of making weapons of mass destruc-
tion or related technology and/or information
available to nations such as Pakistan and Iran,
all very much against our national security.

That other countries in the WTO have poor
records in some of these areas also, is not
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sufficient reason to forego the annual oppor-
tunity to raise these issues with China. The
WTO is itself flawed by the absence of mech-
anisms to review individual members’ compli-
ance with reasonable international standards
in these areas. While no one contends that
every country must meet the exact standards
set by the United States or any other nation,
there certainly are recognizable thresholds of
conduct (child labor, the right to associate, the
right to believe in one’s religion) that should
and could be negotiated and incorporated in
trade agreements.

We would be remiss to add a country as
large as China, with such an atrocious record,
without first seeking to correct deficiencies in
the WTO. At the very least, if such a country
is to be allowed to join WTO, some review of
its conduct in complying with international
norms or evidence of improvement in these
areas over time, should be required.

My colleagues DAVID OBEY and BARNEY
FRANK have made several good points in re-
cent presentations on the issue. ‘‘As trade be-
tween highly developed, high wage countries,
and under developed low wage countries has
become a larger and larger share of the mix,
negative side effects have appeared in high
wage countries like ours. A downward pres-
sure on wages because of that expanded
trade between very unlike economies has rein-
forced other economic trends and policy ac-
tions, producing an ever widening income gap
between those that invest and those that work.
A rising tide no longer lifts all boats. In fact,
the ability of those with large amounts of cap-
ital to pay any price necessary for what they
want has, in the global economy and local
neighborhood alike, driven some costs far
above what can be afforded by those whose
boats are anchored to low wages. That has
happened with the price of housing. It has
happened with the price of education—espe-
cially at private institutions. It has happened
with the price of medical care.’’

‘‘Downward pressure on wages in econo-
mies like our own have been accompanied by
greater incentives to minimize environmental
costs that go into any product because we are
told these products are in competition with
products produced in countries with much less
concern for either well-paid workers or well-
protected environments. This has made it
more difficult to protect gains that industrial
countries have made in raising workers’ living
standards or cleaning up the environments in
which they live.

There is no question that in macro eco-
nomic terms, totally open trade can produce
more goods at lower costs worldwide. And
normally that would be a blessing.

But when that becomes the only goal, or at
times the only result, it carries a high price for
those who do not possess large amounts of
capital because their wages cease to rise. And
the communities they live in come under pres-
sure to allow corporations to do less and less
to clean up pollution, all in the name of re-
maining globally competitive in a world where
there are almost no restraints on the move-
ment of the power of capital and ever increas-
ing restraints in the power of everything and
everyone else—governments, consumers, and
labor.’’

No one expects equal income for all people.
The need for society to have risk takers who
can amass wealth for investment to produce
economic growth for everyone is bound to

produce inequality. ‘‘But as Pope John Paul
once observed, there are certain ‘‘norms of
decency’’ that must be respected in order to
produce economic justice and the social cohe-
sion that is necessary for any economic sys-
tem to function.’’ The last decades have pro-
duced just the opposite—the widest gap be-
tween the wealthiest one percent of our peo-
ple and the least wealthy twenty percent—at
any time since the birth of the twentieth cen-
tury.

Since new globalized trading realities have
helped produce the problem, they must also
be part of the effort to fix it. Trade agreements
are an appropriate place to address such
issues. While Alan Greenspan, the Chairman
of the Federal Reserve, asserts that we must
not allow our ‘‘inability’’ to help workers who
are being injured to reduce our support for
open trade, I believe BARNEY FRANK has it
more accurate when he says, ‘‘The problem
we face is not inability, but unwillingness to do
so.’’

It is appropriate to set new trading rules,
new sets of power relationships, and wider
representation of interest at the negotiating
table. Congress should have a commitment,
as should society, to greater educational op-
portunity and training opportunities for workers
and children in working class families. It
should have a greater commitment to health
care for every person regardless of financial
circumstances, especially those of families of
workers whose corporate employers are being
squeezed by the pressures of globalization to
shrink the safety net businesses used to pro-
vide.

In essence, this vote is about doing all the
right things before and not after we give away
our leverage to obtain them.

The real shame of this debate is that few
people understand that we can, in effect, re-
tain our leverage to enforce the values in
which we believe and continue to trade. A
more honest debate with less demagoging
and less misinformation—as well as a willing-
ness by those who stand to gain a tremen-
dous amount economically to acknowledge
and not dismiss the concerns of others—could
have resulted in Congressional action that
would have protected all Americans.

The American public will not be pleased
when analysis shows that Congress has un-
necessarily voted to surrender the U.S. capac-
ity to best enforce its interests. It will be all the
more unhappy when it hears that Congress
did so while also giving away our only lever-
age to protect fundamental individual rights of
autonomy and association, and to safe guard
distributive justice and social well being of a
sort that cannot be measured by maximization
of corporate shareholders returns or aggregate
monetary wealth.

I ask for a vote against this, Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of the time.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. DICKS).

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, it is my un-
derstanding that there may be a mo-
tion to recommit that involves what
would happen if there was armed con-
flict between China and Taiwan.

In my judgment, if this motion were
approved, language would be attached

to the bill requiring the United States
to withdraw PNTR from China in the
event of a Chinese attack on or block-
ade of Taiwan. This language is in di-
rect violation of GATT Article I which
requires that all WTO members grant
each other ‘‘any advantage, favor,
privilege, or immunity’’ provided to
other countries ‘‘immediately and un-
conditionally.’’ And this would, in fact,
be a condition.

A condition like the one included in
the motion to recommit is discrimina-
tory and disadvantageous, violating
this fundamental WTO principle. If it is
adopted, we will lose the full benefits
to America’s farmers and workers of
the strong rules-based and enforceable
market opening agreement we nego-
tiated in November.

Let me assure my colleagues that
even without the approval of the mo-
tion to recommit, the United States
and the Congress retain the authority
to take whatever actions we deem ap-
propriate to address our national secu-
rity concerns in the event of a block-
ade or attack on Taiwan.

Article 21 of the GATT agreement
states that nothing in the agreement
‘‘shall be construed . . . to prevent any
contracting party from taking any ac-
tion which it considers necessary for
the protection of its essential security
interests . . . taken in time of war or
other emergency in international rela-
tions.’’

This provision has enabled the
United States to conduct embargoes
against Czechoslovakia in 1949, Nica-
ragua in 1985, and the embargo we have
maintained against Cuba since 1962. All
of these nations were WTO members at
the time, and in each case the United
States’s position was upheld.

Though this motion seeks to protect
Taiwan, I would argue that it will do
just the opposite. Approving this mo-
tion will send a dire message to the
Chinese that no longer is the United
States interested in working with
China openly, no longer do we seek to
change China by bringing it into the
greater community of nations and ex-
posing it to the rule of law. Rather, we
will be starting down the road of iso-
lating China from the world and en-
couraging mistrust and conflict. If this
latter course of action is taken, I firm-
ly believe that Taiwan will be put at
risk.

Indeed, the Taiwanese Government is
the first to point out these points in its
support of Chinese accession to the
WTO and its support of our extension
of PNTR for China.

If my colleagues are truly concerned
about the welfare of Taiwan, I urge my
colleagues to oppose the motion to re-
commit and to vote for the bill.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER).

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

b 1515
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise

today as one who has consistently
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voted against normal trading relations
for the People’s Republic of China.
Today, however, I will vote for PNTR
because I believe the facts have dra-
matically changed. Our deep disagree-
ment today is not on the ends that
American policy seeks to achieve, ad-
herence to human rights and worker
rights by all nations. Our difference is
on the means to achieve those ends.

Contrary to what critics say, PNTR
provides no blank check for China. In
fact, China has agreed to make historic
trade concessions that it has never
agreed to before, opening its markets,
slashing its tariffs, and agreeing to
abide by the global trading system
based on the rule of law. If they renege,
so can we. In contrast, our annual
votes never required China to make
any concessions whatsoever. Still,
China has received NTR status year
after year after year. At best, our an-
nual votes on NTR had a minimal ef-
fect in mitigating repression and
human rights in China. As the current
ranking member and for a decade
chairman of the Helsinki Commission
which monitors and advocates human
rights, I believe that the Levin-Bereu-
ter proposal is an important contribu-
tion to this bill. The bipartisan pro-
posal would establish a congressional
executive commission on China. As our
experience with the Helsinki Commis-
sion indicates, a China commission will
be a more effective mechanism for
maintaining pressure on China on
human rights, worker rights, and rule
of law issues than our brief annual re-
views.

Let me conclude, Mr. Speaker, by
noting that this vote also is critical, in
my opinion, for our core national secu-
rity interests, which include the sta-
bility of China and Asia in general, and
the peaceful resolution of differences
between the PRC and Taiwan. That is
why our allies in the region support
PNTR and China’s accession to the
WTO. Engaging China through trade
and the WTO enhances, in my opinion,
the possibility for dialogue on other se-
curity interests from the proliferation
of weapons of mass destruction to glob-
al climate change.

Mr. Speaker, as the most powerful
Nation on Earth, we have a responsi-
bility to engage China, the most popu-
lous nation on Earth and move it, if we
can, toward democratic reform, market
economics, the rule of law, and respect
for basic human rights. As President
Kennedy stated in 1962, ‘‘Economic iso-
lation and political leadership are
wholly incompatible. The United
States has encouraged sweeping
changes in free world economic pat-
terns in order to strengthen the forces
of freedom.’’ These words still ring true
today. Let us seize this opportunity for
a more stable and safer 21st century.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK).

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

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the permanent normal
trade relations with China. Today’s De-
troit News quotes a business execu-
tive’s position on China, and I quote:
‘‘We’re not interested in China per se
but free trade.’’ This executive said it
all. Proponents are not interested in
fair trade but free trade, where the
United States once again freely nego-
tiates away our markets, our jobs, our
values, our ideals and our beliefs.

In 1993, I raised the issue that these
free trade agreements would jeopardize
the natural resources of our country
and of our Great Lakes water. I was
ridiculed. But now we know that I was
correct. Under these free trade agree-
ments, despite assurances and side
agreements, our sovereignty over our
own natural resources are at risk. The
Nova Group’s proposal to ship Lake Su-
perior water demonstrates the eco-
nomic feasibility to ship Great Lakes
water to China. This is the first drop in
a flood of attacks that will come on
our Nation’s natural resources and our
own sovereignty, all in the name of
free trade.

As a country, as elected representa-
tives, as Americans, we stand for prin-
ciples, values and beliefs that are not
free but fair. Do not freely give away
our natural resources, our sovereignty
and our American beliefs and ideals.
Vote no on permanent normal trade re-
lations with China.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to Perma-
nent Normal Trade Relations with China.

Today’s Detroit News quotes a business ex-
ecutive’s position on China, and I quote:
‘‘We’re not interested in China per se, but free
trade.’’ This executive said it all! Proponents
are not interested in fair trade, but free trade,
where the United States once again freely ne-
gotiates away our markets, our jobs, our val-
ues, our ideals, and our beliefs.

A year ago, over 200 Members of this
House joined to stop the illegal steel dumping
by China and others in our market. China free-
ly dumped steel while negotiating this deal.
Miners in my district and steelworkers all
across this nation were laid off because of ille-
gal dumping of steel by China.

In the 90’s, the U.S. negotiated four major
trade agreements with China, from beef to
auto parts, each violated with impunity—no
remedy and no sanctions. More ‘‘free’’ trade.

Is it no wonder our trade deficit continues to
soar each month? China is now the second
largest contributor to our trade deficit which
now stands at $70 billion per year. This year
China will surpass Japan as our largest trade
deficit partner. More ‘‘free’’ give away trade!

In 1993, I raised the issue that these ‘‘free’’
trade agreements would jeopardize our natural
resources such as Great Lakes water. I was
ridiculed, but now we know I was correct.
Under these ‘‘free’’ trade agreements, despite
assurances and side agreements, our sov-
ereignty over our own natural resources are at
risk. The Nova Group’s proposal to ship Lake
Superior water demonstrates the economic
feasibility to ship Great Lakes water to China,
and this is the first drop in a flood of attacks
that will come at our nation’s natural resources
and our own sovereignty, all in the name of
free trade. As the business executive said,

‘‘We’re not interested in China per se—but
free trade.’’

We, as Members of this House, must be in-
terested in China, its people, our people, our
constituents, our American ideas, and our
American values and we should only freely ex-
port ideals, principles, and our American val-
ues such as: families should be allowed to
freely have children—not forced abortions and
sterilizations; products and goods produced
should be produced with pride and ingenuity—
not by prisoner and child labor; freedom to as-
semble, organize and question your govern-
ment—not crushing ideals of freedom, hope,
justice, and religious freedom with tanks in
Tiananmen Square.

As a country, as elected representatives, as
Americans, we stand for principles, values,
and beliefs that are not free but fair. Do not
freely give away our natural resources, our
sovereignty, our American beliefs and ideals.
Vote ‘‘no’’ on Permanent Normal Relations
with China.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Mrs. JONES).

(Mrs. JONES of Ohio asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
voted for the African Growth and Op-
portunity Act and CBI because those
regions of the world had never had an
opportunity to have a trade agreement
with our country. But today I rise in
opposition to permanent normalization
of trade with China. I have said that
PNTR should stand for perpetrating a
notion of trade reform. Perpetrating a
notion that China will change, perpe-
trating a notion that environmental
conditions will improve, perpetrating a
notion that we will be more secure, and
perpetrating a notion that human
rights will improve.

Let us trade with China, but let us
not fool ourselves. Let us not reward
China for noncompliance. I tell my son
Mervyn, who is 17, You do right, I will
help you. You do wrong, you will get
nothing from me. That is what we
should tell China: You do right, we will
trade with you. You do not, we will
not.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY).

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

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, the average American
in 1998 made a nickel less in real terms
for 1 hour’s worth of labor than they
made 18 years before that in 1980. What
we are engaged in today is a race to the
bottom, a race to pay the lowest wage,
a race to give the least benefits, a race
to not have a safe workplace, a race to
not have to worry about the environ-
ment. The Chinese Government said
that we will reform. My position in op-
position to this bill is they should re-
form, and then we should revisit the
issue. We owe this generation and the
next generation of American workers
hope in their economic future. We do
not give that to them today.
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Mr. Speaker, I rise first to express my

strong opposition to granting China Permanent
Normal Trade Relations. Until China reforms
its worker rights and establishes environ-
mental standards, approval of their status is
simply another stop in the race to the bottom
of the economic barrel. Secondly, as I listen to
my colleagues rise in support of this bill or,
conversely, to voice their opposition, I cannot
help but think that we must focus our attention
on the broader trade policy goals of the United
States.

This week’s vote on PNTR deals with only
one of the two pillars that the world trading
system is built upon—open markets. While
this is a very important objective, we must
place equal value on the second pillar—rules
against unfair trade. We all know what hap-
pens if we continue to strengthen just one half
of any foundation, while ignoring the other
half. Eventually the entire structure will come
crashing to the ground. The international trad-
ing system is no different. As we talk this
week about opening up the world’s largest
market, let us not forget about the importance
of enforcing the rules of fair trade.

The United States and the World Trade Or-
ganization (WTO) are not committed to free
trade. However, free trade must also be fair
trade. That is why there are internationally es-
tablished rules, and U.S. laws consistent with
these rules, which serve to protect domestic
industries from being wiped out by unfair for-
eign trade practices. Unfortunately, these rules
against unfair trade are only as good as the
bodies that enforce them, and our own Inter-
national Trade Commission (USITC), in par-
ticular, has decidedly chosen to ignore its
mandate to uphold the laws.

In recent cases, the USITC has denied relief
to American industries injured by unfairly trad-
ed goods. In fact, the current USITC Commis-
sioners individually have voted in favor of U.S.
industries less than half the time in investiga-
tions and contested sunset reviews, even after
the U.S. Department of Commerce has found
that U.S. industries have been victimized by
massive foreign dumping.

Understanding that these industries that are
losing before the USITC are not merely crying
wolf. Because of the enormous industry-wide
commitment that is required to bring an anti-
dumping or countervailing duty case, only the
most dire cases ever come before the ITC.
These are industries that have been bloodied
and battered by lengthy assaults from foreign
industries, and have turned to the U.S. gov-
ernment and its supposed policy of zero toler-
ance for unfair trade as their last resort. Until
the USITC reverses its record, or its respon-
sibilities are assumed by another agency, I be-
lieve its policy toward American trade laws
should be made known.

Although the American steel industry is not
the only industry that has been victimized by
decisions handed down by the ITC, it is one
that I can speak of personally because it is
such a vital industry to the people of my dis-
trict. At the height of the recent steel crisis, the
American steel industry and its workers filed
several cold-rolled steel cases. The facts were
simple: thousands of workers lost their jobs;
five steel companies went bankrupt; operating
profits turned to operating losses; and the U.S.
Department of Commerce eventually found
that twelve countries were dumping at sub-
stantial margins. Yet somehow the USITC de-
termined that the domestic industry was not

injured by this illegal dumping. Perhaps, it is
time for the USITC to reevaluate its under-
standing of the world ‘‘injury,’’ because there
are thousands of American steelworkers who
have an entirely different understanding.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. STRICKLAND).

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker,
today we are going to make an eco-
nomic decision, but we are also making
a moral decision. I believe that being
an American means something. The
thousands of men and women who have
sacrificed their lives for this country
did so out of reverence for its values,
individual liberty, personal dignity,
self-determination. When we encourage
unrestricted trade with a nation like
China, which disregards these values,
we dishonor America’s heroes. China
uses child labor, slave labor, and allows
abhorrent working conditions to flour-
ish. It persecutes Christians, Buddhists
and other religious people, threatening
them with fines, imprisonment and
even death. I believe our national
honor depends on us standing with the
persecuted in China, our own workers
and against this trade deal for multi-
national corporations.

Mr. Speaker, granting China perma-
nent normal trade relations is a mis-
take for our workers, our businesses
and our democratic values.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. WU).

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, as I tried to
make my case earlier that this trade
agreement is just not in fundamental
American interests, I would like to re-
state that argument very briefly. If we
both, America and China, dropped our
trade quotas, dropped our tariffs to
zero, we would lose control over im-
ports and China would not. China has a
nonconvertible currency. They have a
second level of control, because you
cannot get the foreign currency to buy
goods and bring it here.

We have heard many, many argu-
ments today also about the salutary ef-
fect of business. When I was young, I
believed in the Tooth Fairy, I believed
in Santa Claus, and I believed that all
these good things just came sort of
naturally. Later on I figured out that
my parents made deep, deep sacrifices
and worked hard to put things on the
table so that we could have things in
our family. The problem here is that
we would like to believe that trade will
automatically change everything, that
it has this wonderful transformative ef-
fect.

But the truth is that generations be-
fore us made deep, deep sacrifices.
They knew that it was more than
about business, that the business of
America must be more than business
alone. They made broad sacrifices.
They did not see their business as busi-
ness alone. They saw the business of
America as pressing hard on a broad
set of human values, of human rights,
of civil liberties, of the rule of law. We
must stand in that tradition today.

About 2,500 years ago, in a space not
much larger than this, 300 Spartans
stood tall against 100,000 Persians.
With typical candor, our Republican
friends have said that this vote would
not be called a moment before there
were 218 votes. We do not need 300
Spartans today to keep the forces of
darkness back. We only need 217 others
to stand in this space.

History is focused upon this Cham-
ber. As Abraham Lincoln said in send-
ing the Emancipation Proclamation
forth, ‘‘Let our actions be judged by be-
neficent history and a just God.’’ And
if each and every one of you can say
that you are willing to be judged by
history and by God based on your ac-
tions today, then I will be comfortable
with your actions. Do what is right. Do
what is right today in this Chamber.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 3 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, we have heard today
from many of our colleagues who say
they recognize that human rights in
China are deplorable. They recognize
that the environment is damaged by
China wantonly without regard to what
it will do to future generations. We rec-
ognize that political prisoners are im-
prisoned every day and that human
rights and religion are trod upon. Ev-
erybody says that that is going on in
China. There is no disagreement. Some
people have said, Let’s have a commis-
sion. Well, if you have been like me
and served on a children’s commission
and a Medicare commission and a So-
cial Security commission, you know
that in this town to create a commis-
sion is to prevent anything from hap-
pening. I dismiss the idea of the Levin-
Bereuter commission as a fig leaf
which will do nothing to change Chi-
na’s behavior.

But I would also like to suggest that
the harm done to America may not be
very great if the people who want most
favored nation prevail; it is just who
you are going to hurt and who you are
going to help. Arguably those people
pushing for most favored nation are
trying to help General Electric and the
huge corporations that are already the
richest in history. And so if this passes,
those corporations will all make two
bits, 50 cents a share more in earnings.
And that will help millions of Ameri-
cans a few bucks here and a few bucks
there, and it will probably help the
CEOs of those corporations get another
million or two in stock options.

Who is it going to hurt? I will tell
you who it is going to hurt. It is going
to hurt probably a couple of hundred
thousand Americans real bad. It is
going to hurt those people who are
going to lose their jobs overnight. They
are going to get hurt 30 or 40,000 bucks
because they are going to be out of
work. They may lose their homes; they
may lose a chance for their children to
go to college. But I do not suppose any-
body cares about them because the
truth is those people may lose their
jobs in 10 years, anyway, through the
growth of technology because they do
not have the training to keep up.
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They are the people who still work
with their hands in factories, they still
have minimum skills, they do heavy
lifting in warehouses. They are the
people that we are running higgeldy-
piggeldy to eliminate from the work-
force because they belong to unions
and cost us a lot in benefits.

So when you think about how you
are going to vote, you can think about
those families who may be looking for
Hamburger Helper on the dinner table
because Dad lost his job as a result of
this, or you can think about the people
who are already making millions of
dollars in stock options and the people
whose pensions are a little higher. If
you are a Federal employee and in the
C fund, your retirement is going to do
a little better.

That is it. It is as simple as all that.
The big corporations get helped big
time, and a few of our middle-class
Americans have their lives destroyed if
you vote for this terrible, terrible give-
away of our leverage to make China do
the right thing.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I am
delighted to yield 5 minutes to my
friend, the gentleman from California
(Mr. HUNTER).

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

Mr. Speaker, in March of 1941 our
former colleague, Carl Anderson, a
Representative from Minnesota,
warned us about the danger of arming
potential adversaries. He said then
that the chances of war with Japan
were 50–50, and, that if our fleet had to
meet the Japanese fleet, we would
meet a fleet which was built with
American steel and fueled with Amer-
ican petroleum.

A few months later at Pearl Harbor,
21 American ships were destroyed, 300
planes were destroyed, and 5,000 Ameri-
cans were killed and wounded by a Jap-
anese fleet that was built with Amer-
ican steel and fueled with American pe-
troleum.

Well, whichever side of this debate
one is on, everyone here has to concede
American dollars are arming Com-
munist China today. Let us look at
what they have done with the $350 bil-
lion that they have amassed in trade
surplus over the last 8 years. The
Sovrenny class missile destroyers,
straight from the Russians, designed
for one purpose, to kill American air-
craft carriers, were purchased with
American trade dollars. The SU–27
fighter aircraft, high performance air-
craft, capable of effective warfare
against America’s top line fighters,
were purchased with American trade
dollars. On top of that, kilo class sub-
marines, AWACS aircraft, air-to-air re-
fueling capability, sophisticated com-
munications equipment, all purchased
with American trade dollars, and
compounding the danger, China’s own
sales to nations like Iraq, Iran, Libya,
Syria and North Korea of components
for weapons of mass destruction.

Mr. Speaker, we have just left the
bloodiest century in the history of the

world. In a way it is a century of tri-
umph for America. The story of the
20th century is the story of a great
Democrat President, FDR, who stood
with Winston Churchill against Ger-
many’s Hitler. It is the story of a great
Republican President, Ronald Reagan,
who faced down the Soviet empire and
disassembled Soviet Union.

But it is also a story of tragedy, be-
cause 617,000 Americans lie in ceme-
teries across this country and in the
oceans of the world and the battlefields
of the world as people who were killed
in action saving the world for freedom
in this last century.

Many of them fought in wars for
which we were unprepared; that is a
tragedy of the 20th century. But the
greater tragedy, which could be the
tragedy of the 21st century, could hap-
pen if this country, having fought and
bled and sacrificed to dissolve the So-
viet empire, through a massive infu-
sion of cash produces, by our own hand,
another military superpower, and if the
cemeteries of this country one day hold
the bodies of Americans in uniform
killed with weapons purchased by
American trade dollars. That will be
the greatest tragedy of this new 21st
century.

Mr. Speaker, let us avoid that trag-
edy. Vote no on PNTR.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. BACH-
US).

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

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the legislation.

We have hammered out an agreement that
safeguards the legitimate interests and con-
cerns of Alabama’s coke industry and assures
the long term viability of that industry. This is
not only a victory for the coke industry and its
employees, but also for Alabama’s coal indus-
try which supplies the basic raw materials for
the production of coke.

I was skeptical of this agreement at first be-
cause of my concerns about our national se-
curity and China’s human rights violations.
However, I am now persuaded by the support
for this agreement by the Taiwanese govern-
ment, dissidents within China, and reformers
within their government that it is not only in
our best interests, but will also encourage the
likelihood of positive reform of their poor
record on human rights and religious persecu-
tion.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER),
who has played so vitally important a
role in this effort.

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, over the
last 2 decades we have observed incred-
ible changes, the cause of freedom,
both economic and political freedom,
sweep across our globe. I recall very
well 10 years ago this last October as
the Berlin Wall was getting ready to
come down, we heard a speech from the

first elected leader of South Korea, one
of those countries which we main-
tained an economic tie with and
brought about economic reform and po-
litical reform in. He said in his speech
here, ‘‘The forces of freedom and lib-
erty are eroding the foundations of
closed societies. The efficiency of the
market economy and the benefits of an
open society have become undeniable.
Now these universal ideals, symbolized
by the United States of America, have
begun to undermine the fortresses of
repression.’’

I was struck with that speech that he
gave a decade ago right here in this
Chamber; and, Mr. Speaker, if we stand
with the likes of Colin Powell, the
Dalai Lama, Billy Graham, the former
Presidents, and a wide range of leaders
in China and dissidents who understand
the power of opening this up, we will
one day see the first elected leader
from the People’s Republic of China
stand right here in this Chamber deliv-
ering a familiar, similar speech.

Mr. Speaker, with that, I encourage
my colleagues to vote yes on what
many have described as the most im-
portant vote of our careers.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN), a
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means and a gentleman that has con-
tributed so much to this debate.

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman, my brother, for yielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank all of
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
and especially, if I might, the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER).

I want to comment briefly on some of
the arguments here, for example, the
job loss, the reference to 800,000, based,
it is said, on an ITC report. But here is
what the ITC says, that that briefing
paper in several ways misrepresents
the work and the findings of the ITC.

But China will become increasingly a
competitor, and that is why we have an
anti-surge provision, the strongest in
American law.

It is also said China never has abided
by a trade agreement. That is not true.
They have abided in part in some. But
it is going to be a special challenge to
implement compliance by China, and
that is why we have in our proposal ad-
ditional resources and a provision for
an annual review within the WTO
sought by the U.S.

Human rights, the annual review has
not been an effective mechanism. It
was not used after Tianenman, and
there is no strategy for its effective use
in the future. We can do better. We can
do better. The Helsinki Commission-
type will help us. It will be up to us to
make sure it will do better than that.
That commission worked despite, not
because of, the Soviet Union.

We should not isolate China, nor
should we in the U.S. isolate ourselves
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from pressing China to move in the
right direction.

Passing PNTR will allow us to ac-
tively engage China and constructively
confront it. Rejecting PNTR would
likely lead to chaos in our relationship
with China, making both active en-
gagement and constructive confronta-
tion far more difficult.

This debate is about difficult judg-
ments about a huge country far away,
and about immense pressures much
closer to home. Democracy is about re-
solving competing and conflicting pres-
sures. Taking these pressures fully into
account, there are important occasions
when we must rise above them. With
leadership, a democracy can be more
than the sum of particular pressures.
Today the challenge before us in this
House is to exercise such leadership.
Today the challenge is before us. Let
us meet that challenge.

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

Mr. LEVIN. I yield to the gentleman
from Nebraska.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I want
to commend the gentleman for his
work on the commission.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. OWENS).

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

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, greed has
rolled in like a bulldozer over all of the
numerous logical reasons supporting
the denial of a permanent trade agree-
ment with China. The mega-profits to
be realized by the corporate elite are so
overwhelming that this juggernaut
cannot be halted. What an irony it is
that the larger part of the evil empire
is now going to be a recipient of large-
scale investments from the leader of
capitalism in the free world.

This act will have tornado-like dev-
astation on the employment of hun-
dreds of thousands of ordinary men and
women in this Nation. Workers on both
sides of the world will be the victims of
this agreement. Chinese laborers paid
25 cents per hour or less will fill the
bank accounts of multinational cor-
porations. American workers will be
forced to struggle harder and work
more hours as industrial and manufac-
turing jobs are moved to China. Only
lower-paying service jobs or high-tech
positions requiring a college education
will be left on our shores.

Mr. Speaker, it is irresponsible to
consider trade legislation like this
without considering the consequences.
We need to right now begin to prepare
for all those workers that are going to
be thrown out of work. I urge a no vote
on this legislation.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, it is a
great privilege to yield 5 minutes to
the distinguished gentlewoman from
California (Ms. PELOSI), who has been a
leader for human rights, for dignity,
and for fair trade with China for many
years.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time so gen-
erously.

Mr. Speaker, today Congress is
poised to take a vote which will define
us as a Nation. We will decide whether
we will uphold the principles upon
which our great country was founded.
We will decide if we will support the
pillars of our foreign policy, promoting
democratic values, stopping the pro-
liferation of weapons of mass destruc-
tion, growing our economy by pro-
moting our exports abroad, or if we
will squander our leverage to please
some in the business community who
do not share our responsibility to the
public interest.

In the public interest, I am pleased to
join in opposition to this PNTR resolu-
tion. I am pleased to join the American
Legion, the Veterans of Foreign Wars,
the National Catholic Conference of
Bishops, the International Campaign
for Tibet, the China Democratic Party,
the Sierra Club, and many other orga-
nizations committed to promoting
human rights, fair trade, and pro-
tecting our environment.

In the course of the debate preceding
today’s vote, some have said that the
annual review of China’s trade status
has not been useful. They failed to
mention that conditioning MFN on im-
provements in China’s trade, human
rights and proliferation behavior has
never become law. It is the Bush-Clin-
ton policy which has prevailed every
year and produced record deficits. This
year it will be over $85 billion in trade
deficit with China, more people in pris-
on for their political and religious be-
liefs than at any time since the cul-
tural revolution, and an expansion in
China’s proliferation activities, from
Pakistan, making South Asia a more
dangerous place, to Iran, making the
Persian Gulf a more dangerous place,
to Libya, threatening stability in the
Middle East, as well as threatening the
security of Taiwan.
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Most recently, this Libyan sale was
in March of the year 2000; this is cur-
rent and ongoing. And despite the fail-
ure of this policy of turning back or
conditioning MFN, now called NTR, on
improvement in these areas, despite
the Bush/Clinton failure, they are ask-
ing us to make it permanent. On top of
all of that, there is little reason to be-
lieve that the Chinese will comply with
this trade agreement.

They have violated every bilateral
agreement with the U.S. that they
have signed on trade. We must not let
the Beijing regime dictate the terms of
surrender of our annual review of the
U.S./China relationship.

Mr. Speaker, China’s trade surplus of
$85 billion for this year enables the
Chinese Government to buy products,
to buy political support and to buy si-
lence from countries throughout the
world. But we must not be silent, we
must speak out for freedom, because it
is in our national security interests to
do so.

Democratic countries do not invade
their neighbors. Democratic countries

respect the rule of law, facilitating, for
one thing, trade. We must speak out
for freedom, because it is the right
thing to do and honors the sacrifice of
our country’s founders.

Before I close, I want to say, I think
that this has been a very constructive
debate. The Members have been very
courteous to listen and to exchange
ideas in a very, shall we say, spirited
way. And I want to thank all of my col-
leagues for listening and to those who
have listened, as we ponder our vote
today, I want my colleagues to think of
two questions. First of all, what credi-
bility do we have as a country that is
the leader of the free world to speak
about freedom?

Mr. Speaker, I want my colleagues to
ponder two questions; what credibility
do we have as the leader of the free
world to speak out against human
rights abuses anywhere in the world if
we will put deals ahead of ideals in
China?

Finally, what does it profit a country
if it gains the whole world and suffers
the loss of its soul? I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no.’’

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The Chair announces that
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
CRANE) has 7 minutes remaining, the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. NOR-
WOOD) has 41⁄2 minutes remaining, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. RAN-
GEL) has 41⁄2 minutes remaining, and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
STARK) has 4 minutes remaining.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, I want to take advan-
tage of this opportunity to commend
my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle who are supportive of this effort
that we are initiating here with Main-
land China, one-fifth of the world’s
population. And I want to congratulate
them for the support they gave us just
2 weeks ago, when 309 Members on a bi-
partisan basis supported my Africa bill
and the Caribbean Basin bill, and we
made an outreach to underdeveloped
portions of the world in sub-Saharan
Africa. And it is because of our belief
that, based upon experience with the 48
countries there and the 700 million pop-
ulation, that kind of an outreach has a
positive effect and it does raise the
standards, the human rights issues are
addressed when we have this kind of
contact.

While we have more ways to go with
some of the other sub-Saharan African
countries, and we do with China, too,
this is a positive initiative working in
the right direction, and I think every-
one who supports it should be com-
mended.

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

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
DEMINT).

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

VerDate 25-MAY-2000 04:51 May 25, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00060 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K24MY7.145 pfrm02 PsN: H24PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3711May 24, 2000
Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I re-

serve the balance of my time.

f

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.
The call was taken by electronic de-

vice, and the following Members re-
sponded to their names:

[Roll No. 226]

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin

Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa

Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
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McKeon
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Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
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Moran (KS)
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Murtha
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Neal
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Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
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Owens
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Pallone
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Paul
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)

Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow

Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
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Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (FL)
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). On this rollcall, four hundred
nineteen Members have recorded their
presence by electronic device, a
quorum.

Under the rule, further proceedings
under the call are dispensed with.

AUTHORIZING EXTENSION OF NONDISCRIM-
INATORY TREATMENT (NORMAN TRADE RELA-
TIONS TREATMENT) TO PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF
CHINA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair announces that the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. CRANE) will yield 2
minutes to the Majority Leader, and
then we will have closing statements
from each of the managers beginning
with the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
NORWOOD), who will have 41⁄2 minutes;
the gentleman from California (Mr.
STARK), who will have 4 minutes; the
gentleman from New York (Mr. RAN-
GEL), who will have 41⁄2 minutes; and
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
CRANE), who will have 4 minutes.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. ARMEY), our distinguished major-
ity leader.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Illinois for yield-
ing me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I support permanent
normal trade relations with China be-
cause I profoundly believe that it will
advance the cause of human rights for
the Chinese people. Mr. Speaker, I be-
lieve free and open trade is not only
the best way to make China a free and
open nation, but it may be the only
way.

A vote to open the China market and
the world experience to the Chinese
people is a vote to open markets. What
is a market, Mr. Speaker? Market is
simply an arena in which there is a
sharing of information about market
transactions, informations about de-
sires, wants, hopes and dreams, and
economic conditions.

But, Mr. Speaker, one cannot share
that information about economics
without also sharing information about
culture, politics, religion, and values.
Information, Mr. Speaker, is the life
blood of a market. It is also poison to
dictators, because dictators know that
it is the truth that will set one free.
They also know that, in a modern tech-
nology age, information is the basis by
which one acquires truth.

When we open the China market,
citizens from all over China will be car-
rying devices like this, a simple little
pocket PC. With that PC, they can con-
nect to the Internet every bit of infor-
mation about culture, religion, mar-
kets, economics, and freedom and dig-
nity available on this Earth. They can-
not be stopped.

It is said, Mr. Speaker, that the pen
is mightier than the sword. I would
argue that the PC is mightier than the
shackles of tyranny.

When the people of China are free to
transact in world markets, and when
they share this information about free-
dom, they will learn the lessons of lib-
erty, they will see liberty working out
in the lives of the other citizens in the
world, and they will demand it of their
nation, and they will change their gov-
ernment.

The Communist hard-liners know
this, Mr. Speaker, and that is why they
do mischief to our efforts today. That
is why they disrupt it, because they
fear the freedom that comes from com-
merce and is contagious throughout all
of human spirit.

I do not know, Mr. Speaker, what life
will be for the Chinese people 5 or 10 or
15 years from now when we vote for
freedom and commerce today. I cannot
guarantee my colleagues that their life
will be better. But I can tell my col-
leagues, Mr. Speaker, if we vote ‘‘no’’
today, if we deny them the chance, we
will condemn them to a continued life
of despair.

I for one choose to vote, instead, for
my fondest hope, for the hope of free-
dom, dignity, commerce, and pros-
perity, for the beautiful people of
China so that their children, like our
children, in this wide open world can
come home and say in that magical
voice, Mom, dad, I got the job.
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