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INTERNATIONAL TRADE

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, let me
talk just for a moment about inter-
national trade because there has been a
trade conference in Doha, Qatar. I ex-
pect the people who run the WTO chose
that place largely because they did not
want to have a trade conference where
there were a lot of hotel rooms. Experi-
ences in trade conferences in recent
years have not been good. Thousands
and thousands of people from around
the world have come to demonstrate
and express concerns about one thing
or another. So they decided to have a
ministerial conference in Doha. My un-
derstanding is there are so few hotel
rooms in Doha that they had to bring
in cruise ships in order to provide lodg-
ing for visitors to Doha.

Because of other business this week,
I didn’t pay a lot of attention to what
they did at Doha.

I do know that all these trade folks
converged and they had a long visit. I
watched part of a similar visit in Mon-
treal some years ago. I watched part of
the visit they had in Seattle. So I know
they all get together. They have the
same backgrounds, and they talk the
same language. They actually have
shorthand for all the trade lingo that
they develop. Apparently now, from
the experience of recent days in Doha,
they have decided they have reached
some agreements on a new round, and
so forth.

So I want to point out just a couple
of concerns I have about where we are
with international trade.

I have a chart that shows a series of
balloons that represent the very seri-
ous trade problem confronting us in
this country. It is a trade deficit that
is ballooning, year after year after
year. It is the largest trade deficit in
human history.

We spend a lot of time worrying
about the fiscal policy budget deficit
that about 9 years ago was almost $300
billion a year. There was hand wring-
ing and teeth gnashing and people wip-
ing their brow, and they would come to
the floor of the Senate, saying they
wanted to change the Constitution,
they wanted to do this and that. Why?
Because we had this growing budget
deficit, this tumor that was growing in
the fiscal policy of this country. It was
going to hurt this country.

It is interesting that there is a deaf-
ening silence in this country about the
trade deficit. It, too, is growing, much
more rapidly, in many ways, than the
fiscal policy deficit did. It is much
higher at this point than our budget
deficit was at its height. One can make
the case, as an economist, that the
budget deficit is something we owe to
ourselves. This deficit we owe to oth-
ers. This deficit will ultimately be re-
paid by a lower standard of living in
the United States.

My point is, this deficit is growing
and growing and growing. After round
after round of trade negotiations, we
are in worse and worse shape. The
question is, why?
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It is interesting, if you ask econo-
mists, they all give you different an-
swers: It is because the dollar is too
strong; the dollar is too weak; it is be-
cause our budget deficit is too high,
not high enough; productivity isn’t
high enough. It depends on the econo-
mist that you ask.

Having both studied and taught eco-
nomics in college, I understand that
the field of economics is certainly not
a science. I consider it psychology
pumped up with just a little bit of he-
lium. All you have to do is ask, and
you get an answer. It does not mean it
is an informed answer. There are 100
different answers as to why our deficit
is out of control. Ask any economist.
They don’t have the foggiest idea. We
had a $449 billion merchandise trade
deficit last year in this country.

Now let me describe some of the de-
tails of trade. It is interesting that ev-
erybody talking about trade, especially
those at the ministerial conferences,
want to talk about the big picture:
global trade. They never want to the
talk about specifics. So here is a spe-
cific.

We trade with Korea, which is a good
friend of ours. This chart shows that
last year Korea sent 570,000 auto-
mobiles to the United States to be sold
in the United States. Do you know how
many automobiles the United States
sent to be sold in Korea? Was it 570,000?
No, not quite. The answer: 1,700. So
570,000 cars coming our way and then
we were able to export 1,700 cars to
Korea. Get a Ford Mustang convertible
here in the United States, send it to
Korea, and it costs twice as much for a
Korean consumer. Why? Because Korea
does not want our cars. They do not
want our cars coming in and com-
peting. They have all kinds of mecha-
nisms and devices to discourage our
ability to move a car to Korea. The re-
sult is, 570,000 Korean cars in the
United States; 1,700 United States cars
to Korea. Fair trade? I don’t think so.

Is that something we ought to cor-
rect? In my judgment, it is because
these numbers translate to jobs. A
working family, a man or a woman get-
ting a job on an assembly line in a
manufacturing plant, a job that pays
well, a job with security, a job with
benefits, these are good jobs. This
means we export these jobs to other
countries that produce products and
send them to us and then keep their
market closed to our products, which
means fewer manufacturing jobs in the
United States.

I have another chart I did not bring
to the Chamber. It shows T-bone steaks
in Tokyo. Do you know that 12 years
after the last beef agreement we
reached with Japan, the conclusion of
which resulted in feasting and rejoicing
by everyone engaged in the trade nego-
tiations—you would have thought they
just won the gold medal in the Olym-
pics. The headlines trumpeted the beef
agreement with Japan. What a wonder-
ful agreement. Twelve years later, by
the way, every pound of American beef
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sent to Japan has a 38.5-percent tariff
attached to it—every single pound. Is
that fair trade with Japan? No. Fair
trade would be more T-bone steaks to
Tokyo, in my judgment. But we have a
38.5-percent tariff on every single
pound.

Going back to Korea: What about po-
tato flakes to Korea? Up in my part of
the country, in the Red River Valley,
where the Presiding Officer also rep-
resents some potato growers, those po-
tatoes are cut into flakes. Those potato
flakes are sent around the world, and
they are put into chips in fast food. Po-
tato flakes are used for fast food. Well,
that 1is ©probably a pejorative. 1
shouldn’t say ‘‘fast food.” I should say
‘“‘snacks.” Potato flakes are used for
snacks.

If you raise a potato in the Red River
Valley and then turn it into potato
flakes and send it to Korea, guess what
happens to it? Korea slaps a 300-percent
tariff on potato flakes.

Are potato flakes going to threaten
the Korean food market? I do not think
so. Is it fair to an American potato
farmer to confront a 300-percent tariff?
Where I live, it is not fair.

I could spend a lot of time talking
about these things.

China: We have a huge trade deficit
with China. We also have a huge trade
deficit with Japan. We have a big def-
icit with Europe. We have a huge def-
icit with Canada and Mexico. But
China, we sent 12 American movies
into China in the last year. Why? That
is all China would let into their coun-
try, 12 movies. Fair trade? I don’t
think so.

Or how about this? In the last trade
agreement we negotiated with China,
we sent our negotiators to China. Now,
presumably, these are the best nego-
tiators we have. We sent them to
China. I do not know how we sent them
there, probably not on a slow boat, as
the saying goes; probably in an air-
plane.

They got to China and negotiated a
bilateral agreement with China, which
was the precursor to allowing China to
join the WTO. They brought back the
bilateral agreement, which we did not
vote on because we do not have a vote
on a bilateral trade agreement with
China. Guess what we discovered?

Let me give you an example. Auto-
mobiles: After a long phase-in, we have
decided—our negotiators agreed with
the Chinese mnegotiators—we would
have a 2.5 tariff on Chinese vehicles
being sent into the United States, and
China could have a 25-percent tariff on
the United States vehicles sent to
China. In other words, our negotiators
sat down with the Chinese, with whom
we had a $60 billion deficit, and we said
to them: OK, we will agree to this deal.
You go ahead and impose a tariff on
U.S. cars sent to China that is 10 times
higher than the tariff we will impose
on any Chinese cars you send to the
United States, and we will sign that
agreement. That is what our nego-
tiators said. So that is our agreement.
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I don’t know, my feeling is these ne-
gotiators need to wear jerseys. They do
in the Olympics. The jerseys should
say: USA. At least they could look
down, from time to time, and under-
stand on whose behalf they are negoti-
ating. They can say: Oh, yeah, that is
who I represent. That is whose inter-
ests I represent, and not be bashful
about standing up for our economic in-
terests.

By what justification ever should we
agree to this sort of one-sided agree-
ment: T-bones in Tokyo, automobiles
to Korea, potato flakes to Korea, high-
fructose corn syrup to Mexico, durum
wheat to Canada. I could tell stories
for an hour about this. In each and
every circumstance, it is this country
signing up to a trade agreement that is
fundamentally bad for our producers.

Our durum growers. I should, just for
therapeutic purposes, spend 15 minutes
to talk about unfair durum trade com-
ing to us from the Canadian Wheat
Board, which would be an illegal entity
in this country, a state-sponsored mo-
nopoly that sends durum wheat into
this country to undercut American
farmers’ prices, and then thumbs their
nose at us when we say we want to see
the prices at which you are selling be-
cause we believe they are violating our
trade laws. I could spend a long time
talking about that, about the day I
went to the Canadian border with Earl
Jensen in a 12-year-old, orange, 2-ton
truck.

All the way to the Canadian border
we met 18-wheel trucks carrying Cana-
dian durum south into the TUnited
States.

So we got to the Canadian border,
after meeting truck after truck, bring-
ing Canadian durum south. We had 200
bushels of durum in Earl’s little, or-
ange truck, and the Canadians said:
No, you can’t come into Canada with
200 bushels of durum. Why not? Just
because you can’t. It is just the way
life is. It is a one-way track across that
border with durum wheat.

I will not go on further. I know my
colleague wants to speak. That is all a
precursor to say this.

My colleague, Senator BYRD, the
other day, spoke about trade protec-
tion authority or fast track. In my
judgment, what we ought to do is de-
cide that we are going to stand up for
this county’s economic interests in
international trade.

Don’t give anybody any fast-track
trade authority. Say, go negotiate
some good trade agreements, bring
them back here, and we will sign up to
vote for them. First thing in the morn-
ing, count us as supporters. Go nego-
tiate bad agreements, which you have
done time and time and time again,
and understand they won’t see the
light of day here because we are sick
and tired of it.

I will not support fast track. We have
been fast-tracked right into a huge
hole, a trade deficit that has ballooned
now to a $450 billion merchandise trade
deficit. I will not support fast track.
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I agree with my colleagues, Senator
BYRD and others: We need expanded
trade. There is no question about that.
I want to see global markets that are
fair. I want to see opportunity for our
farmers and our manufacturers around
the world. But I also demand that we
see trade agreements that step forward
and protect this country’s interests re-
quiring fair trade. It is not fair trade
with respect to movies in China, durum
in Canada, high-fructose corn syrup
with Mexico, cars in Korea, potato
flakes in Korea and Mexico. It is not
fair trade with autos in China. None of
that is fair trade. There ought not be
anybody who is nervous or worried
about standing up and demanding fair
trade with our trading partners around
the world.

I have not spent much time on this,
but I intend to in the coming days, if
the House and the administration,
buoyed by the success in Doha, Qatar,
decide they want to try to bring en-
hanced trade authority to the Senate.

There is no problem at all negoti-
ating trade agreements without fast
track. The last administration wanted
fast track. They didn’t get it. But they
said they negotiated 300 trade agree-
ments. That means you can negotiate
trade agreements without fast track.
You just need to be careful to nego-
tiate good ones because if you don’t,
you won’t get them through the House
and Senate.

The inability to have fast track actu-
ally promotes more responsibility on
the part of those who are required to
negotiate these trade agreements.

I wanted to follow on the remarks of
Senator BYRD of 2 days ago on the sub-
ject of fast track. He and I and others
will work very hard to try to see if we
can’t make some sense out of this
mess, this trade problem that is now
choking this country with very large
trade deficits and is destroying manu-
facturing jobs and injuring this econ-
omy. We can do better than that even
as we expand opportunities, even as we
expand international trade. We can do
better than that by standing up for
fairness for American producers and
farmers.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I did
not intend to speak on this subject, but
since the Senator from North Dakota
has raised it, it is important to put all
of this in perspective. Matters could be
much better, but they are not quite as
bleak as outlined by my good friend
from North Dakota, not in my judg-
ment. It is clear that other countries
still intend to take greater advantage
of America in trade matters than we do
of them.

We are a country of the world. There
are other countries of the world. We
have our views. They have their views.
We have our social structure. They
have theirs. It is incumbent upon us to
find a way to be effective in protecting
our American interests.
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Because the Senator from North Da-
kota might find this interesting, I
would like to talk about beef, and beef
with Japan and Korea, for that matter.
I have forgotten how many years ago
—it must have been maybe 10, 12 years
ago—Japan had a quota on foreign beef
into Japan. It amounted to, if I recall,
about 28,000 tons of hotel/restaurant-
cut beef. That is a quota on all beef
coming to Japan. That is American,
Australian, and Argentine beef. That
amounted to one 6-ounce steak per
Japanese person per year—a Very
strong, tight quota against American
beef sales in Japan.

At the same time, we Americans im-
ported considerably more pounds of
beef than we exported worldwide. We
imported far more beef worldwide—
lower cut grades for hamburgers and
other things—than we exported.

I decided I wanted to do something
about the problem with Japan. I tried
everything under the Sun. I remember
in the Mike Mansfield Room—Senator
Mansfield was Ambassador to Japan,
very highly regarded, very revered—I
said: Why don’t I invite the Japanese
diplomatic corps up to the Mansfield
Room and we will show to them how
good Montana beef is. We will do all we
can to get that quota reduced or elimi-
nated.

That was naive. Nothing happened. I
might say, one member of the Japanese
Parliament had the audacity to say the
reason they have a quota on foreign
beef is that their digestive system
can’t handle foreign beef. It is total
nonsense.

At the same time, maybe a few years
earlier, we had a difficult time import-
ing American skis into Japan, and
their excuse then was: Well, Japanese
snow is a little different. That is why
we can’t take American skis. They
were totally ludicrous arguments.

I decided I had had it with the Japa-
nese on beef. So I had a press con-
ference over in the Hart Building, and
about 20 Japanese journalists showed
up. I had a button on me. The button
said, ‘I have a beef with Japan.” And I
said to the Japanese, very respectfully,
trade has to be a two-way street. I said:
Japan, we take a lot of your products.
We take your VCRs, we take your
Hondas, we take your Seiko watches,
and you don’t take our beef. Trade has
to be a two-way street. It can’t be one
way. As you can see, it is one way. It
is not right, and I am going to do what
I can to stop that.

At about that time, there was legis-
lation on the Senate floor called do-
mestic content legislation. That legis-
lation required a certain percentage of
content, manufacture, and assembly of
autos in America to be American con-
tent, not foreign. It was domestic con-
tent legislation. At that point, I did
not favor that legislation. I thought it
was too prescriptive. It was wage/price
controls—too controlling—although I
agreed with the purport and the direc-
tion it was going.
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I said: If you don’t take American
beef, I am going to go right to the Sen-
ate floor and do all I can to get that
domestic content legislation passed be-
cause that will be two way; that will be
fair.

My gosh, I could see scribbling of all
kinds of notes, cameras going on. The
next day there was a big article about
my statement in the Japanese news-
papers. My photo was in the Japanese
newspapers. I can’t read Japanese, but
I know basically what I had said.

Guess what. Within a couple of
weeks, the Japanese sat down at the
bargaining table. Mike Armstrong was
our trade negotiator at the time. They
needed to negotiate, and they agreed to
eliminate that quota entirely. But they
did replace it with a 70-percent tariff.
That is pretty high, but at least our in-
dustry said: That is great; the quota is
eliminated. We can start importing
beef into Japan.

I go over to Japan a couple, three
times. I know about two words in Japa-
nese. I learned this one. It is ‘“‘Oishii,”
which means delicious. I would stand
in front of the Japanese cameras and
say: American beef is Oishii, delicious.
At the same time, a Japanese polling
company showed that the Japanese
housewives and Japanese citizens of
Tokyo wanted American beef by far.
Under the Japanese constitution, be-
cause the rural districts have dis-
proportionate voting power, they want
to protect themselves. That is why
they had that quota. The quota was
eliminated, replaced with a 70-percent
tariff.

We also agreed to bring that tariff
down. The Senator from North Dakota
says it is now down to around 28 per-
cent. That could well be. It is my recol-
lection that eventually that tariff will
be down at a lower rate. The point is
that we have made progress with
Japan. We now, by the way, export
more beef overseas than we import.
That line was crossed about 2 years
ago. So there is progress.

These things are more complicated
than meets the eye. But we certainly
have a 1ot more to do and further to go.
As in the Korean situation, Korea had
this provision—this was about 2 years
ago—called the shelf life law. They
wouldn’t let boats unload beef prod-
ucts, canned beef, for over 2 weeks.
Their distribution system wouldn’t let
foreign beef get to the grocery stores.
That was bad beef under Korean law.

The Korean Prime Minister was, for
about 2 or 3 months, coming over to
the United States.

So I got ahold of him. I said: Mr. Am-
bassador, your Prime Minister is com-
ing over. I have a letter signed, with
many Senators cosigning who are op-
posed to this. I don’t think you want
your Prime Minister to come over
when we are getting up on the Senate
floor being critical of Korea.

He got the message. Within 2 weeks,
they repealed the provisions and al-
lowed in American beef.

So it is important for us to think of
how we can get this job done and make

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

sure these other countries play fair. If
we work well in a concerted effort with
the trade negotiators, we can get some
things done. But I have also learned
deeply that no country altruistically is
going to lower a trade barrier. You
need leverage.

I urge that as we move forward to
protect American interests, we find the
proper persuasion to help each other. I
see the assistant majority leader anx-
iously waiting to seek recognition.

I yield the floor.

(Ms. CANTWELL assumed the Chair.)

Mr. REID. Madam President, I thank
my friend. I extend my appreciation to
the chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee, the senior Senator from Mon-
tana, who is so important to this insti-
tution.

———

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT—H.R. 1552

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that we now pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 204, H.R. 1552, the Internet tax mor-
atorium bill; that when the bill is con-
sidered, it be under the following limi-
tations: that there be 20 minutes for
general debate on the bill, with that
time divided as follows: 56 minutes each
for the chairman and ranking members
of the Senate Commerce and Finance
Committees, or their designees; that
the only first-degree amendment in
order be the following: an Enzi-Dorgan
amendment regarding extension, on
which there will be 60 minutes for de-
bate prior to a vote in relation to the
amendment; that if the amendment is
not tabled, then Senator GRAMM of
Texas be recognized to offer a relevant
second-degree amendment to the Enzi-
Dorgan amendment; that there be 20
minutes for debate prior to a vote in
relation to the Gramm of Texas amend-
ment, with no amendments in order,
with all time equally divided and con-
trolled between the proponents and op-
ponents; that upon the disposition of
all amendments, the use or yielding
back of all time, the bill be read the
third time, the Senate vote on passage
of the bill, with this action occurring
with no further intervening action or
debate.

I further ask unanimous consent that
the Enzi-Dorgan and Gramm of Texas
amendments, which are at the desk, be
the amendments in order under the
provisions of this agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Reserving the
right to object, and I say to the whip
that I will not object, I want to be
clear that on the record tonight the
Senate, in wrap-up, will proceed to Cal-
endar No. 191, S. 739, the Homeless Vet-
erans Improvement Act, which Con-
gressman LANE EVANS and I have
worked on for the last 3 weeks. There
has been an anonymous hold. My un-
derstanding is that tonight this will
pass in wrap-up without any objection.
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Mr. REID. The Senator has our assur-
ance that will be handled in wrap-up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

———

INTERNET TAX
NONDISCRIMINATION ACT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 15652) to extend the moratorium
enacted by the Internet Tax Freedom Act
through November 1, 2003, and for other pur-
poses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona is recognized.

Mr. McCAIN. Since I see the Senator
from North Dakota here, I suggest that
perhaps we could make our opening
statements as part of the 60 minutes of
debate on the Dorgan-Enzi amendment.
If that is agreeable, I would be glad to
do that. I move to modify the agree-
ment that we move immediately to the
Enzi-Dorgan amendment with the 60
minutes of debate equally divided.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, re-
serving the right to object——

Mr. McCAIN. I withdraw that. I will
proceed with my statement. I was try-
ing to save the Senate some time. Ob-
viously, we will take more time in dis-
cussing whether I was saving the Sen-
ate time or not.

First, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the RECORD a State-
ment of Administration Policy con-
cerning H.R. 1552, the Internet Tax
Nondiscrimination Act, from the Presi-
dent of the United States.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

H.R. 1552—INTERNET TAX NONDISCRIMINATION
AcT

The Administration supports Senate pas-
sage of H.R. 1552. The Administration be-
lieves that government should be promoting
Internet usage and availability, not discour-
aging it with access taxes and discrimina-
tory taxes.

As passed by the House, H.R. 1552 extends
the Internet tax moratorium enacted by the
Internet Tax Freedom Act for two years.
While a five-year extension would be pref-
erable, a two-year extension will provide ad-
ditional time to analyze the impact of e-
commerce on local and State tax receipts
while ensuring that the growth of the Inter-
net is not slowed by new taxes.

The moratorium expired on October 21,
2001. The Administration supports rapidly re-
instating the moratorium. The Administra-
tion encourages the Senate to pass H.R. 15652,
without amendment, to enable its expedi-
tious enactment into law.

It basically says that the administra-
tion supports Senate passage of H.R.
1552. He concludes by saying that the
administration encourages the Senate
to pass H.R. 1552, without amendment,
to enable its expeditious enactment
into law.

On Sunday, October 21, the Federal
moratorium on Internet taxes expired.
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