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some 750 daily visitors. The same type 
of pride was exhibited by the director 
of the commissary, who manages a 
clean, well stocked facility and there-
fore plays a critical role in the morale 
and welfare of those who defend us. 

A long time concern of mine has been 
the high operational tempo, or more 
simply put, the rate at which our serv-
ice members are deployed away from 
their home base, whether for training, 
or deployed in reaction to a crisis. 

In Vicenza, Italy, I met an impressive 
young man—a Californian—1SG Noel 
Fernando. First Sergeant Fernando, a 
native of Salinas, California, talked to 
me about his highly trained Airborne 
unit’s operational tempo. 

Sergeant Fernando, a hard worker 
who achieved his very high enlisted 
rank at an early age, assured me that 
more organized planning and early no-
tification to family members regarding 
deployment schedules has reduced the 
trauma experienced by younger sol-
diers and their loved ones. They are 
now better able to anticipate deploy-
ments and plan accordingly. 

Another distinguished member of our 
military forces is Gen. Joe Ralston. 
General Ralston is the Commander in 
Chief, U.S. European Command and the 
NATO Supreme Allied Commander Eu-
rope. 

As Commander in Chief of U.S. Euro-
pean Command, he is the senior U.S. 
military officer and commander of a 
unified combatant command with an 
area of responsibility that includes 89 
nations in Europe, Africa and the Mid-
dle East. General Ralston will be retir-
ing soon, and just like many service 
members before, he and his family have 
sacrificed much of their lives for our 
freedom. 

I was pleased to have been escorted 
by General Ralston to the sites of sev-
eral upcoming military construction 
projects in the Mons, Belgium area. 

The first is a barracks complex that 
will accommodate soldiers at the ‘‘one- 
plus-one’’ housing standard. Another 
project will add a classroom to the 
SHAPE, Supreme Headquarters Allied 
Powers Europe, elementary school. 

While there, I had an opportunity to 
visit this site and visit with the stu-
dents and teachers. I am pleased to re-
port that the administrators of this 
and other military schools in Europe 
have been able to reduce the student to 
teacher ratio significantly, thus offer-
ing a quality education for our mili-
tary dependents. 

In summary, I would like to empha-
size the important role that our offi-
cers, enlisted members, and their fami-
lies play in creating good will around 
the world for the people of America. 

As I have mentioned previously, all 
of these people dedicate their lives, and 
to a certain degree their personal free-
dom, to ensure our nation’s remains 
free. These military service members 
and their families deserve quality fa-
cilities wherever they might be sta-
tioned. 

This is why, I feel honored to sit as 
chair of the Appropriations Military 

Construction Subcommittee, because it 
allows me to make a difference in the 
living and working conditions for our 
troops who are willing to make the ul-
timate sacrifice on our nation’s behalf. 
I am dedicated to providing first class 
facilities for them both at home and 
abroad. 

Lastly, it is with great pride that I 
commend those service members like 
General Ralston, General Meigs, Gen-
eral Wagner and First Sergeant Fer-
nando, who have for decades sought to 
ensure a better quality of life for our 
fighting force. 

f 

U.S. INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
POLICY 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr President, this 
year marks an historic turning point 
for U.S. international trade policy. For 
the first time in over eight years the 
Congress renewed the President’s au-
thority to negotiate new trade agree-
ments. This authority, called Trade 
Promotion Authority, reestablishes the 
traditional partnership on trade be-
tween the Congress and the Executive 
branch. It allows us to work together 
to open new markets for American ex-
ports, set fair rules of conduct for U.S. 
investors overseas, and help raise the 
standard of living for millions of people 
around the world. 

The negotiating objectives and proce-
dures laid out in the Bipartisan Trade 
Promotion Authority Act represent a 
very careful substantive and political 
balance on some very complex and dif-
ficult issues such as investment, labor 
and the environment, and the relation-
ship between Congress and the Execu-
tive branch during international trade 
negotiations. 

Because this balance is so delicate, I 
was somewhat dismayed to learn re-
cently that some groups and Members 
of Congress are trying to push for in-
terpretations of certain provisions of 
the TPA bill that do not comport with 
the negotiating objectives laid out in 
the Bipartisan Trade Promotion Au-
thority Act. For example, an article in 
the September 18, 2002 edition of Na-
tional Journal’s CongressDaily noted 
that ‘‘a group of labor officials who 
were active in the fight against, TPA, 
are meeting in the offices of the AFL- 
CIO. At the top of their agenda: map-
ping a plan to ensure future trade 
agreements include strong provisions 
on labor rights and the environment. 
Labor officials plan to hold future 
agreements to standards set in an ear-
lier free-trade agreement reached with 
Jordan, which they consider a model of 
backing up labor and environmental 
provisions with enforceable sanctions.’’ 
Some Members of Congress are even ar-
guing that future agreements must fol-
low the ‘‘Jordan Standard’’ on labor 
and environment in order to meet the 
objectives laid out in the TPA bill. Per-
haps even more ominous were the pub-
lic remarks of the Chairman of the 
Senate Finance Committee who urged 
the administration to follow the model 

of the Jordan Free Trade Agreement 
‘‘exactly’’ in implementing the labor 
and environment provisions of the Bi-
partisan Trade Promotion Authority 
Act. 

On this issue, I respectfully disagree 
with my colleague from Montana. In 
fact, I think this would be a serious 
mistake. The negotiating objectives in 
the TPA bill set the parameters for fu-
ture trade negotiations, not some past 
agreement like the Jordan FTA that 
was negotiated during the Clinton Ad-
ministration. To follow the provisions 
of this past agreement ‘‘exactly’’ would 
ignore the clear will of Congress as set 
forth in the TPA bill. Even more dis-
concerting is that such a stark litmus 
test ignores that basic premise that 
the most appropriate mechanisms to 
improve labor and environment stand-
ards abroad differ from country to 
country and agreement to agreement. 
In short, one size does not fit all. 

Trying to solve complex environ-
mental and labor issues with rigid con-
structs will do nothing to actually im-
prove environmental or labor standards 
abroad. At the same time, demanding 
that our trading partners accept spe-
cific language laid out in past agree-
ments during trade negotiations will 
come at a heavy price for our farmers 
and workers, as our trading partners 
can demand significant concessions on 
other issues, such as agriculture, in ex-
change for our rigid insistence that 
they accept specific language from our 
trade negotiators. The Administration 
and Members of Congress need to re-
member that the underlying premise of 
the TPA Act is to provide the Presi-
dent and our trade negotiators with 
flexibility so they can negotiate the 
best trade agreements for the Amer-
ican people. It is not intended, nor 
should it be used, to try to tie the 
President’s hands on any particular 
issue. 

It is also troubling that some advo-
cacy groups are pushing to ensure that 
future free trade agreements adhere to 
their version of so-called ‘‘Jordan 
Standard.’’ I think it bears repeating 
that it is the negotiating objectives 
laid out in the Trade Promotion Au-
thority bill that should guide the Ad-
ministration in future trade negotia-
tions, not a single free trade agreement 
that was concluded long before TPA be-
came law. 

I also believe it would be a political 
miscalculation to insist that new trade 
agreements must follow the ‘‘Jordan 
Standard’’ to gain support in Congress. 
First, no one really knows what the 
‘‘Jordan Standard’’ is. In fact, when we 
held a hearing on the Jordan Free 
Trade Agreement on March 20, 2001 in 
the Senate Finance Committee, one of 
the most controversial issues raised 
was what the labor and environmental 
provisions of the Jordan Free Trade 
Agreement actually mean. For exam-
ple, former United States Trade Rep-
resentative Charlene Barshefsky testi-
fied that the labor and environment 
provisions in the Jordan FTA ‘‘while 
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restating the existing commitment of 
both countries to environmental pro-
tection and the ILO’s core labor stand-
ards, neither imposes new standards 
nor bars change or reform of national 
laws as each country sees fit.’’ 

Ambassador Michael Smith, former 
Deputy United States Trade Represent-
ative and the first American Ambas-
sador to the General Agreement on 
Tariffs and Trade, testified that ‘‘Arti-
cles 5 and 6 [of the Jordan FTA] as 
written are largely fluff, open to widely 
differing, even if plausible, interpreta-
tions and, as such, causes for possible 
unfortunate differences between Jor-
dan and the United States in the years 
ahead as the agreement is imple-
mented. Articles 5 and 6 do not advance 
the ‘‘cause’’ of either international en-
vironmental or labor affairs and add 
only confusion to what should be a 
straightforward free trade agreement. 
Indeed, the only result I can foresee is 
countries adopting lower environ-
mental and labor standards for fear of 
themselves being unable to effectively 
enforce higher standards hardly a de-
sired result.’’ 

During the hearing it became clear 
that labor and environment provisions, 
and their relationship to the dispute 
settlement procedures established in 
the Jordan FTA, are highly controver-
sial. A number of groups, including the 
American Farm Bureau Federation and 
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, strong-
ly opposed including the labor and en-
vironment provisions in the Jordan 
FTA without some clarification from 
the Administration that these provi-
sions would not be implemented in a 
trade restrictive manner. Many mem-
bers of the Republican party, including 
myself, shared these concerns. Had the 
U.S. Government not agreed to side 
letters with the Hashemite Kingdom of 
Jordan, clarifying that these and other 
provisions would not be implemented 
in a manner that results in blocking 
trade, it is highly likely that the 
agreement would not have gained the 
support of the Republican caucus in 
the Senate, and may not have passed 
the Senate at all. And, if the proposed 
agreement had not been with our good 
friend and ally Jordan, side letters may 
not have been enough. 

I think this represents an important 
political reality which the Administra-
tion must gauge in entering into new 
free trade agreements. Almost 90 per-
cent of the Republican Caucus in the 
House and Senate supported passage of 
Trade Promotion Authority. In con-
trast, only 12 percent of the House 
Democratic Caucus and 40 percent of 
the Senate Democratic Caucus sup-
ported the bill. And the price for that 
support was high. Clearly, if future free 
trade agreements are going to pass 
Congress, the strong support of the Re-
publican caucus will be key. 

In short, I am deeply concerned that 
some advocacy groups and Members of 
Congress are pushing the Administra-
tion to adhere to a highly controversial 
and vague ‘‘Jordan Standard’’ which 

does not have the strong support of the 
Congress and that is not clearly re-
flected in the Trade Promotion Author-
ity negotiating objectives. While the 
labor, environment, and dispute settle-
ment negotiating objectives in the Bi-
partisan Trade Promotion Authority 
Act are loosely based on provisions 
found in the Jordan Free Trade Agree-
ment, there is clearly a distinction be-
tween the two. In implementing the 
will of Congress as embodied in the 
Trade Promotion Authority Act, it is 
critically important for the adminis-
tration to keep this distinction in mind 
if future agreements are to gain the 
support of myself and other strong sup-
porters of free trade in the Congress. 

Before I conclude I would like to talk 
about another important development 
in U.S. trade policy. Last week, for the 
very first time, the bipartisan, bi-
cameral Congressional Oversight 
Group, COG, met with Ambassador 
Zoellick to discuss pending and future 
trade agreements. The COG was cre-
ated by the Trade Promotion Author-
ity Act to provide an additional con-
sultative mechanism for Members of 
Congress and to provide advice to the 
U.S. Trade Representative on trade ne-
gotiations. 

The COG is comprised of: the Chair-
men and Ranking Members of the Fi-
nance and Ways and Means Commit-
tees; three additional members from 
the Senate Finance Committee, no 
more than two of whom may be of the 
same political party; three additional 
Members of the House Ways and Means 
Committee, no more than two of whom 
may be of the same political party; and 
the chairman and ranking member or 
their designees of the committees of 
the House or Senate which would have, 
under the Rules of the House or Sen-
ate, ‘‘jurisdiction over provisions of 
law affected by a trade agreement ne-
gotiations for which are conducted at 
any time during that Congress.’’ 

The purpose of the COG is to ‘‘con-
sult and provide advice to the Trade 
Representative regarding the formula-
tion of specific objectives, negotiating 
strategies and positions, the develop-
ment of the applicable trade agree-
ment, and compliance and enforcement 
of the negotiated commitments under 
the trade agreement.’’ In addition, 
each member of the COG is to be ac-
credited as an official adviser to the 
United States delegation in the nego-
tiations. However, those Senators or 
Members who are Members of the COG 
because they are the chairman or rank-
ing member of a Committee which has 
‘‘jurisdiction over provisions of law af-
fected by trade negotiations’’ are to be 
accredited as advisors only on those 
provisions which would fall under their 
Committee’s jurisdiction. 

The TPA bill makes it clear that the 
COG is a mechanism for enhanced con-
sultations and that it is not designed 
to serve as a referendum on new agree-
ments or on particular negotiating po-
sitions. 

I am pleased to report that our first 
meeting was a great success. A number 

of Senators and Members of the House 
from both political parties attended 
the meeting, including the chairmen 
and ranking members of both the Sen-
ate Finance and House Ways and 
Means Committees. During the meet-
ing Ambassador Zoellick expressed his 
strong support for enhanced consulta-
tions and his keen interest in meeting 
with the COG on a regular basis. I cer-
tainly would support his enthusiastic 
efforts. 

The TPA bill also requires the chair-
men and ranking members of both the 
Finance and Ways and Means Commit-
tees to establish guidelines for the ex-
change of information between the 
Congress and the Executive branch. I 
plan to work diligently to ensure that 
these guidelines are feasible and that 
the resulting exchange of information 
is meaningful. 

With the passage of the Bipartisan 
Trade Promotion Authority Act of 
2002, we begin a new phase in the his-
tory of U.S. trade policy. Although the 
bill contains some new buttons and 
bows, the underlying premise of the 
bill remains the same as it was decades 
ago to give the administration the 
tools it needs to liberalize trade and 
create new opportunities for America’s 
farmers, ranchers and workers. As the 
Ranking Member of the Senate Fi-
nance Committee, I intend to ensure 
that the Trade Promotion Authority 
Act is implemented in a manner that 
does just that. 

f 

VISIT OF TAIWAN’S FIRST LADY 
CHEN WU SUE-JEN 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
Washington is graced this week by the 
visit of Madame Chen Wu Sue-Jen, the 
First Lady of Taiwan and a distin-
guished humanitarian and advocate for 
human rights. Mrs. Chen has worked 
tirelessly to promote human rights and 
democratization on Taiwan. In tandem 
with her husband, President Chen 
Shui-Bien, Mrs. Chen has worked to 
open up the Taiwanese political system 
and ensure that the Taiwan Govern-
ment reflects all its citizens’ views and 
interests. Taiwan’s democracy serves 
as an model to Chinese-speaking people 
around the world, and as compelling 
evidence that human rights and democ-
racy are truly universal aspirations. 

The struggle for democratization is 
never quick or easy, and in Mrs. Chen’s 
case, it led to very personal sacrifice. 
When leaving a campaign rally in 1985, 
she was hit by a vehicle that left her 
paralyzed from the waist down. While 
some might view that as a justification 
to withdraw from public life, in the 
case of Mrs. Chen, it only reinforced 
her commitment to public service, and 
she went on to serve with distinction 
in Taiwan’s legislature. Her experience 
has also given her a profound sense of 
identification with the disabled, whom 
she has worked as First Lady to sup-
port. While here in Washington, Mrs. 
Chen will meet with the Red Cross and 
the National Rehabilitation Hospital 
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