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$1,000 tax credit for expenses related to 
living in their own home or if the sen-
iors live with their kids or somebody 
else, that tax credit would be eligible 
for that particular family. 

In conclusion, overspending is dan-
gerous for the economy. It is dangerous 
for our kids and our grandkids. In fact, 
it makes us more susceptible to inter-
national pressures. It makes us vulner-
able. If one were to guess, Mr. Speaker, 
how much of our deficit this year is 
being financed by foreign countries, 
foreign investments, what would you 
guess? Seventy percent. Foreign in-
vestment is picking up 70 percent of 
the money that we have to borrow this 
year for overspending. 

Right now, foreign investments lend 
to the United States Government 33 
percent of our debt in this country. A 
huge challenge. Our trade deficit of 
now over $500 billion means that some 
countries have decided that they would 
prefer to keep those dollars and invest 
them by buying our businesses, by buy-
ing our equities, by buying our Treas-
ury bills rather than buying the prod-
ucts that we make in this country. 
China, of course, is a huge challenge. I 
just recently returned from China. Chi-
na’s trade deficit with the United 
States, our deficit, has gone up to $125 
billion. That means China takes these 
$125 billion and buys part of our Treas-
ury bills, buys some of our equities. 
That results in us being more vulner-
able to trade negotiations. If they say, 
well, look, United States, you’re not 
being fair with us, we might just have 
to pull our money out of your Treasury 
bills. With foreign investments bor-
rowing 30 percent of our money, tre-
mendously vulnerable, it would put us 
at a huge disadvantage. Not only is 
this overspending and overpromising a 
burden on our kids, it is a tremendous 
challenge to our future economy. 

f 

CONSOLIDATION IN MEDIA 
OWNERSHIP 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
COLE). Under the Speaker’s announced 
policy of January 7, 2003, the gen-
tleman from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, as the 
only independent in the House of Rep-
resentatives, not a Democrat, not a Re-
publican, I want to take this oppor-
tunity to share some ideas that many 
Americans may not get a chance to 
hear very often. One of the concerns 
and one of the most important issues 
that I think is facing this country is 
increased corporate control over the 
media and the fact that fewer and 
fewer large corporations control what 
we see, what we hear and what we read. 

What concerns me about that is not 
just that, for example, the Disney Cor-
poration has just announced that it 
will not distribute Michael Moore’s 
new film, Fahrenheit 9/11. They will 
not distribute that as had been pre-
viously arranged, because it is appar-
ently too critical of President Bush 

and that it also might endanger some 
tax breaks that the Disney Corporation 
gets in Florida through President 
Bush’s brother, the governor, there. 
That concerns me. That is not my 
major concern. 

And it is not just that recently, as I 
think most Americans know, Sinclair 
Broadcasting, a right-wing company, 
decided that it would not carry Ted 
Koppel and Nightline’s sensitive and 
respectful tribute to the over 700 young 
men and women who have been killed 
in Iraq, because somehow Sinclair be-
lieved that that was too political, too 
antiwar. Apparently it is not appro-
priate for the American people to actu-
ally see the face of war and the men 
and women who have died in that war. 

But that is not my major concern 
about corporate control over the media 
and it is not just that when we turn on 
commercial talk radio, what we hear 
almost always, and with few excep-
tions, is the fact that there are ex-
treme right-wing voices out there who 
pound away at right-wing themes and 
despite the fact that our Nation is al-
most equally politically divided, for 
millions of Americans, their only op-
tion on talk radio is one right-wing ex-
tremist after another. That is a con-
cern, but not my major concern. 

My major concern when I talk about 
corporate control over the media is 
that while we get inundated every sin-
gle day by stories of Michael Jackson 
or Kobe Bryant or Martha Stewart or 
Britney Spears or a host of other celeb-
rities, what we do not hear about much 
in the media and what we do not hear 
much about on the floor of Congress is 
the reality of what is happening to the 
middle class of this country, what is 
happening to ordinary working people. 
That, in fact, is the most important 
issue that we should all be talking 
about. It is the most important issue 
that the media should be focusing on 
and that Congress should be discussing. 
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So let me talk a little bit about some 

of those issues today, not about Mi-
chael Jackson, not about Britney 
Spears, but about what is happening to 
the middle class of this country. 

Mr. Speaker, let me be very blunt. 
The United States of America today is 
rapidly on its way to becoming three 
separate Nations, not one Nation, but 
three separate Nations. One part of 
that Nation is an increasingly wealthy 
elite composed of a small number of 
people with incredible wealth and eco-
nomic and political power; a small 
number of people, tremendous wealth, 
tremendous power. 

Then we have the second part of 
America, the largest part, which is the 
middle class, the vast majority of our 
people; and that middle class tragically 
is shrinking, getting smaller. It is a 
middle class where the average Amer-
ican worker is now working longer 
hours for lower wages; and that is what 
is happening to the middle class. 

And then the third segment of our so-
ciety are those people at the bottom, 

and that is a growing number of Ameri-
cans who are living today in abject 
poverty, barely keeping their heads 
above water, barely paying the bills 
that they need in order to survive. And 
those are the three Americas: a handful 
of great wealth, great power; a shrink-
ing middle class; and more and more 
people who are living in poverty. 

Mr. Speaker, there has always been a 
wealthy elite in this country. That is 
not new, and there has always been in 
this country and in every country a 
gap between the rich and the poor; but 
the disparities in wealth and income 
that currently exist in this country 
have not been seen since the 1920s. In 
other words, instead of becoming a 
more egalitarian Nation with a grow-
ing and expanding middle class, we are 
becoming a Nation with by far the 
most unequal distribution of wealth 
and income in the industrialized world. 
In other words, we are moving in ex-
actly the wrong direction. 

Today, the wealthiest 1 percent of 
Americans own more wealth than the 
bottom 90 percent. The wealthiest 1 
percent of Americans own more wealth 
than the bottom 90 percent. The CEOs 
of the largest corporations in America 
today earn more than 500 times what 
their employees are making. While 
workers are being squeezed, while 
workers are being forced to pay more 
and more for health insurance, while 
their pensions are being cut back and 
promises made to them being swept 
back under the rug, while retiree bene-
fits are being cut, while workers’ jobs 
in this country are being sent abroad, 
the CEOs of the largest corporations 
make out like bandits. Their allegiance 
is not to their employees; it is not to 
the American people. It is to their own 
bottom line. 

I am not just talking about the 
crooks who ran Enron, WorldCom or 
Arthur Andersen, all of those compa-
nies. I am talking about the highly re-
spected CEOs, like the retired head of 
General Electric, Jack Welch, who, 
when he retired in 2000, received $123 
million in compensation, and $10 mil-
lion a year in pension for the rest of his 
life; and he did that after throwing 
many, many thousands of American 
workers out on the streets as he moved 
his plants abroad. 

And I am talking about people like 
Lou Gerstner, the former CEO of IBM, 
who received $366 million in compensa-
tion while slashing the pensions of his 
employees. And I am talking about 
Charles A. Heimbold, Jr., of Bristol- 
Myers Squibb, who received almost $75 
million in 2001 while helping to make it 
impossible for many seniors in this 
country to pay the outrageously high 
prices that his company and other 
companies are charging for prescrip-
tion drugs. 

Mr. Speaker, today this Nation’s 
13,000 wealthiest families who con-
stitute 1/100th of 1 percent of our popu-
lation receive almost as much income 
as the bottom 20 million families in 
this country; 1/100th of 1 percent earn 
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almost as much income as the bottom 
20 million families in the United 
States. 

New data from the Congressional 
Budget Office show that the gap be-
tween the rich and the poor in terms of 
income more than doubled from 1979 to 
2000. In other words, what we are seeing 
is movement in the wrong direction. 
The gap is so wide that the wealthiest 
1 percent had more money to spend 
after taxes than the bottom 40 percent. 

According to data from the Congres-
sional Budget Office between 1973 and 
2000, the average real income, inflation 
accounted for income of the bottom 90 
percent of American taxpayers actu-
ally fell by 7 percent. Meanwhile, the 
income of the top 1 percent rose by 148 
percent and the income of the top 1/ 
100th of 1 percent rose by 599 percent. 
Middle class shrinking, people working 
longer hours for lower wages, the very, 
very wealthiest people in this country 
seeing huge increases in their income. 

Mr. Speaker, in my view, growing in-
come and wealth inequality is not what 
America is supposed to be about. A Na-
tion in which so few have so much and 
so many have so little is not what 
America is supposed to be about. 

Mr. Speaker, it is increasingly com-
mon to see people in our country in to-
day’s economy work not at just one job 
but at two jobs, and occasionally it is 
not uncommon to see American work-
ers have three jobs. Is that what this 
global economy in which we were 
promised so much is supposed to be 
about? 

When some of us were growing up, 
the expectation for the middle class 
was that one worker in a family could 
work 40 hours a week and earn enough 
income to pay the family’s bills. One 
worker, 40 hours a week. Well, in my 
State of Vermont and all over this 
country, it is increasingly uncommon 
when that occurs. In my State and all 
over America, the vast majority of 
married couples have both husband and 
wife out in the workforce. Sometimes 
that is the way they want it to be, but 
more often than not it is the way it has 
to be because inadequate wages and in-
adequate income require two bread-
winners to work incredibly long hours 
in order to pay the family’s bills. And 
then with husband and wife out work-
ing, we wonder and we are surprised 
when kids do not get the attention that 
they need and when kids get into trou-
ble. Well, we should not wonder too 
much as to why that happens. 

Mr. Speaker, in terms of what is hap-
pening to the middle class, we have 
lost over 2.6 million private sector jobs 
in the last 3 years; and with 8.4 million 
workers unemployed, unemployment 
today is at 5.7 percent officially. In real 
truth, however, the unemployment 
numbers are much higher than that be-
cause there are a lot of unemployed 
and underemployed people who do not 
fall within the official unemployment 
statistics. These are the people who are 
working part-time because they cannot 
find full-time jobs, and those numbers 

are soaring. We have seen an increase 
of 300,000 part-time jobs just last 
month. And there are people who are 
not counted as part of the unemploy-
ment statistics because they have 
given up looking for work when they 
are located in high unemployment 
areas. 

Furthermore, there are millions of 
people today who are counted as em-
ployed, but are working at jobs that 
are far below their educational levels 
and their skill levels; but they also 
count as part of those people who are 
employed. 

Now, when we talk about unemploy-
ment and we talk about the economy, 
one of the more important points to be 
made is that since the beginning of the 
Bush administration we have lost 2.8 
million manufacturing jobs in our 
country; 2.8 million manufacturing 
jobs. That is an issue that I want to 
spend a moment on because what is 
happening in manufacturing today is a 
disaster for this country and bodes 
very, very poorly for our future. 

The bottom line is, and Congress 
must finally recognize this, that our 
trade policies are failing. They are fail-
ing. NAFTA has failed, our member-
ship in the WTO has failed; and perhaps 
above all, permanent normal trade re-
lations with China, PNTR with China, 
has failed. The time is now, and it is 
long overdue for the United States 
Congress to stand up to corporate 
America, to stand up to the President 
of the United States, to stand up to 
editorial writers all over this country, 
all of whom have told us year after 
year after year how wonderful unfet-
tered free trade would be. 

Well, they were wrong. The answer is 
in. They were wrong. These people told 
us that unfettered free trade would cre-
ate new jobs. Instead, we have lost mil-
lions of jobs, and we have run up a 
record-breaking trade deficit. They 
told us that unfettered free trade 
would improve the standard of living of 
the middle class; they were wrong. 
Real wages have gone down or have 
stagnated for millions of American 
workers. 

Let us be very clear. The decline of 
manufacturing is one of the reasons 
why our middle class is shrinking and 
why wages for middle-class workers are 
in decline. When we talk about the loss 
of almost 3 million private sector jobs 
in the last 3 years, we should appre-
ciate that the vast majority of that job 
loss has taken place in manufacturing. 
Further, the collapse of manufacturing 
is one of the reasons that real inflation 
accounted for wages have declined. 

Today, American workers in the pri-
vate sector are earning 8 percent less 
than they were in 1973. Now, just think 
for a moment, just for one moment let 
us take a look at this rather incredible 
piece of information. Every American 
knows that in the last 30 years there 
has been an explosion in technology. 
We all know what computers have 
done. We know what e-mail has done; 
we know what faxes and cell phone and 

satellite communications have done. 
We know what robotics in factories has 
done. In other words, we are a much 
more productive Nation than we were 
30 years ago, and almost every worker 
in our economy is producing more. 

b 1830 

Given the fact that productivity is 
expanding and increasing, that tech-
nology is exploding, what common 
sense might suggest is that workers 
today would be working fewer hours 
and earning more money because of the 
increase in productivity. But the re-
ality is exactly the opposite. Why is it 
that in 1973, the average American 
worker, in inflation accounted for 
wages, made $14.09 per hour, while in 
1998, 15 years later, he or she made only 
$12.70 per hour, a significant decline in 
real wages? And that is, to my mind, 
one of the most important economic 
issues that we have to deal with, pro-
ductivity going up, technology explod-
ing, and yet the real wages for millions 
of American workers is declining and 
the middle class is shrinking. 

Let us be honest and acknowledge 
that manufacturing in this country 
today is in a state of collapse. In the 
last 3 years, we have lost 16 percent of 
all manufacturing jobs, 16 percent in 
the last 3 years, and we are back to lev-
els that were last seen in the 1950s, 
early 1950s. We only have 14.3 million 
manufacturing jobs. 

And, Mr. Speaker, here is the trag-
edy. People would not be all that upset 
if when we lost manufacturing jobs, if 
the new jobs that were created were 
paying as much or more as the manu-
facturing jobs that we lost. But the 
fact of the matter is that when we are 
losing manufacturing jobs, we are los-
ing jobs that pay in almost every in-
stance a living wage. In Vermont man-
ufacturing, for example, pays over 
$42,000 a year. That is a good wage and 
those jobs often have good benefits. 
And what is happening now is that the 
new jobs that are being created which 
are replacing the old jobs that we are 
losing are paying significantly lower 
wages with significantly lower benefits 
than the manufacturing jobs that we 
have lost. 

According to a study by the Eco-
nomic Policy Institute, the new jobs 
being created in America on average 
pay 21 percent less than the jobs we are 
losing. So despite what some politi-
cians and what corporate leaders might 
tell us, the trend is not toward better- 
paying jobs. The trend is toward lower- 
paying jobs with fewer benefits. 

When we talk about the economy not 
only for the current generation, but for 
our children and for our grandchildren, 
the key question that we should be 
asking is what kind of new jobs will be 
created in the future? Will these jobs 
be good paying? Will they be chal-
lenging jobs that a well-educated 
American population can jump into 
with enthusiasm? Are those the kinds 
of jobs that will be available for our 
kids and for our grandchildren, or is it, 
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in fact, going to be something very dif-
ferent? Because when we talk about 
the future of America, to a large degree 
that is what we are talking about. 
What kinds of new jobs will be created 
in the future? 

In that regard, the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics every 2 years does an impor-
tant study forecasting the top ten oc-
cupations that will have the largest job 
growth in a 10-year period. In this case, 
the Bureau’s forecast which was re-
leased on February 11, 2004, covers the 
years 2002 through 2012, a 10-year pe-
riod. 

And let me quote from Business 
Week Magazine as to what the results 
of that study showed: ‘‘According to a 
forecast released February 11 by the 
Federal Bureau of Labor Statistics, a 
large share of new jobs will be in occu-
pations that don’t require a lot of edu-
cation and pay below average.’’ And 
pay below average. Those are the jobs, 
the newly created jobs, that our chil-
dren and our grandchildren will be 
looking forward to receiving, jobs that 
require minimal education and pay low 
wages. The fastest growing of all of 
those jobs will be for medical assist-
ance, nursing aides, orderlies and at-
tendants, jobs that require nothing 
more and ‘‘moderate on-the-job train-
ing.’’ 

So the key point here is that instead 
of creating an economy where future 
generations will be challenged with 
jobs that require good education, good 
skills, the new jobs that are being cre-
ated will require high school degrees. 
They will be low wage. They will have 
minimal benefits. In fact, of the ten oc-
cupations pinpointed by the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, seven of them require 
only a high school degree; two require 
college degrees; and one an associate’s 
degree, a 2-year education in college. 

And that is an issue, in my view, that 
we should be paying a great deal of at-
tention to because, Mr. Speaker, it 
tells us that a profound lie is being per-
petrated on the American people. It 
tells us that unless we fundamentally 
change our public policies and do that 
very quickly, the middle class will con-
tinue to shrink and the jobs being cre-
ated for the coming generations will 
be, by and large, low-wage and un-
skilled work, and that, in my view, is 
not what we want the future of Amer-
ica to be. 

Mr. Speaker, when we talk about the 
economy and when we talk about trade 
and manufacturing, let us remember 
that in the year 2003, the United States 
had a $500 billion trade deficit, $500 bil-
lion record-breaking trade deficit. In 
2003, the trade deficit with China alone, 
one country, China, was over $120 bil-
lion and that number, trade deficit 
with China, is projected to increase in 
future years. In recent years that def-
icit has gone up and up and up. In 1990, 
it was $11.5 billion; in 2001, it was $83 
billion; 2002, $103 billion; in 2003, it was 
$120 billion. 

The National Association of Manu-
facturers estimates that if present 

trends continue, our trade deficit with 
China will grow to $330 billion in 5 
years, and that means, of course, that 
we are importing more and more and 
the gap between what we are importing 
and what we are exporting is growing 
wider and wider. 

Mr. Speaker, our disastrous trade 
policy is not only costing us millions of 
decent-paying jobs, it is squeezing 
wages. Many employers are making it 
very clear that if workers do not ac-
cept cuts in their health care coverage 
or do not take cuts in wages that they 
will be moving their operations to 
China, to Mexico, to India, or to other 
developing countries. Today, wage 
growth is the slowest in 40 years. Mil-
lions and millions of Americans are 
working incredibly long hours, and yet 
they are not making anything more 
than they made a year ago. 

One of the sectors of our economy, 
and we do not talk about this too 
much, where people are being hurt the 
most is among young workers without 
a college education. Not everybody 
goes to college. For entry level workers 
without a college level education, the 
real wages that they have received 
dropped by over 28 percent from 1979 to 
1997, which are the latest figures that I 
have seen. And the drop for women dur-
ing that period was only 18 percent. 
And the reason for that is quite clear. 

Twenty-five or 30 years ago, if some-
one did not go to college, and most peo-
ple did not, what they would have been 
able to do is to go out and get a job in 
manufacturing, and millions of work-
ers did just that. And with those wages 
and with those benefits, people without 
a college degree were able to enjoy a 
middle class life-style. They were able 
to take care in an adequate way for 
their kids. They were able to save up so 
that their kids could have a better life 
than they did. 

But all of that is changing now, and 
when young people leave high school 
and do not go to college, the job oppor-
tunities for them are most often very 
limited. There are jobs available at 
McDonald’s, at Wal-Mart, at service in-
dustry jobs like that, but unfortu-
nately those jobs pay low wages and do 
not allow people to earn a middle class 
income. 

Mr. Speaker, what is happening to 
our economy today can be best illus-
trated by the fact that not so many 
years ago, the largest employer in 
America was General Motors, and 
workers in General Motors earned and 
still earn a living wage somewhere 
around $26 an hour with very strong 
benefits and with a strong union to 
represent their needs. Today, in con-
trast, our largest employer, private 
employer, is Wal-Mart, and that is 
what has happened to the American 
economy. We have gone from a General 
Motors economy where people produce 
real products, earn good wages with 
good benefits, to a Wal-Mart economy 
where people earn low wages and mini-
mal benefits. 

Today Wal-Mart employees earn $8.23 
an hour or $13,861 annual. These are 

wages, paid by the largest employer in 
America, that are below the poverty 
level. And that is what the American 
economy is about today. The largest 
employer in America, Wal-Mart, pays 
its workers below-poverty wages. In 
fact, many of these workers qualify for 
the Federal Food Stamp program, 
which means that Wal-Mart is being di-
rectly subsidized by U.S. taxpayers. 

Obviously Wal-Mart is not the only 
company receiving welfare from the 
taxpayers of this country, but they are 
the largest. Wal-Mart has been sued by 
27 States for not paying the overtime 
pay their workers are entitled to. And 
not so long ago, Federal agents raided 
their headquarters, and 60 of their 
stores across the country, arresting 300 
illegal workers in 21 States. Wal-Mart 
is vehemently anti-union and will do 
everything that it can to make sure 
that workers in a Wal-Mart store do 
not have the rights to collectively bar-
gain. 

b 1845 

Mr. Speaker, a recent study indicated 
that for every Wal-Mart superstore 
that employed 200 workers, taxpayers 
were subsidizing their low-paid workers 
to the tune of $420,000 per year, which 
equates to about $2,100 per employee. 
In other words, we have the absurd sit-
uation that many of the employees at 
Wal-Mart need Federal help in order to 
keep their families alive, whether it is 
food stamps, whether it is health care 
for their children or for themselves, 
whether it is subsidized housing. So 
you have the taxpayers of this country 
pouring huge amounts of money into 
subsidizing Wal-Mart’s employees. 

Meanwhile, and what an irony this is, 
five out of the 10 wealthiest people in 
America are in the Walton family, the 
family that owns Wal-Mart. They are 
each worth, each one of the five, are 
worth $20 billion each, collectively $100 
billion. And last year the Walton fam-
ily of Wal-Mart saw an $8.5 billion in-
crease in their wealth. So what you 
have is one of the richest families in 
America growing much richer. We are 
seeing Wal-Mart workers earning sub-
sistence wages, and you are seeing the 
taxpayers of this country forced to sub-
sidize those workers because they can-
not earn a living wage in Wal-Mart. 

What an outrage. One of the richest 
families in America sees a huge in-
crease in their wealth, and they need 
Federal help in order to keep their 
workers alive. This is something that 
should not continue to go on. 

That, Mr. Speaker, is what the trans-
formation of the American economy is 
all about. We have gone from an econ-
omy where workers used to work pro-
ducing real products, making middle- 
class wages with good benefits, to a 
Wal-Mart-style economy where our 
largest employer pays workers poverty 
wages with minimal benefits, and, in 
the process, has a huge turnover. 

Incredibly, since 1989, 98 percent of 
the new jobs created in the United 
States have been in the service sector, 
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where on average workers earn sub-
stantially less than they do in manu-
facturing. 

Mr. Speaker, before I talk about 
China and my great concerns about our 
current trade relations with China, let 
me say a few words about the North 
American Free Trade Agreement, 
NAFTA. That is an agreement, as you 
know, that the President wants to ex-
pand into a Free Trade Agreement for 
the Americas. 

In 1994, the United States had a $2.4 
billion trade surplus with Mexico. That 
was pre-NAFTA. Today, 10 years later, 
we have a $36 billion trade deficit with 
Mexico, one of the results of NAFTA. 
Through the end of 2002, the United 
States lost over 879,000 jobs as a result 
of NAFTA, jobs that formerly existed 
and were eliminated, as well as those 
created in other countries instead of 
here as a result of the growing U.S. 
trade deficit. Nearly 80 percent of those 
job losses were in manufacturing indus-
tries. 

Now, some people, they think, well, if 
NAFTA was bad for the United States 
in terms of job loss, then it must have 
been good for our friends in Mexico and 
Mexican workers. Well, guess again. 
NAFTA has been a disaster for the poor 
and working people of Mexico. 

Since 1994, when NAFTA went into 
existence, the number of people classi-
fied as poor or extremely poor has risen 
from 62 million to 69 million out of a 
population of 100 million. Since 1994, 
Mexico’s agricultural sector has lost 
well over 1 million jobs, and NAFTA 
has played a major role in decimating 
rural employment on farms in Mexico. 

Frankly, Mr. Speaker, in hindsight, 
it did not take a genius to predict that 
unfettered free trade with countries 
like China would be a disaster. In all 
honesty, if we check the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD, what is happening now 
in terms of trade and its impacts on 
American workers is precisely what 
many of us predicted would happen. 

Why should we be surprised about 
what is happening? With educated, 
hard-working Chinese workers avail-
able at 20 cents an hour or 30 cents an 
hour or 40 cents an hour, and with cor-
porations having the capability of 
bringing their Chinese-made products 
back into the United States tariff-free, 
why would American multinational 
corporations not shut down their 
plants in this country and move to 
China? Why would they not? 

Essentially, the trade agreement we 
established with China says to them, 
throw American workers out on the 
street. Go to China; hire cheap labor 
and bring your product back here. That 
is what many of us predicted over the 
years when the debate about most fa-
vored nation status with China was 
taking place; and that, of course, is 
precisely what has occurred. 

Mr. Speaker, General Electric, as we 
all know, is one of the largest corpora-
tions in America. Here is what their 
CEO, a gentleman named Jeffrey 
Immelt, had to say about China at a 

GE investor meeting on December 6, 
2002, a year and a half ago. This is Mr. 
Immelt, CEO of GE: ‘‘When I am talk-
ing to GE managers, I talk China, 
China, China, China, China. You need 
to be there.’’ This is what he is saying 
to GE plant managers. 

Then he continues: ‘‘I am a nut on 
China. Our sourcing from China is 
going to grow to $5 billion. We are 
building a tech center in China. Every 
discussion today has to center on 
China. The cost basis is extremely at-
tractive.’’ 

What Mr. Immelt is saying is, frank-
ly, what almost every CEO of a major 
corporation in America is saying, and 
they are saying, see you, American 
workers. We are out of here. We do not 
have to pay you a living wage. We are 
going to China. 

China, for CEOs of American corpora-
tions, is a wonderful, wonderful place 
to do business. Do they have to worry 
about democratic rights in China? Of 
course not. If workers stand up for 
their rights, they go to jail. If workers 
try to form a union, they go to jail. 
There are virtually no environmental 
protection regulations in China, a very 
polluted country. So for corporations 
like General Electric, China becomes a 
wonderful place to work, and that is 
why they are moving there as fast as 
they can. 

Should anybody in this country be 
surprised that Motorola, another major 
corporation in America, eliminated al-
most 43,000 jobs in this country in 2001, 
while investing $3.4 billion in China? 
Who is shocked that General Electric 
has thrown hundreds of thousands of 
American workers out on the street, 
while investing billions in China? Boe-
ing, another great American corpora-
tion, has laid off 135,000 American 
workers, while it has increased 
outsource design work to China, Rus-
sia, and Japan. 

In the last 30 years, General Motors 
has shrunk their U.S. workforce by 
over 250,000. IBM has signed deals to 
train 100,000 software specialists in 
China over 3 years. Honeywell is going 
to China. Ethan Allen Furniture is 
going to China. And on and on it goes. 
In fact, the exception to the rule is 
that company that says, we are going 
to grow jobs in the United States of 
America. 

In terms of General Motors, just a 
few months ago that company an-
nounced plans to increase by 20-fold, 20 
times, the number of auto parts it buys 
from China and uses in the U.S., Eu-
rope, Mexico, elsewhere, a 20-fold in-
crease. According to the Detroit Free 
Press, ‘‘GM, the world’s largest auto 
maker, will more than double the num-
ber of parts it buys in China for cars it 
makes there, going from $2.8 billion for 
Chinese parts to $6 billion annually.’’ 

There are people who believe that 
that move might be the beginning of 
the end for auto manufacturing in the 
United States and all of those decent- 
paying jobs that exist there. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the most dis-
tressing aspects of this entire discus-

sion regarding our economy is the de-
gree to which the Bush administration 
has sold out the needs of American 
workers. Let me quote from a recent 
report written by Mr. Gregory Mankiw, 
the President’s Chief Economic Advi-
sor. Here is the man who is the Presi-
dent’s major adviser on economic 
issues. Here is what he says on page 25 
of the report that he sent to Congress: 
‘‘When a good or service is produced at 
lower cost in another country, it 
makes sense to import it, rather than 
produce it domestically.’’ 

In case you did not fully get it, let 
me read it again: ‘‘When a good or serv-
ice is produced at lower cost in another 
country, it makes sense to import it, 
rather than to produce it domesti-
cally.’’ 

Let us think for a moment what Mr. 
Mankiw, the President’s Chief Eco-
nomic Adviser, has just told the work-
ers of the United States. What he has 
said is that companies should throw 
you out on the street because they can 
produce cheaper in China and in other 
countries, where wages are a fraction 
of the price that they in the United 
States of America. That is what com-
panies should do. That is what the 
President’s Chief Economic Adviser is 
telling corporations: go abroad, if you 
can produce cheaper. 

What is wrong with that? Well, what 
happens to the many millions of Amer-
ican workers who lose their jobs? Well, 
apparently the President’s economic 
adviser and the President himself are 
not worried too much about that. They 
are more worried about corporate prof-
its and the ability of companies to 
produce with workers who are paid 30 
cents an hour. 

Over the years, Mr. Speaker, advo-
cates of unfettered free trade have 
tried to gloss over the bad news about 
the decline in factory employment by 
promising us that a new high-tech 
economy was in the making. 

In other words, American workers, do 
not worry. Yes, it is true you are going 
to lose jobs. In auto manufacturing, in 
steel, in textiles, in footwear, in almost 
every industry, you are going to lose 
those blue collar jobs. But you do not 
have to worry about that, because 
there is a new high-tech economy that 
is being developed, an information 
technology. You do not have to work in 
those loud, noisy factories. You and 
your kids are going to be able to have 
those wonderful jobs, high-paying jobs 
in quiet offices, and all you have to do 
is learn how to master the computer 
and become an expert in information 
technology, and those great jobs will 
be there for you and your kids. 

We have heard that mantra over and 
over and over again: yes, we lose blue 
collar; but we are going to gain high- 
paying white collar jobs. We do not 
have to worry about that old economy 
any more. We have got a new economy 
coming. 

Well, I think that many Americans 
are beginning to catch on that the peo-
ple who told us that are dead wrong in 
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terms of the future of this country; 
that in fact not only have we lost and 
we will continue to lose good-paying 
blue collar manufacturing jobs, we are 
now at the cusp of beginning to lose 
millions of even better-paying white 
collar information technology jobs. 

In 2003, the estimate is that the 
United States lost 234,000 information 
technology jobs. Many of them ended 
up in India, which saw a gain of over 
152,000 information technology jobs. 

b 1900 

When Americans argue with the 
phone company as to whether or not 
they are being ripped off, more often 
than not, they are going to be talking 
to somebody in India. When you are 
trying to figure out how to get your 
computer working again, as often as 
not you are going to be talking to 
somebody not in New York, not in 
L.A., but in India. 

One of the new areas where informa-
tion technology jobs are leaving the 
United States is in tax preparation. 
Tax experts say that Indian Chartered 
Accountants, and that is India’s equiv-
alent to our CPA, certified professional 
accountants will prepare 150,000 to 
200,000 returns this year, up to 20,0000 
something returns in 2003. In other 
words, so long as there is a skilled 
worker behind a computer, and there 
clearly are skilled workers in India, 
China, the former Soviet Union coun-
tries, they are prepared and will and 
can do the work that Americans used 
to do at a fraction of the wages that 
Americans have earned. 

Among many other companies mov-
ing high-tech jobs abroad is Microsoft, 
which is spending $750 million over the 
next 3 years on research and develop-
ment, and outsourcing in China. Re-
cently, Intel Corporation Chairman 
Andy Grove warned that the U.S. could 
lose the bulk of its information tech-
nology jobs to overseas competitors in 
the next decade, largely to India and 
China. In other words, Mr. Speaker, 
not only has our unfettered free trade 
cost us much of our textile industry, 
footwear industry, steel, tool and dye 
industry, electronics, furniture, as well 
as many, many other industries, it is 
now going to cost us, unless we change 
it, millions of high-tech jobs as well, 
and the future of our economy. 

Lou Dobbs who, in my view, has done 
an excellent job on CNN talking about 
this issue, reported on a recent Univer-
sity of California at Berkeley study 
warning that as many as 14 million 
white collar jobs in the United States 
could be shipped overseas to India, 
China, and other countries, rep-
resenting 11 percent of all U.S. employ-
ees. These jobs include over 2.8 million 
computer and math professionals with 
average salaries of over $60,000 a year, 
and over 2.1 million business and finan-
cial service support jobs with average 
annual salaries of over $52,000. And 
what the University of California at 
Berkeley study showed is that there is 
‘‘A ferocious new wave of outsourcing 

of white collar jobs’’ which is sweeping 
across America. And we know why 
American companies will be going to 
India and elsewhere, because the wages 
are a fraction of what they are in this 
country. 

In the U.S., a telephone operator 
earns $12.57 an hour; in India, less than 
a dollar an hour. A payroll clerk in the 
U.S. averages over $15 an hour, while in 
India, it is less than $2 an hour. An ac-
countant in the U.S. makes over $23 an 
hour, while in India that wage is be-
tween $6 and $15 an hour. 

Jobs most vulnerable to this new 
wave of outsourcing the researchers 
tell us include medical transcription 
services, stock market research for fi-
nancial firms, customer service call 
centers, legal online database research, 
payroll and other back-office activi-
ties. 

Mr. Speaker, last month, I held a 
town meeting in Montpelier, Vermont 
dealing with the issue of outsourcing, 
and we had many, many hundreds of 
workers who came to that meeting and 
a number of them were employed by 
National Life, an insurance company in 
Montpelier, and these workers felt be-
trayed, sold out by the fact that Na-
tional Life had now outsourced a num-
ber of jobs from that company which 
were going to India. In fact, some of 
these workers were being asked to 
train their Indian counterparts. 

Mr. Speaker, let me be very clear on 
this issue. The United States needs to 
have a strong and positive relationship 
with countries like China and India. I 
am not antiChinese; I have a lot of re-
spect for the Chinese people. And I am 
not antiIndian; I have a lot of respect 
for the people of India. I am an inter-
nationalist. In fact, it is my view that 
not only the United States, but every 
other industrialized country on earth 
has a moral obligation to do every-
thing that we can to address the ter-
rible poverty that exists all over this 
world, where 1 billion people are living 
on less than a dollar a day, where chil-
dren are dying of preventable diseases, 
where people do not have access to 
clean water, where people cannot get 
affordable prescription drugs and die of 
preventable diseases. 

The United States has a moral obli-
gation to work with those countries to 
improve their health care systems, 
their educational systems, their infra-
structures, to do everything that we 
can to improve the standard of living 
of those people. But, Mr. Speaker, we 
do not have to destroy the middle class 
of this country and wipe out millions 
of decent-paying jobs to help poor peo-
ple abroad. We can and should help 
poor people, but we do not have to de-
stroy what is best in our economy. 

Mr. Speaker, the issue here is wheth-
er we continue to be engaged in a race 
to the bottom where American wages 
and the quality of our jobs and our 
working conditions goes down, down, 
down, or whether we are asking poor 
people in the world to see their wages 
and working conditions go up, up, and 

up. And unfortunately, we are moving 
today in the wrong direction. 

Mr. Speaker, by definition, a sensible 
and fair trade agreement works for 
both sides, not just for one. Trade is a 
good thing. It is a good thing when it 
benefits both parties. The New York 
Yankees do not engage in free trade by 
exchanging their top ballplayer for a 
third-string, minor leaguer. They do 
not say, hey, we are opening up our 
roster, you can take anybody you 
want, you give us anybody you want, 
because hey, that is what free trade is 
about. They trade for equal value. 
Every time we go shopping and every 
time we buy a product, we are trading 
money for a product, equal value. And 
that is what we have to do in terms of 
our overall trade policy. 

Trade is good when it works for 
America and it works for the other 
country. It is not good when it throws 
American workers out on the street, 
when it lowers wages, and when the 
only beneficiaries of it are the CEOs of 
large corporations who make huge 
compensation packages, earn huge 
compensation packages at the expense 
of American workers. 

Mr. Speaker, in order to address 
some of these problems, I have intro-
duced two pieces of legislation that 
would move us forward in protecting 
the middle class of this country and 
the decent-paying jobs that we have. 
The first bill that I have introduced is 
H.R. 3228 which would repeal once and 
for all permanent Normal Trade Rela-
tions with China. It will acknowledge 
finally that our current trade policies 
with that country, with China are a 
failure and that we need a new begin-
ning. I am happy to say that this 
tripartisan legislation has garnered 
well over 50 cosponsors, including 14 
Republicans. So we are beginning to 
move forward in a tripartisan way to 
establish positive trade relations with 
China and not one that is costing us 
huge-paying jobs. 

The second piece of legislation that I 
have introduced, H.R. 3888, will end 
corporate welfare for those corpora-
tions who are laying off American 
workers and moving to China and other 
low-wage countries. 

Mr. Speaker, it is not acceptable to 
me that taxpayers of this country are 
providing tens of billions of dollars in 
corporate welfare to the same exact 
companies who are saying to American 
workers, bye-bye, we are off to China. 
That is an insult to our working people 
and an insult to the taxpayers of this 
country. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

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

Mr. BACA (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today on account of per-
sonal reasons. 

Mr. TAUZIN (at the request of Mr. 
DELAY) for the week of May 3 on ac-
count of medical reasons. 
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