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SENATE—Friday, October 22, 1999 
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Sovereign of our beloved Nation, we 
express our profound gratitude for citi-
zenship in the United States of Amer-
ica. We want to do this in a way that 
does not overlook Your watchful care 
of all peoples of the Earth. Today we 
conclude this Character Counts Week 
with renewed dedication to the char-
acter trait of citizenship. 

Forgive us, Lord, for taking for 
granted the privileges of being citizens 
of this land which You have blessed so 
bountifully. We seldom think about our 
freedoms of worship and speech and as-
sembly and the freedom to vote. Today, 
we praise You for our representative 
democracy. Thank You for the privi-
lege of serving in government. Help the 
Senators and all of us who labor with 
and for them to work today with a re-
newed sense of awe and wonder that 
You have chosen them and us to be 
part of the political process to make 
this good Nation great. 

May a renewed spirit of patriotism 
sweep across our land. Help the chil-
dren to learn that an important aspect 
of love for You is loyalty to our coun-
try. We dedicate ourselves to right 
wrongs and to shape political programs 
that assure opportunity and justice for 
all Americans. So today as we pledge 
allegiance to our flag, may our hearts 
express joy: This is our own, our native 
land. You are our Lord and Saviour. 
Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable MIKE DEWINE, a Sen-
ator from the State of Ohio, led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DEWINE). The Senator from Delaware 
is recognized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, today the 
Senate will resume consideration of 
the motion to proceed to the sub-Saha-
ran Africa free trade bill. Any Senator 
desiring to debate the motion to pro-

ceed is encouraged to come to the floor 
to make their statement. As an-
nounced last night, there will be no 
rollcall votes today or during Monday’s 
session of the Senate. The next vote 
will be on the morning of Tuesday, Oc-
tober 26. The Senate may also consider 
appropriations conference reports or 
any other legislative or executive mat-
ters that can be cleared. 

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, leadership time is 
reserved. 

f 

AFRICAN GROWTH AND OPPOR-
TUNITY ACT—MOTION TO PRO-
CEED 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of the motion to 
proceed to H.R. 434, which the clerk 
will report by title. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
Motion to proceed to the consideration of 

H.R. 434, an act to authorize a new trade and 
investment policy for sub-Saharan Africa. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the motion to proceed to 
H.R. 434. As Senator GRASSLEY, chair-
man of the Finance Committee’s Trade 
Subcommittee, indicated last night, I 
will offer a manager’s amendment—to 
be titled the Trade and Development 
Act of 1999—as a substitute for the 
House-passed language. 

That act will include the Senate Fi-
nance Committee-reported bills on Af-
rica, an expansion of the Caribbean 
Basin Initiative, an extension of the 
Generalized System of Preferences, and 
the reauthorization of our Trade Ad-
justment Assistance programs. I want 
to explain the intent behind these 
measures and my reasons for sup-
porting their passage. 

Let me begin with Africa. No con-
tinent suffers more from poverty, hun-
ger, and disease. Those problems have 
been compounded by colonialism, cold 
war politics, corruption, social divi-
sion, and environmental disaster. Our 
daily news records the desperate im-
ages of starving mothers and their chil-
dren, small boys employed as the dogs 
of war, and the slaughter of wildlife as 
poachers attempt to eke out a living on 
the bare plains of Africa. 

The result has been the lowest living 
standards and the lowest life expect-
ancy of any in the world. Those condi-
tions have too often reinforced a dan-
gerous cycle of war, political insta-
bility, and economic decay. 

What the daily news has too often 
overlooked are the efforts of so many 
of our African neighbors to restore po-
litical freedom, guarantee human 
rights, and foster economic hope. 

In the past decade, we have seen an 
end to apartheid in South Africa and 
the peaceful transition to black major-
ity rule. We have seen Nelson Mandela 
go from political prisoner to president. 

We have witnessed the more recent 
restoration of economic links between 
South Africa and the former ‘‘front- 
line states,’’ between Uganda and Tan-
zania, and between the sub-Saharan re-
gion and the rest of the world. We have 
benefited from the example of courage 
and dedication that many sub-Saharan 
African states have provided as they 
have confronted the daunting chal-
lenges they face. 

We have also seen nothing short of a 
revolution in economic thinking. Afri-
ca has too frequently been the bene-
ficiary of bad economic advice from 
well-meaning international institu-
tions, technical advisers, and even 
creditors. 

That advice often encouraged crush-
ing debt, confiscatory taxation, 
growth-killing devaluations, inefficient 
state-owned enterprises, and economic 
mismanagement. For too long, our Af-
rican neighbors have been encouraged 
to adopt models of economic develop-
ment that have, in fact, wasted their 
most valuable resource—their people. 

That era has now come to an end. 
The new Africa is tackling its own 
problems and the new Africa can be the 
master of its own economic destiny. 

It is in that context that the African 
title of the Trade and Development Act 
is relevant. It offers tariff preferences 
to sub-Saharan Africa that will encour-
age economic foundation on which the 
eligible countries can build their own 
future. Equally important, it reflects a 
belief in the power of markets, incen-
tives to investment, and human poten-
tial. 

That approach enjoys broad bipar-
tisan support in both Houses of Con-
gress and by the President, who men-
tioned the bill as one of his top foreign 
policy and trade priorities in this 
year’s State of the Union Address. As 
the chart behind me attests, the legis-
lation also enjoys broad support in the 
business community, among U.S. and 
foreign opinion leaders, as well as, 
most importantly, from the potential 
African beneficiaries themselves. 

Numerous U.S. businesses and busi-
ness groups have expressed their sup-
port for moving this legislation. That 
group includes companies as diverse as 
Oracle, Cargill, General Motors, Enron, 
and The Limited. 
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The list of supporters includes the 

NAACP, the Southern Christian Lead-
ership Conference, and the National 
Council of Churches. It includes opin-
ion leaders such as Nelson Mandela, 
Coretta Scott King, the Reverend Leon 
Sullivan who led much of the fight in 
this country to force change in South 
Africa under apartheid, and Robert 
Johnson, the founder of Black Enter-
tainment Television who appeared be-
fore the Finance Committee in support 
of the legislation. And, most impor-
tantly, the legislation is endorsed by 
all 47 of the potential beneficiaries in 
sub-Saharan Africa. 

The bill deserves our support as well. 
The Trade and Development Act of 

1999 would do much the same of the 
Caribbean and Central America that it 
would do for sub-Saharan Africa. It ex-
pands the existing benefits available 
under the Caribbean Basin Initiative to 
include the duty-free and quota-free 
treatment of the value added in the 
Caribbean to apparel made from U.S. 
yarn and U.S. fabric. 

It is no understatement to say that 
the countries of the Caribbean and Cen-
tral America have faced problems simi-
lar to those faced in Africa, and often- 
times on a similar scale. It was only a 
decade or so ago that Nicaragua was an 
avowedly Marxist state harboring guer-
rillas that sought to undermine the 
governments and economies of Central 
America. It was only a decade or so ago 
that El Salvador was confronted with 
bloody civil strife and a mass migra-
tion of its people northward to escape 
the conditions of poverty and hopeless-
ness that recurring civil war had 
brought. 

More recently, the region has been 
hit by natural disasters, rather than 
the man-made variety. This past year, 
Hurricane Mitch devastated the islands 
of the Caribbean and the countries of 
Central America. Among the hardest 
hit were Honduras and Guatemala, 
where farms and factories were lit-
erally washed away overnight. Both 
countries confronted the need to re-
build their economic infrastructure 
from the ground up. 

Since 1983, the countries of the re-
gion have been eligible for enhanced 
tariff preferences under the Caribbean 
Basin Initiative. The CBI was expressly 
designed to encourage private invest-
ment and an economic partnership be-
tween the firms in the United States 
and firms in the Caribbean. The CBI ac-
complished that objective. 

In 1993, however, with the conclusion 
of the NAFTA, the margin of pref-
erence enjoyed by the CBI beneficiaries 
was undercut by the preferential treat-
ment accorded Mexican goods under 
that agreement. That was particularly 
significant in the area of textiles and 
apparel, where the NAFTA rules of ori-
gin gradually encouraged a shift in 
United States investment and trade 
from the region to the Mexico. 

In order to make good on the initial 
promise of the CBI, the Caribbean title 
of the manager’s amendment would en-
courage the manufacture in the Carib-
bean of apparel articles made from U.S. 
fabric woven with U.S. yarns. In effect, 
the bill would simply restore the mar-
gin of preference it previously enjoyed 
in the region in such manufacturing. 

At this point, it is worth outlining 
the reasons why the Finance Com-
mittee settled on the particular pack-
age of benefits extended to textiles and 
apparel under both the Africa and CBI 
titles of the manager’s amendment. 

For many years, we have employed a 
program that encouraged production 
sharing between the United States and 
many countries in the developing 
world. That program—generally known 
as the ‘‘807’’ program—allowed for the 
export of U.S.-manufactured compo-
nents off-shore for assembly. 

Under the 807 program, when the as-
sembly was complete and the goods 
were returned to the United States, the 
importer paid duty only on the amount 
of value added offshore in the assembly 
process. 

Do such programs work? The answer, 
based on the latest reports of the Inter-
national Trade Commission, is an un-
equivocal yes. They work for both the 
beneficiary countries and for American 
firms. 

Production sharing programs, ac-
cording to the ITC, are used by Amer-
ican companies ‘‘to minimize their 
overall costs and improve competitive-
ness.’’ Indeed, in most instances, Amer-
ican firms experience ‘‘enhanced over-
all competitiveness’’ that ‘‘allows com-
panies to maintain higher U.S. produc-
tion and employment levels that might 
otherwise be possible.’’ In short, the 
programs reflected in both the Africa 
and CBI titles of the manager’s amend-
ment are designed to create a ‘‘win- 
win’’ outcome for the regions and for 
American firms. 

The American textile industry’s lat-
est analyses vindicate the approach we 
adopted in the Finance Committee. 

I think it is fair to say that when we 
started the process of considering these 
programs for Africa and the Caribbean 
in the 105th Congress, the textile indus-
try was lukewarm at best. What they 
have found in the intervening three 
years is that the bill proposed by the 
Finance Committee would help create 
a competitive platform from which 
American firms could compete effec-
tively on a global basis even in the face 
of fierce competition from exporters 
such as China and India. 

According to the respected industry 
consultant, Nathan Associates, the Fi-
nance Committee bill would ‘‘increase 
U.S. textile shipments by $8.8 billion 
and increase U.S. textile and textile-re-
lated employment by 121,400 by the end 
of five years.’’ 

That result led the president of the 
American Textile Manufacturers Insti-

tute, Doug Ellis of Southern Mills, to 
conclude that the Senate Finance Com-
mittee bill would have a ‘‘very strong 
and direct positive impact . . . on U.S. 
textile production and jobs.’’ He indi-
cated that the legislation will ‘‘signifi-
cantly enhance’’ trade between the 
United States and the beneficiary 
countries. For that reason, ATMI, 
urged the Congress to support the Fi-
nance Committee’s bill. 

What is more, U.S. wholesalers, re-
tailers, and consumers benefit as well. 
The direct effect on the duty pref-
erences extended under the manager’s 
amendment will be to lower the cost of 
apparel products sold in the United 
States as cost savings are passed on to 
the consumer. 

The indirect effect is that, by ensur-
ing the continuing competitiveness of 
the U.S. industry, the bill would also 
encourage continuing competition well 
into the future. That competition ulti-
mately means a broader range of high-
er quality goods available to the con-
sumer at lower prices. 

I want to pause here to reemphasize 
my basic point. Under the manager’s 
amendment, everyone in the U.S. tex-
tile and apparel market—from the 
farmer growing cotton to the 
yarnspinner to the fabric-maker to the 
apparel manufacturer to the retailer to 
the consumer—wins under the Finance 
Committee bill. The same holds true 
for the beneficiary countries. 

Now, I would be remiss if I failed to 
mention two other particularly impor-
tant provisions of the manager’s 
amendment. The first is the renewal of 
the Generalized System of Preferences. 
The GSP program lapsed in June of 
this year. Much depends on its renewal. 

The program was designed to create 
an incentive to investment in the de-
veloping world. Since its inception in 
1975, the GSP program has done just 
that. Now, however, in the absence of 
the renewal of the program, that need-
ed incentive to productive capital in-
vestment will be cut off. Many Amer-
ican firms that depend on the GSP pro-
gram will be hurt along with the bene-
ficiary countries. 

The second additional item is the re-
authorization of the Trade Adjustment 
Assistance programs. The TAA pro-
grams are designed to help U.S. work-
ers and firms adjust to new levels of 
import competition. 

I have always maintained that those 
that benefit from trade should care for 
those who are hurt by the economic ad-
justment trade can engender. For that 
reason, I rushed to the floor to object 
when there was an initiative to do 
away with these programs in the past. 
In my view, the TAA programs rep-
resent a down payment on the commit-
ment we must make to workers as the 
United States if we want them to join 
us in support of the benefits trade 
brings. 

In closing, let me urge my colleagues 
to listen carefully to the debate they 
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will hear in the coming hours on the 
motion to proceed to H.R. 434. I firmly 
believe that my colleagues will hear no 
meaningful objection to the Senate Fi-
nance Committee’s approach to pro-
viding additional trade incentives to 
sub-Saharan Africa, the Caribbean, or 
the developing world generally through 
the renewal of GSP. Nor can there be 
any principled objection to the renewal 
of the TAA programs. 

This is a significant step in favor of 
engagement with our neighbors in Afri-
ca and the Caribbean to help them sur-
mount their own economic problems. I 
urge my colleagues to vote for the mo-
tion to proceed to the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mrs. MURRAY per-

taining to the introduction of S. 1772 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mrs. MURRAY. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-

TON). The Senator from South Caro-
lina. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, on 
the objections I have registered to the 
motion to proceed to the CBI/sub-Sa-
hara bill, I was delighted to hear the 
chairman of our Finance Committee 
relate the reason for it. The reason, 
perhaps, is well-founded: good foreign 
policy. 

I have sponsored and recommended 
some kind of Marshall Plan for the 
country of Mexico for the simple rea-
son that Mexico is our neighbor; it is 
our friend. We have a responsibility to 
assist it, and we are responsible for the 
problems NAFTA has caused, which are 
quite obvious with respect to immigra-
tion and drugs. If we can put in a plan 
where Mexican workers can have work-
ers’ rights and some money in the 
economy would not be stripped and 
sent back to the bankers in New York 
or to the investment wizards from all 
the other countries, including the 
United States—you can cross from 
California into Tijuana, Mexico; one 
would think you were in Seoul, Korea. 
If we could do that, we could have some 
prosperous parity with our friends in 
Mexico. 

Unfortunately, we went the so-called 
NAFTA way. We have had approxi-
mately 5 years to measure the success 
or failure of NAFTA. Everywhere I go I 
hear: Oh, isn’t it wonderful how well it 
has worked. 

The truth is, they told us in the 
original instance this was going to cre-
ate jobs in America, just as the distin-
guished Senator from Delaware is tell-
ing me this bill is going to create jobs 
in the United States. 

It is a win-win situation, he says, 
from the farmer to the apparel manu-
facturer. And he goes down the list: 
What a wonderful win-win situation it 
is. 

I do not advise that he come to South 
Carolina and tell them that, where 
they have lost 31,700 textile jobs since 
NAFTA. They are streaming out. Why? 
Because you and I, Mr. President, set 
the American standard of living. That 
is a bipartisan effort whereby we all 
agree on a minimum wage, Social Se-
curity, Medicare, Medicaid, safe work-
ing place, safe machinery, plant clos-
ing notice, parental leave, clean air, 
clean water—on down the list. We can 
continue to list Republicans and Demo-
crats joining in setting our highest 
standard of living. 

Obviously, it is competing with one 
of the lower standards of living. You 
can go down to Mexico for 58 cents an 
hour. There are none of those protec-
tions. You are guaranteed a profit. And 
everybody is streaming down there. 

But we are losing jobs not just in 
South Carolina but all over the Nation. 
The overall job loss is in the textile 
and apparel sector over the last twenty 
five years is some 1.2 million, and 
420,000 of them are textile jobs since 
NAFTA. They said we were going to 
get 200,000 new jobs. We have lost 
420,000. They said, oh, it was going to 
solve the immigration problem. I know 
better—by handling the immigration 
appropriations—there is the Border Pa-
trol, and how we are breaking out 
abandoned Navy yards and using 
schools, and having thousands of addi-
tional agents, and everything else of 
that kind, and illegal immigrants keep 
coming. The immigration problem is 
worse today than it was 4 or 5 years 
ago. 

Drugs? Heavens above. There is a 
drug culture. You have to break it. You 
don’t break it with NAFTA. It is worse 
today than it was 4 to 5 years ago. 
Even the Mexican worker is taking 
home less pay than he was taking 
home 5 years ago. 

So there is no education in the sec-
ond kick of a mule. When they come 
around and say, let’s spread this 
NAFTA approach elixir and spread that 
down to the rest of the countries over 
to the sub-Sahara, or any elsewhere 
else in the world, we say, now, wait up. 

Of course, if you listen to my distin-
guished colleague, he talks about the 
48 sub-Sahara African countries. Cer-
tainly they are for it. They are for for-
eign aid. The retailers and wholesalers, 
and so forth, they get lower costs. Yes; 
there isn’t any question about that. 
You can produce it for 58 cents an 
hour—no clean air, no clean water, 
child labor, and everything else of that 
kind in these countries abroad. That is 
a given, known fact. We have college 
students, who know better, dem-
onstrating against that. Everybody 
knows it. We want to make it an offi-
cial policy? 

They say: From the farmer to the ap-
parel manufacturer, and on, it is a win- 
win situation. Well, of course, unfortu-
nately, it is a losing situation. As I 

have indicated, we have been through 
this singsong. 

It started some 40 years ago or more 
with Japan. I will never forget, at the 
particular time I was a young Governor 
in South Carolina, they said: Now, 
Governor, what do you expect these 
emerging countries to make? The air-
planes and the computers? Let us make 
the airplanes and computers, and let 
them make the textiles, the clothing, 
and the shoes. 

The trouble is, 40 years later, with 
our noncompetitive blind kind of for-
eign trade policy, they are making the 
shoes, they are making the textiles, 
they are making the airplanes, they 
are making the computers, they are 
making everything. When we get into 
full debate on Monday, we will point 
out and list down exactly what has 
been going on and how we have been 
hollowing out the industrial strength 
of America. 

Last evening, we had a delightful ex-
change with the ranking member of 
our Finance Committee, the senior 
Senator from New York, Mr. MOY-
NIHAN. He was relating back to when he 
was on the Kennedy team negotiating 
the trade policy, which was an out-
standing policy at the time. It was out-
standing in that it was realistic. 

President Kennedy knew the situa-
tion. I went and showed how we 
brought the witnesses, and everything 
else, and found that textiles was second 
only to steel as the most important to 
our national security. And with that 
authority under the law, President 
Kennedy enunciated his seven-point 
textile program, from which came the 
Kennedy Round, the Multi fiber Ar-
rangement, One Price Cotton; and it 
gave a chance—yes, to sort of an ar-
chaic industry—to really refurbish, re-
tool, modernize, and compete. 

Until the recent years, like NAFTA, 
they had been putting in $2 billion a 
year, at least $2 billion a year, in the 
State of Delaware, the State of South 
Carolina, and the several other States 
to modernize and compete. 

I went to a plant there in Clinton, for 
example—I went to numerous ones last 
year—but this was an old plant, over 
100 years old, that looked to me as if it 
was going to fall down. But I was pleas-
antly surprised when I walked in. They 
had the most modern machinery and 
the highest productivity you could pos-
sibly imagine. 

There isn’t any question that the in-
dustry has been brought into the world 
of reality of so-called global competi-
tion. The only trouble is that our com-
petitors are fancy-free and footloose 
with their protections, with their non-
tariff trade barriers, and other meas-
ures to protect their economic 
strength, and we are blindly pell-mell 
down the road with this so-called free 
trade, free trade, when, of course, it is 
obviously not free. 

That goes back now to the standard 
of living we talked about. And more 
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than the standard of living—if this 
passes because it will change what we 
said with the Multi fiber Arrangement 
just 5 years ago after GATT/WTO: That 
we were going to have a phaseout of 
any kind of quotas. 

I know the distinguished Chair 
knows about subsidies. We have done 
all the research, just about, for the air-
craft industry. We give them Export- 
Import Bank financing. We do not do 
that for textiles. We do not do that for 
textiles. 

But I see all of these people come out 
for the farmer. Yes, I had to talk to a 
farmer friend yesterday. I support the 
farmers. I support that aircraft indus-
try. The farmers, they get subsidized 
water, subsidized telephones, sub-
sidized electricity. They get export 
subsidies. If it rains, they get protec-
tion; if it dries up, they get protection. 

And Oracle. The Senator from Dela-
ware says: Oracle is with us. That is 
that crowd with whom we started the 
Internet. You would think, by gosh, 
they invented it. The politicians, the 
Pentagon, we did all of that back in 
1967, 1968, 1969. We put in, at the Uni-
versity of Illinois and Stanford, the 
training programs for which ultimately 
benefited Mr. Yang of Yahoo and other 
Internet start-ups. And so fine, our 
friend Gates, he has 22,000 employees, 
and there are approximately 22,000 mil-
lionaires. There was nothing wrong 
with that. But don’t talk about the en-
gine of this prosperity and economy as 
this crowd. No, sir. 

We go back to Henry Ford when he 
said, in order to sell his car: I want to 
make sure the person producing it is 
making enough to buy it. He started 
generating, more than anyone, just 
with Ford automobiles, the middle 
class in America. General Motors, com-
pared to those 22,000, has 250,000. We 
had that machine tool industry, and we 
had all the rest of these good manufac-
turing establishments, but we have 
gone to software, which doesn’t help us 
in our exports nearly as much as the 
heavy manufacturers. And it is not the 
engine. It is the hard industries that 
are the engine of our economy. 

When you give me Oracle and Exxon 
and the rest of them on this particular 
bill, and foreign policy, obviously they 
are trying to explore oil in the sub-Sa-
hara. They are trying to sell their 
goods anywhere else in the world and, 
of course, in Central America. But 
right to the point, this is the sort of 
last chance we have for a formative in-
dustry, second-most in importance to 
our national security. It is the last 
chance in the sense that after 5 years 
of the 10-year phaseout, the textile 
manufacturers all invested in that 10- 
year policy. So if we cut it off in Octo-
ber of 1999, cut it off at least 5 years 
short, they begin to lose the invest-
ment. They don’t get the return. They 
don’t increase their productivity. 

I never heard such an outrageous 
statement, that this is going to in-

crease their productivity. They imme-
diately freeze in their tracks and say, 
no, we can’t get our money back out of 
trying to, even again, buy a better 
spindle and get even a higher produc-
tion. They begin to lose their money as 
well as the workers lose their jobs. It is 
a lose-lose situation because, bottom 
line, look what happens. 

Like I say, all these other countries 
invest down there in the various Cen-
tral American countries. Honduras, 
seven Taiwan firms, including the lead-
ing Chung hsing Textile have invested 
$24 million. Again, the Republic of 
China will provide $15 million in low- 
interest loans for Honduras to build an 
export processing zone, an EPZ. Then 
the Taiwan manufacturers in the upper 
and lower streams of the textile indus-
try are planning to form integrated 
textile production in San Pedro Sula 
down in Honduras and Central Amer-
ica. The South Koreans, Kim and Arzu, 
have agreed on the need to diversify 
South Korean investment in Guate-
mala and their particular textile in-
vestments down there. 

Looking at the Caribbean as a poten-
tial staging ground and production 
base, the Malaysian textile industry 
uses Caribbean plants as the gateway 
to the United States. Then again some 
18 Taiwanese companies are down 
there. South Korea, 180 small South 
Korean companies, mostly textile and 
garment makers, have invested $130 
million in five Central American na-
tions. You can go right on down the 
list. 

I am going to get in the RECORD on 
Monday the 100,000-acre tract the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China, Beijing, devel-
oped—that industrial tract—down in 
Mexico. So it isn’t somehow that we 
are opening it up for American fabric. 
Yes, temporarily that ATMI crowd, 
they thought they could just hold on to 
American fabric, but Burlington has 
found differently. They have moved 
down and other fabric manufacturers 
are moving. Why? Because it is cheaper 
in Mexico. 

When it comes right down to it, it 
might be a good aim but it is a bad re-
coil. We learned that with the artillery 
in World War II. No matter how well 
the gun was aimed, if the recoil is 
going to kill the guncrew, don’t fire. 
That is why we object to proceeding to 
this particular bill—because the recoil 
here is going to kill this important in-
dustry. 

I will be glad to get into it in depth 
when we have all the Members back 
here the first part of the week. Of 
course, the President, yes, he is build-
ing a library now, and he is looking to 
see what he did down in Central Amer-
ica and what he did in Africa and trav-
eling around building a library. But he 
is absolutely draining, so to speak, the 
industrial strength in the United 
States of America. It is a sad thing to 
see that more people are not exercised 

about it. This has been going on for 
years on end. President Kennedy was 
worried, and that is why he put in his 
seven-point program when only 10 per-
cent of the textile apparel consumed in 
the United States were represented in 
imports. 

Now I am looking at at least two- 
thirds—nearly 70 percent of the cloth-
ing I am looking at in this Chamber is 
manufactured outside the United 
States; and, of course, the shoes, 86 
percent of the shoes on the floor. But it 
has gone on to cameras and hand tools 
and everything else. 

Just earlier this year we found out 
about steel. The World Bank runs 
around and says, wait a minute, in 
order to become a nation state, you 
have to have the steel for the tools of 
agriculture and the weapons of war. So 
the World Bank gives these 2-percent 
loans, all over the entire world, down 
through Africa, into the Middle East, 
Saudi Arabia and Iran, now to the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China. So they get an 
overproductivity of steel, and they 
come dumping it here. And we are tell-
ing them, let us get more competitive. 
You have to look at these broad poli-
cies. You have to look at this broad 
foreign policy that the Senator from 
Delaware now enunciates and how won-
derful it is that we are going to make 
friends in the sub-Sahara and down in 
Central America. 

I think the Koreans, the Malaysians, 
the Taiwanese, the Japanese, and ev-
eryone else will be making the friends. 
They are quicker, faster; their coun-
tries subsidize, finance. They have fol-
lowed the MITI form, not the American 
capitalistic form, but the controlled 
capitalism of the Ministry of Industry 
and Trade in the country of Japan. 

That said, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware is recognized. 
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, first, let 

me make the observation that textile 
jobs are being lost to China and India, 
not to Mexico. NAFTA has helped in-
crease U.S. textile shipments. But I 
think it is particularly important to 
understand that it is not I who is say-
ing that the legislation before us will 
help the textile industry; rather, it is 
the textile industry itself. It is the 
President of the American Textile 
Manufacturing Institute that is telling 
us that the Finance Committee will 
raise textile shipments by $8.8 billion 
over the next 5 years. That is what is 
significant, Mr. President—that it is 
the textile industry itself that is as-
serting that the legislation before us 
will help the textile industry to the 
tune of $8.8 billion and, most important 
of all, it will increase employment by 
121,000 jobs. 

That is the reason I made the com-
ment that it is win-win because we are 
not only helping the countries such as 
the sub-Saharan Africa CBI, but we are 
helping the workers here at home. We 
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are not talking about what happened in 
the past; we are talking about what 
will happen in the future. And what we 
are seeking to do is to enact legislation 
that will both create jobs and help the 
industry. I should also point out, most 
importantly, it will be of benefit to the 
retailers, the wholesalers, as well as 
the people who acquire the goods. So I 
reiterate what I said earlier, that this 
is good legislation. It accomplishes 
what I think we all want—a stronger 
economy in the textile area. 

Now, on the immigration issue, my 
distinguished colleague says NAFTA 
hasn’t helped. What that statement 
overlooked is the strong flow of illegal 
immigration. But, again, as I said ear-
lier, it is not from Mexico; rather, it is 
from Central America and the Carib-
bean, which is precisely the reason 
that the Finance Committee bill will 
help. In other words, by strengthening 
their economy, there will be jobs there, 
and as a result of that, there won’t be 
the need for the illicit immigration 
that has occurred in the past. 

As to who would benefit, my distin-
guished colleague cannot possibly 
claim that Korean and Taiwanese firms 
will benefit. As I explained before, the 
only fabric that will benefit is Amer-
ican fabric. It is U.S. textiles that will 
benefit and U.S. export of textiles. So 
my colleague argues that we are losing 
in manufacturing. In fact, it is increas-
ing, and that is the purpose of this leg-
islation. 

Mr. President, I think it is important 
that the record reflect what has hap-
pened to productivity in the textile in-
dustry. 

In a CRS report for Congress dated 
August 24, 1999, the point is made on 
page CRS–3 that: 

Labor productivity growth in the textiles 
industry has actually outstripped [I think 
that is important] that of the economy as a 
whole, increasing at 2.8% per year from 1970 
to 1996, compared with 1.2% per year for the 
aggregate economy. 

In other words, the economy as a 
whole, its productivity, has been grow-
ing at the rate of 1.2 percent per year, 
whereas the textile industry, in con-
trast, has been growing as rapidly as 
2.8 percent. 

Textile productivity growth was fast 
even compared to the rest of the manu-
facturing sector. 

The figures are given that it grew at 
2.8 percent versus 2.3 for the rest of the 
manufacturing sector and has main-
tained the high growth of labor produc-
tivity even in the 1990s. Again, it is 4 
percent versus 3.5 percent. 

Much of the increase in the textile indus-
try productivity was due to capital deep-
ening that occurred beginning in the 1970s. 
Over this decade, capital expenditures by 
textile producers outstripped their profit 
with almost $3 billion invested annually in 
new plants and equipment. 

The same publication points out that 
exports have grown 12.1 percent in the 
textile sector from 1989 to 1996 but has 

shrunk very slightly, 1.2 percent, since 
1997 due primarily to lingering effects 
of foreign currency devaluations that 
have been induced by the Asian crisis. 

I urge anyone who has an opening 
statement or comment on the legisla-
tion to come down to the floor as soon 
as possible while there is an oppor-
tunity to speak on this matter. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative assistant proceeded 

to call the roll. 
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I want the 
record to be clear that this Govern-
ment has been of help to the apparel 
and textile industry, as well as others, 
including agriculture and aerospace. 
The claim was made that the A&T sec-
tor has not benefited, but that is not 
correct. Let me give one example. 

The question of the R&E tax credit— 
a most important credit in that it en-
courages research by various industries 
and I think helps keep us on the cut-
ting edge of technology—I point out 
this is a matter, as a matter of fact, 
being discussed and debated in the Fi-
nance Committee and the Ways and 
Means Committee on the other side as 
part of extenders. 

The point I want to make is the R&E 
tax credit is of great benefit to the tex-
tile and apparel industry. As a matter 
of fact, the CRS report for Congress of 
August 24, 1999, states that the R&E 
tax credit may be even more important 
to the A&T sector. This is probably be-
cause more technology-intensive indus-
tries consider R&D spending a fixed 
cost of their sector activity that must 
be undertaken to maintain competi-
tiveness regardless of public policy. 
While in the A&T sector, the amount of 
R&D engaged in is variable depending 
on the expense. It concludes, for these 
reasons, this credit is probably of more 
benefit to this industry than many oth-
ers. 

I conclude by saying that as Congress 
has recently displayed a preference in 
favor of tax credits over direct funding 
for R&D, the future of the R&D tax 
credit may be determined, to a large 
degree, by the rate of continued tech-
nical progress in the A&T sector. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FRIST). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I start out by saying 

this debate over S. 1387 and S. 1389 is 

probably a debate we should not be 
having now. I think the Senate has far 
more important issues to deal with— 
having to do with the minimum wage 
and the standards for working people, 
having to do with giving consumers 
more protection through HMO or man-
aged care reform, having to do with 
campaign finance reform and the ways 
in which money has subverted our rep-
resentative democracy. And, believe 
me, if, in fact, cloture is invoked and 
we go forward with this bill, I will 
argue the farm crisis. I will have an 
amendment to this bill that will call 
for a moratorium on these acquisitions 
and mergers taking place that are driv-
ing our producers off the land. 

These are the issues people care 
about in our country. My question is, 
When are we really going to be debat-
ing these issues on the floor? I think 
that is what we should be doing. 

Having said that, however, I think 
the debate over CBI and African trade 
bills could be useful and enlightening 
because I think we have a choice be-
tween two very different models. 

Senator FEINGOLD has introduced a 
very impressive and innovative bill. It 
is based on legislation introduced in 
the House by JESSE JACKSON, Jr., which 
really blazes a trail for U.S. trade pol-
icy. It is truly groundbreaking. And for 
those people who want our trade policy 
to work for working families, this is 
the direction in which we should go. 

I do not think we are going to have a 
debate between people who are saying 
we ought to build a wall on our borders 
and we should not be involved in trade. 
For me, that is not the issue. The issue 
is not whether we expand trade; the 
issue is on whose terms we expand 
trade. What are the rules and who ben-
efits from the rules? 

The choice could not be clearer. The 
Feingold-Jackson legislation, called 
the HOPE for Africa Act, says that an 
expansion of trade should benefit work-
ing families and poor families in Amer-
ica and in Africa. Trade agreements 
should be about making the global 
economy work for working people in 
all countries. The HOPE for Africa bill 
says if we are really serious about rais-
ing labor and environmental standards 
across the globe, then we have to have 
enforceable protections built into our 
trade agreements. The HOPE for Africa 
bill says that we can’t be serious about 
wanting to help African countries de-
velop economically if we don’t do any-
thing about the crushing debt burden. 
The HOPE for Africa bill says the lives 
of Africans suffering from AIDs are far 
more important than the monopoly 
profits of foreign pharmaceutical com-
panies. The HOPE for Africa bill has its 
priorities straight. It expands trade the 
right way by putting people first. 

Our other option is the same old 
more of the same, more NAFTAs, 
NAFTA for the Caribbean, NAFTA for 
all of South America, NAFTA for Afri-
ca, more IMF-style economic policies 
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that have impoverished one country 
after another all over the world, more 
investment protections for multi-
nationals to export jobs overseas so 
they can avoid complying with Amer-
ican-style labor and environmental 
standards. 

I think we should have learned our 
lesson from NAFTA. We have gained 
jobs; we have lost jobs, but that is al-
most beside the point. The kind of 
labor, environmental side agreements 
we put into effect were an after-
thought. They were not part of the 
trade agreement. They weren’t enforce-
able. Basically, if we are going to do 
these trade agreements, we ought to be 
talking about uplifting the living 
standards of working people, of low-in-
come people, in our country and other 
countries. 

What we have right now, without 
clearly enforceable standards dealing 
with the basic right to organize and 
bargain collectively, to earn a decent 
living in other countries, much less in 
our own country, is a trade agreement 
that says to working people: Look, 
these multinationals can go to other 
countries. They don’t have to comply 
with fair labor standards, including the 
right of people to be able to organize 
and bargain collectively. They can pay 
low wages, miserably low wages, with 
exploitive working conditions, and 
then export those products back to our 
country, undercutting working people 
who are trying to produce and basi-
cally eliminating our jobs. It is lose- 
lose. That is why the Feingold-Jackson 
bill is such a clear alternative. 

If we pass these bills without any 
kind of meaningful and enforceable 
protection for the interests of working 
families, we will have made a big mis-
take. That is part of what is going to 
be happening in Seattle. You will see 
at this WTO meeting all sorts of NGOs, 
nongovernment organizations, all sorts 
of environmental organizations. Being 
a Senator from Minnesota, a lot of 
farm organizations and farmers are 
going to be there. A lot of labor people 
are going to be there; a lot of working 
people are going to be there. They are 
going to basically say that is exactly 
what is at issue here—when we look at 
S. 1387 and 1389, the African Growth 
and Opportunity Act and the U.S. Car-
ibbean Basin Trade Enhancement Act. 
We are for trade; we are for being in an 
international economy, but we are not 
for the kind of trade agreements that 
drive our wages down and basically 
eliminate our jobs and don’t provide 
protection for people in other coun-
tries. 

If we are going to have trade agree-
ments, we are for them, but not unless 
you have clearly enforceable standards 
dealing with environmental protection 
and dealing with the right of people to 
organize and bargain collectively. If 
you don’t do that, then we know all too 
well what these kinds of agreements 

mean for working families in Min-
nesota and our country, much less for 
the people of the Caribbean and African 
countries. 

When people come out to this WTO 
meeting, they are going to say what 
WTO should be all about is the rules of 
trade, not trade without rules. We want 
to talk about the rules of trade. We 
don’t want to support an agreement 
which is trade without rules. We want 
enforceable protection when it comes 
to the basic right of people to organize 
in these other countries and we want 
some enforceable environmental stand-
ards as well. 

As we move forward in this debate, 
we do have a piece of legislation that 
does look to other nations, that is all 
about trade, that is all about our role 
in the international economy. The dif-
ference is that the Feingold-Jackson 
legislation is a trade bill that will lead 
to uplifting the standards of working 
families. 

I want to signify to my friend and 
colleague from Delaware, whose work I 
respect, that we will have debate about 
whether or not this bill should be on 
the floor. If it is on the floor, one piece 
of good news for me, though I am in 
disagreement with the legislation, is it 
will give me the opportunity to bring 
an amendment to the floor that deals 
with the farm crisis, that says we 
should have a moratorium on these ac-
quisitions and mergers by these big 
packers and big grain companies that 
are basically driving producers out. I 
hope there will be another amendment 
to take the cap off the loan rate to deal 
with the price crisis. 

I am determined that if we go for-
ward with this legislation, I will be out 
of the box with those amendments as 
soon as possible next week. I have been 
waiting for 4 weeks now to come to the 
Senate floor with legislation that will 
alleviate the pain —or some of it—of 
family farmers in our States. I thank 
both of my colleagues for their pa-
tience. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota, Mr. GRAMS, is 
recognized. 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong support of the trade package be-
fore us today which would expand trade 
opportunities with sub-Saharan Africa, 
offer enhanced tariff treatment to Car-
ibbean Basin Initiative (CBI) nations, 
extend the Generalized System of Pref-
erences (GSP) program for 5 years and 
extend the Trade Adjustment Assist-
ance program. 

The CBI language will expand bene-
fits to CBI nations, yet continue to 
protect import-sensitive industries in 
the United States. It will for the first 
time link benefits to improvements in 
areas such as intellectual property 
rights, investment, market access, gov-
ernment procurement and other issues 
which will not only help CBI nations 

develop but create an improved market 
for U.S. companies in the future. U.S. 
exports have tripled to the region since 
the Caribbean Basin Economic Recov-
ery Act was passed in 1984. They have 
soared the first 6 months of this year, 
and this legislation will further that 
progress. 

The CBI benefits will serve as the 
next step in helping this region become 
part of the Free Trade Area of the 
Americas. 

The Generalized System of Pref-
erences program aiding the least devel-
oped countries expired in July of this 
year. Most of us have many small im-
porters in our States who have de-
pended on this lower tariff treatment 
to compete with larger retailers. I 
know there are many in Minnesota who 
are now paying enormous tariffs—at 
the risk of staying in business—and 
need the program extended for 5 years. 
Extending the program year by year, 
often retroactively, and usually with 
no certainty is no way to treat these 
small businesses or these countries. 
The GSP program has been improved 
over the years, and graduations of 
countries and products have ensured it 
helps only those who need assistance 
get the help. 

The African Growth and Opportunity 
Act is the most controversial, but cru-
cial, part of this package. I have con-
tinually supported this effort and am 
disappointed it has taken so long to 
consider the measure on the floor. 
What really is very modest assistance 
to one of the poorest regions of the 
world, sub-Saharan Africa, has been 
battered from all sides—and it is the 
needy people of those countries who 
will suffer the most if we do not pass 
this legislation. 

Much of the opposition is from the 
textile and apparel industry, and I am 
sensitive to the concern that has come 
from textile companies in my own 
State of Minnesota. I believe the Sen-
ate bill has addressed this industry’s 
concerns in a very responsible manner. 
The bill requires the use of U.S. tex-
tiles and includes tough transshipment 
language—far tougher than that of cur-
rent law. The Customs Service has re-
assured us that Africa is not a trans-
shipment problem. Africa supplies 1 
percent of our textile imports and has 
little ability to flood our market with 
additional imports. I believe most new 
apparel investments in Africa will just 
replace many in Asia rather than ex-
panding overall textile/apparel im-
ports. 

Some in the Congress believe this 
legislation should focus more on debt 
relief. However, we are involved in 
multilateral efforts to provide this re-
lief and have made commitments uni-
laterally as well. I support these sepa-
rate efforts. This is not the vehicle to 
expand our debt relief efforts. The 
focus of this legislation is to foster eco-
nomic growth through incentives, to 
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create a high-level dialogue between 
U.S. and African leaders on economic 
issues, to start the process toward a 
U.S.-sub-Saharan free trade area—to 
help Africa develop and prosper 
through improved business relation-
ships with our companies. We want 
these relationships to help Africa grow, 
to expand job opportunities, to become 
more market oriented as they reform 
economically and to become less de-
pendent on foreign aid from other na-
tions. 

Some will say this bill is not worthy 
of support because it does not provide 
enough benefit for the United States. 
Fortunately we don’t always pass legis-
lation solely on what it can do for us 
immediately. We need to look ahead, 
which we don’t do enough of here, but 
this legislation is a good example of 
how we should act. The more than 700 
million people of sub-Saharan Africa 
represent an enormous market of the 
future for us. Right now my State of 
Minnesota is the 15th largest exporter 
to the region. We must continue to im-
prove our export opportunities, but we 
can’t do that if we don’t allow sub-Sa-
haran Africa the ability to export to 
us. If we are not there now helping 
them help themselves, developing the 
relationships needed to build friendship 
and trust, sub-Saharan Africans will 
not want to buy our products in the fu-
ture. And we know how many other 
countries are there to step in if we are 
not there. Again, we can’t expect to de-
velop an export market there if we are 
not with them during the hard times 
when sub-Saharan Africans need us to 
give them a small edge to compete for 
exports into the United States. If Afri-
ca can’t become strong and prosperous, 
it will not be able to buy our products 
in the future. 

A strong and secure Africa will not 
only benefit trade, but will help us 
achieve our goals in areas such as drug 
trafficking, terrorism, human rights, 
and many others. 

I also want to mention a statement I 
just read whereby AIDS activists op-
pose this legislation because they be-
lieve sub-Saharan African countries 
will spend more on business investment 
than on social services spending such 
as health care. I strongly disagree with 
this thinking. The Africa Growth and 
Opportunity Act will help countries 
grow and prosper. It will enable these 
governments, and their people to spend 
more on their health care needs, in-
cluding the need to fight the devasta-
tion of AIDS. 

Mr. President, this bill is a good one. 
It complements what we are doing in 
so many other ways to help sub-Saha-
ran Africa. The entire package is one 
we should enthusiastically support. I 
urge my colleagues to vote for this 
trade package without damaging 
amendments. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alabama is recognized. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be allowed to speak as in 
morning business for 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

THE PANAMA CANAL 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, along 
with Senators LOTT, THURMOND, 
HELMS, KYL, INHOFE, ALLARD, and TIM 
HUTCHINSON, I have introduced a con-
current resolution, with the House, re-
garding the transition of control of the 
Panama Canal from the United States 
to the Republic of Panama. I thank my 
colleague, the chairman of the Foreign 
Relations Committee, Senator HELMS, 
for agreeing to discharge the resolution 
quickly to give Congress a chance to 
consider it in a timely manner. 

I hope we can bring this resolution 
before the Senate, debate it, and vote 
up or down on the merits. Indeed, the 
Senate must be heard on this issue, 
which is important to our national se-
curity. 

In accordance with the 1977 Panama 
Canal Treaty, the withdrawal of the 
United States Armed Forces from Pan-
ama is almost complete, and with it 
will be the relinquishment of our con-
trol of the canal, which will take place 
December 31 of this year. 

The canal is of vital interest, how-
ever, to the United States, and it is an 
invaluable world asset. Unfortunately, 
Panama’s ability to maintain and pro-
vide adequate security for the canal is 
lacking. Exacerbating this tenuous sit-
uation is the growing influence of the 
People’s Republic of China in the re-
gion. 

Almost as soon as we started our 
pullout, a company called Hutchison– 
Whampoa, closely associated with the 
People’s Republic of China, began to 
establish its presence and to fill the 
void left by the United States in Pan-
ama. Hutchison–Whampoa, Limited, 
holds leases for two port facilities at 
either end of the canal. Documented 
evidence shows that Hutchison– 
Whampoa, Limited, is closely tied to 
the Chinese Government. 

The fears voiced by the American 
people when the United States nego-
tiated this treaty in 1977 have been 
validated. The American people were 
right to be skeptical of Panama’s abil-
ity to adequately maintain the oper-
ability of the canal and guarantee its 
independence and security. These fears 
were supposedly addressed in the Pan-
ama Canal Treaty’s companion, the 
Treaty Concerning the Permanent Neu-
trality and Operation of the Panama 
Canal, which promises that the canal 
will remain open during times of peace 
and war. It also guarantees ‘‘expedi-
tious transit’’ to the United States 
through the canal in times of conflict, 
generally interpreted to mean that, in 
an emergency, U.S. warships would be 
sent to the head of the line. Still not 

satisfied with these provisions, the 
Senate, under Senator DECONCINI’s res-
ervation, insisted on the right of the 
United States to intervene militarily, 
if necessary, if it appeared the canal 
was about to be closed or threatened. 
Apparently, Panamanian President 
Torrijos did not agree and offered his 
own counter-counterreservation, nul-
lifying DECONCINI. Inexplicably, this 
counterreser-vation, which Panama 
ratified, was never transmitted to the 
Senate for consideration. 

Consequently, in 1996, the Panama 
Government awarded control of two 
key port facilities through a question-
able bid process to Hutchison– 
Whampoa. Under the so-called Law No. 
5, passed by the Panamanian National 
Assembly, it appears Hutchison– 
Whampoa has the authority to block or 
delay passage of ships through the 
canal to meet its business needs. This 
Chinese company could simply declare 
that passage of U.S. warships could be 
harmful to their business and we would 
have a serious problem in moving ships 
through the Panama Canal. 

I have heard from many of my con-
stituents on this issue. Some believe 
China will attempt to base bombers 
and missiles there. The Department of 
Defense has asserted this scenario is 
unlikely. However, recent antagonistic 
statements by China, such as thinly 
veiled threats concerning Taiwan and 
declarations possessing the neutron 
bomb, are reasons for people to be con-
cerned. 

There are two legitimate security 
concerns related to regional spying, 
narcotrafficking, illegal immigration, 
and the creation of bureaucratic obsta-
cles which over the long term could im-
pede the flow of traffic through the 
canal. Such actions could have a sig-
nificant impact on American trade. 

The Panama Canal sees the transit of 
nearly one-third of the world’s shipping 
each year, including 15 percent of all 
imports and exports of the United 
States, 40 percent of U.S. grain exports, 
and in the vicinity of 700,000 barrels of 
oil every day. Though prohibited by 
treaty, Hutchison–Whampoa, perhaps 
at Chinese’s behest or with their influ-
ence, could impede commercial mili-
tary traffic. 

We hope this will not occur. There is 
no immediate indications that it will 
occur. But stopping the flow of these 
exports is a possible consequence of the 
leases that have been executed, and 
they could have significant devastating 
impacts on free trade, particularly for 
the United States. 

The resolution I introduced was in-
tended to address the issue of the Pan-
ama Canal security to raise the con-
cerns of the Congress to the President, 
before some action is taken that could 
in the long term damage or threaten 
our security. 

Panama has recently elected a new 
government. By reputation, President 
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