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ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-

MENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2001—MOTION TO PROCEED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion to proceed to the energy and water 
bill is agreed to. 

f 

TO AUTHORIZE EXTENSION OF 
NONDISCRIMINATORY TREAT-
MENT TO THE PEOPLE’S REPUB-
LIC OF CHINA—MOTION TO PRO-
CEED 

CLOTURE MOTION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the clerk will re-
port the motion to invoke cloture. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the mo-
tion to proceed to calendar No. 575, H.R. 4444, 
a bill to authorize extension of nondiscrim-
inatory treatment (normal trade relations 
treatment) to the People’s Republic of 
China. 

Trent Lott, Pat Roberts, Larry E. Craig, 
Christopher Bond, Chuck Grassley, Ted 
Stevens, Connie Mack, Orrin Hatch, 
Frank H. Murkowski, Wayne Allard, 
Kay Bailey Hutchison, Don Nickles, 
Bill Roth, Michael Crapo, Slade Gor-
ton, and Craig Thomas. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I will vote 
against the cloture motion to proceed 
to the China Permanent Normal Trade 
Relations bill. 

The very nature of the discussions 
that have been taking place on the 
China PNTR issue demonstrates the 
complexity of trade, national security, 
democratic and economic issues that 
this nation faces in considering U.S.- 
China relations. One of my greatest 
concerns about the passage of PNTR 
for China is the very intensive scur-
rying to neatly package this deal as a 
‘‘win’’ for America. 

I will concede that, on one hand, sup-
porters of the PNTR legislation can 
make legitimate claims that China 
has, indeed, stated that it is willing to 
cut its tariffs, to allow greater foreign 
investment, and to abide by a set of 
internationally approved trade rules. 
Certainly, the people of the United 
States of America embrace the hope 
that China and the Chinese people can 
enjoy a beneficial exchange of com-
merce. But, I am a devout believer in 
the principle of fair trade—I repeat fair 
trade—rather than the so-called free 
trade, and I must note that China’s 
track record in adhering to agreements 
is much less than perfect. 

I have little doubt that the vote 
today paves the way to rush to approve 
the PNTR measure without the delib-
erate, thoughtful consideration that 
this Congress should always provide. It 
has been years since this body gave 
U.S. trade policy the kind of consider-
ation that we ought and that it cer-
tainly deserves. The Congress must not 

continue to neglect its duty to provide 
meaningful debate on U.S. trade policy 
that could plant the seeds of lasting, 
mutually beneficial trade relations 
with China. 

But, I will save my concerns about 
the China PNTR issue for the actual 
debate. The debate today is simply on 
the motion to proceed. Nevertheless, 
all Senators should be put on notice 
that this vote is about allowing the 
Senate to begin a hasty consideration 
of one of the most economically impor-
tant relationships of our time, which 
also has huge national security impli-
cations. U.S.-China relations deserve 
better consideration from the body 
charged by the Constitution, as out-
lined in Article I, Section 8, with regu-
lating commerce with foreign nations. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to urge my colleagues to 
support the cloture motion on the mo-
tion to proceed to Senate consideration 
of Permanent Normal Trade Relations 
with China based on the bilateral trade 
agreement negotiated between our two 
nations this past November. Much is at 
stake in this vote. 

In the bilateral agreement signed 
this past November China made signifi-
cant market-opening concessions to 
the United States across virtually 
every economic sector. For example: 

On U.S. priority agricultural prod-
ucts, tariffs will drop from an average 
of 31 percent to 14 percent by January 
2004 and industrial tariffs on U.S. prod-
ucts will fall from an average of 24.6 
percent in 1997 to an average of 9.4 per-
cent by 2005. 

China will open up distribution serv-
ices, such as repair and maintenance, 
warehousing, trucking, and air courier 
services. 

Import tariffs on autos, now aver-
aging 80–100 percent, will be phased 
down to an average of 25 percent by 
2006, with tariff reductions accelerated. 

China will participate in the Infor-
mation Technology Agreement and will 
eliminate tariffs on products such as 
computers, semiconductors, and re-
lated products by 2005. 

China will open its telecommuni-
cations sector, including access to Chi-
na’s growing Internet services, and ex-
pand investment and other activities 
for financial services firms. 

The agreement also preserves safe-
guards against dumping and other un-
fair trade practices. Specifically, the 
‘‘special safeguard rule’’ (to prevent 
import surges into the U.S.) will re-
main in force for 12 years and the ‘‘spe-
cial anti-dumping methodology’’ will 
remain in effect for 15 years. 

America benefits by having China 
follow the rules and norms of the glob-
al marketplace. 

By some estimates, China is already 
the world’s seventh largest economy. 
China’s total worldwide trade grew 
from $21 billion in 1978 to over $324 bil-
lion in 1998. Trade makes up 33 percent 

of China’s Gross Domestic Product 
(GDP), estimated at roughly one tril-
lion dollars in 1998. 

China is already America’s fourth 
largest trading partner. U.S.-China 
two-way trade, less than $1 billion in 
1978, was roughly $85 billion in 1998. 

I would also like to take a few min-
utes to discuss why China’s accession 
to the WTO is so important to Cali-
fornia. 

California is the nation’s number one 
exporting State, and well over one- 
fourth of California’s trillion dollar 
economy now depends on international 
trade and investment. For California 
workers and companies, this means 
jobs and improved export opportunities 
across a broad range of manufacturing, 
agricultural, and service industries. 

For California, the growth of trade 
relations with China over the past two 
decades has been dramatic. 

In 1998, China and Hong Kong to-
gether were California’s fourth largest 
export destination, with exports top-
ping $6.1 billion. 

In 1998, while California’s total ex-
ports declined 4.17 percent, due to the 
Asian financial crisis, our exports to 
China (not including Hong Kong) in-
creased 9.28 percent. 

One third of the total U.S. exports to 
China come from California; all told 
over 100,000 California jobs have been 
generated thus far by trade with China. 

California’s top exports to China look 
a lot like a list of new and emerging 
technologies fueling California’s cur-
rent economic boom: Electronic and 
electrical equipment; industrial equip-
ment and computers; transportation 
equipment; and instruments. 

And China is also an important mar-
ket for the traditional mainstays of 
the California economy: China and 
Hong Kong in 1998 received 4.9 percent 
of California’s food exports and 6.4 per-
cent of our crop exports. 

No matter how you look at it, this 
benefits the United States. 

Unfortunately, many people have 
confused this PNTR vote with a vote to 
approve China joining the World Trade 
Organization (WTO). It needs to be un-
derstood, however, that China will 
likely join the WTO within the next 
year regardless. That issue will be de-
cided by the WTO’s working group and 
a two-thirds vote of the WTO member-
ship as a whole. 

Under WTO rules, only the countries 
that have ‘‘non-discriminatory’’ trade 
practices (PNTR) are entitled to re-
ceive the benefits of WTO agreements. 
Without granting China permanent 
normal trading status, the United 
States would be effectively shut out of 
China’s vast markets, while Britain, 
Japan, France and all the other WTO- 
member nations would be allowed to 
trade with few barriers. 

If we do not grant China PNTR based 
on the November bilateral agreement— 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 12:10 Nov 26, 2004 Jkt 079102 PO 00000 Frm 00048 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR00\S27JY0.001 S27JY0



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 16693 July 27, 2000 
an agreement in which the U.S. re-
ceived many important trade conces-
sions and gave up nothing—we effec-
tively shoot ourselves in the foot. 

Let us also be clear about the ulti-
mate issue at stake here today: The 
People’s Republic of China is today un-
dergoing its most significant period of 
economic and social activity since its 
founding over 50 years ago. The pace is 
fast; the changes large. In a relatively 
short time, China has become a key 
Pacific Rim player and major world 
trader. It is now a huge producer and 
consumer of goods and services, and a 
magnet for investment and commerce. 

Because of its size and potential, the 
choices China makes over the next few 
years will greatly influence the future 
of peace and prosperity in Asia. But, in 
a very real sense, the shaping of Asia’s 
future also begins with choices Amer-
ica will make in deciding how to deal 
with China. 

We can try to engage China and inte-
grate it into the global community. We 
can be a catalyst for positive change, 
as our management styles, business 
techniques and the philosophies that 
underlie them take root in Chinese 
society. 

We can work for change in China, as 
the benefits of trade and rising living 
standards bring about the goals we 
seek, or we can deal antagonistically 
with China and lose our leverage in 
guiding China along paths of positive 
economic and social development. And 
we can sacrifice business advantage to 
competitor nations. 

History clearly shows us a nation’s 
respect for political pluralism, human 
rights, labor rights, and environmental 
protection grows in direct proportion 
to that nation’s positive interaction 
with others and as that nations 
achieves a level of sustainable eco-
nomic development and social well- 
being. This was true in Taiwan; it was 
true in South Korea. Not too long ago, 
both were governed by dictatorships. 
Given a chance, it will also be true in 
China. 

As I see it, America will face no chal-
lenge more important than this in the 
foreseeable future. I am convinced we 
will debate no issue more important 
than the question of China’s entry into 
the World Trade Organization (WTO) 
and whether or not we will deal with 
the Chinese on the basis of a perma-
nent normal trading relationship— 
PNTR—and I intend to speak to this 
issue at greater length when the Sen-
ate returns to work this September. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
cloture motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum 
call is waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the motion to 
proceed to the consideration of H.R. 
4444, an act to authorize extension of 
nondiscriminatory treatment (normal 

trade relations treatment) to the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China, and to estab-
lish a framework for relations between 
the United States and the People’s Re-
public of China, shall be brought to a 
close? 

The yeas and nays are required under 
the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Tennessee (Mr. FRIST) 
and the Senator from New Mexico (Mr. 
DOMENICI) are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 86, 
nays 12, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 231 Leg.] 

YEAS—86 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Burns 
Chafee, L. 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Enzi 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 

Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Miller 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wyden 

NAYS—12 

Bunning 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Helms 

Hollings 
Inhofe 
Mikulski 
Sarbanes 

Smith (NH) 
Specter 
Thurmond 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—2 

Domenici Frist 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-
TON). On this vote the yeas are 86, the 
nays are 12. Three-fifths of the Sen-
ators duly chosen and sworn having 
voted in the affirmative, the motion is 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
North Carolina is recognized for up to 
40 minutes. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be in order 
for me to yield 5 minutes of my time to 
the distinguished Senator from Dela-
ware and 1 or 2 minutes, whatever he 
needs, to the distinguished Senator 
from New York, without losing my 
right to the floor. 

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

The Senator from Delaware is recog-
nized. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I thank the 
majority leader for starting the process 

of consideration of this historic legisla-
tion and I look forward to the debate in 
September. At that point, I intend to 
outline precisely how normalizing our 
trade relations with China is the single 
most significant step we can take in 
promoting the broad range of interests, 
from national security to human 
rights, that the United States has in 
its relationship with China and Asia as 
a whole. For today, however, I do not 
intend debate abstractions. Instead, I 
am going to start where I always do 
when I am considering legislation. And, 
that is the simple question of whether 
normalizing trade with China is good 
for my constituents back home in 
Delaware. Delaware’s exports to China 
in many product categories nearly dou-
bled between 1993 and 1998. Delaware’s 
trade with China now exceeds $70 mil-
lion. The agreement reached with 
China as part of its accession to the 
WTO would mean dramatically lower 
tariffs on products critical to Dela-
ware’s economy. 

The economy of southern Delaware, 
for example, depends on poultry. China 
is already the second leading market 
for American poultry products world-
wide. Poultry producers in Delaware 
and elsewhere have built that market 
in the face of both quotas and high tar-
iffs. Under the agreement with China, 
those quotas will now be eliminated 
and the tariffs will be cut in half, from 
20 to 10 percent. In Delaware, chemi-
cals and pharmaceuticals make up a 
significant share of my State’s manu-
facturing base. In the chemical sector, 
China has agreed to eliminate quotas 
on chemical products by 2002 and will 
cut its tariffs on American chemical 
exports by more than one-half. Fur-
thermore, there is not a day that I 
come to work that I do not remember 
that Delaware is also home to two 
automobile manufacturing plants, one 
Chrysler and one General Motors. In 
fact, I am told that Delaware has more 
auto workers per capita than any other 
State, including Michigan. As many of 
the auto workers in my State remem-
ber, I led the fight to ensure Chrysler’s 
survival. And I remain one of the 
strongest supporters of the Chrysler 
and General Motors communities in 
Delaware. 

Under the agreement with China, 
China has agreed to cut tariffs on auto-
mobiles by up to 70 percent and on auto 
parts by more than one-half. The 
agreement also ensures the ability of 
our automobile companies to sell di-
rect to consumers, rather than through 
some state-owned marketing office, 
and the ability to finance those sales 
directly as they do here in the United 
States. I want to give each of you a 
website address where you can see the 
powerful positive effect this agreement 
will have on your state and on your 
constituents as well. You can find it at 
www.chinapntr.gov. 

Beyond that, I want to emphasize 
two final points. The first thing I want 
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every member of the Senate to under-
stand is that China is going to become 
a member of the World Trade Organiza-
tion whether we pass this bill or not. 
What this vote is about is whether 
American farmers, American busi-
nesses, and American workers—real 
working men and women back home in 
each of our states—will receive the 
benefits of an agreement that three 
Presidents from both parties have pur-
sued with incredible dedication for 13 
years. Or, will we reject this bill and 
see those benefits go instead to our Eu-
ropean and Japanese competitors? 
Under the bilateral agreement reached 
this past November, China has agreed 
to open its markets farther than many 
of our other WTO trading partners even 
in the developed world. Indeed, to a re-
markable extent, China seems willing 
to go farther faster on agricultural 
subsidies and services than even Japan 
and some of our European trading part-
ners. And, the United States is likely 
to be the primary beneficiary of Chi-
na’s historic agreement to open its 
markets. Voting no on this motion 
means that American farmers, its man-
ufacturers and its workers will suffer 
the consequences and face a dimmer 
economic future as a result. 

The second point I want to make in 
closing has to do with the bill that 
came to us from the House. We have re-
viewed the bill in the Finance Com-
mittee and I want to emphasize my un-
equivocal support for the House bill. It 
preserves precisely what the Finance 
Committee hoped to do—which is en-
sure that American farmers, manufac-
turers, and service providers would 
gain access to the Chinese market 
under the terms negotiated this past 
November. Beyond that, the House bill 
strikes a reasonable balance in terms 
of Congress’ ongoing scrutiny of Chi-
na’s record on human rights and labor 
standards. Indeed, in my view, the 
commission created by the House bill 
for those purposes offers more to our 
advocacy of human rights in China 
than any vote under the Jackson- 
Vanik amendment ever did or ever 
would. What that means is that, be-
cause benefits of normalizing our trade 
relations with China, and because there 
is now so little time left before the 
106th Congress adjourns, I will intend 
to oppose all amendments to the bill. 
Thirteen members of the Finance Com-
mittee have joined me in that pledge 
and I know many others that have ex-
pressed the same view to the majority 
and minority leaders. With that, let me 
close by simply urging my colleagues 
to support the motion to proceed, and 
final passage when we return in Sep-
tember. Let’s engage in the serious de-
bate the bill deserves and let’s take ac-
tion as soon as possible to secure the 
benefits of the agreement for our farm-
ers, manufacturers, and workers. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 
to congratulate the chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee. This measure has 
now had its first test. It has passed 
overwhelmingly, 86–12. 

We have trouble getting such votes 
on the Fourth of July celebrations. 

Here is some sense of how epic this 
vote will be. At the Finance Commit-
tee’s final hearing on China, on April 6, 
the former Chief Negotiator for Japan 
and Canada at the Office of the U.S. 
Trade Representative closed his testi-
mony thus: ‘‘this vote is one of an his-
toric handful of Congressional votes 
since the end of World War II. Nothing 
that Members of Congress do this year 
or any other year could be more impor-
tant.’’ 

We are asking, pleading to leave this 
bill untouched. We want it to go out of 
this Chamber directly to the President 
at the White House where it will be 
signed. We do not want a conference. 
We do not want another vote on the 
House floor. 

The majority leader promised that 
the Senate would begin its consider-
ation of H.R. 4444, the legislation au-
thorizing the extension of permanent 
normal trade relations, PNTR, to 
China before the August recess. He has 
kept his word. We owe great thanks as 
well to our esteemed minority leader, 
Senator DASCHLE, who has been tireless 
on this matter, and to our great Chair-
man, Senator ROTH, whose efforts have 
brought us to this day. Today’s vote 
puts us on course to take up and pass 
this important legislation early in Sep-
tember. 

I have no doubt that the measure will 
prevail—and by a wide margin. It 
comes to us following the decisive vote 
in the House of Representatives on 
May 24—over two months ago now—237 
ayes, 197 noes. And it comes to the 
floor with the unequivocal endorse-
ment of the Finance Committee: on 
May 17, the Finance Committee re-
ported out a simple, 2-page bill—a 
straight-out authorization of PNTR. 
The vote was nearly unanimous, 19–1. 

The House saw fit to add a few more 
provisions, which the Finance Com-
mittee studied in Executive Session on 
Wednesday, June 7. Our conclusion was 
that there is nothing objectionable in 
it. 

The House added the package offered 
by Representatives LEVIN and BEREU-
TER. It includes an import surge mech-
anism to implement one of the provi-
sions of the November 1999 U.S.-China 
agreement, fully consistent with exist-
ing law. It creates a human rights com-
mission loosely modeled after the Com-
mission on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe, the Helsinki Commission. And 
it authorizes appropriations to address 
China’s compliance with its WTO com-
mitments. 

Nothing major. Nothing troubling. It 
was the nearly unanimous view of the 
Finance Committee that we ought sim-

ply to take up the House bill and pass 
it. And the sooner the better. 

I will make two observations. First, 
with its accession to the WTO, China 
merely resumes the role that it played 
more than half a century ago. China 
was one of the 44 participants in the 
Bretton Woods Conference, July 1–22, 
1944, and its representatives were seat-
ed on the executive boards of the World 
Bank and the International Monetary 
Fund when those two organizations 
came into being in 1946. 

That same year, China was appointed 
to the Preparatory Committee of the 
United Nations Conference on Trade 
and Employment, which was charged 
with drafting both the Charter for the 
International Trade Organization (ITO) 
and the General Agreement on Tariffs 
and Trade. China was one of the origi-
nal 23 Contracting Parties of the 
GATT, which entered into force for 
China on May 22, 1948. 

Following the establishment of the 
People’s Republic of China, the Repub-
lic of China (Taiwan) notified the 
GATT on March 8, 1950 that it was ter-
minating ‘‘China’s’’ membership. Thir-
ty-six years later, in 1986, China offi-
cially sought to rejoin the GATT, now 
the WTO. After 14 years of negotia-
tions, it is now time. 

My second broad observation is that 
the economic case for PNTR is unas-
sailable. Ambassador Barshefsky nego-
tiated an outstanding market access 
agreement: that much is not in dis-
pute. It is a one-sided agreement: it 
was China, and not the United States, 
that had to make significant and wide- 
ranging market access commitments. 

Once China becomes a member of the 
World Trade Organization—and China 
will become a WTO member with or 
without the support of the United 
States Congress—the concessions that 
China has agreed to in negotiations 
with the United States and other coun-
tries will be extended to all countries 
that enter into full WTO relations with 
China. This is simply a consequence of 
the operation of the ‘‘normal trade re-
lations’’ principle—the old ‘‘most-fa-
vored-nation’’ principle, to use the 17th 
century term. 

But until the United States grants 
China permanent normal trade rela-
tions, we will not be guaranteed the 
benefits that our own negotiators se-
cured. This is because the process of 
annual renewal and review of China’s 
trade status, conditioned as it is on 
freedom-of-emigration goals, violates 
the core principles of the WTO’s Gen-
eral Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 
1994, the General Agreement on Trade 
in Services and the Agreement on 
Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual 
Property Rights—all of which require 
unconditional normal trade relations. 

A vote in support of PNTR for China 
is not an endorsement of China’s record 
on human rights. To be sure, there is 
much to be done. But the annual NTR 
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review process has simply not provided 
us much leverage on human rights be-
cause the sanction is too extreme—the 
reimposition of the Smoot-Hawley tar-
iff rates, that would choke off our 
trade with China— and has never been 
imposed. 

The United States has extended our 
‘‘normal’’—i.e. ‘‘normal trade rela-
tions’’ or NTR—tariff rates to China 
each year for the past 20 years. Since 
1980. Without a break. This legislation 
simply recognizes that this long-stand-
ing policy will continue. 

We will have a good debate when we 
return in September. And then I pre-
dict that the Senate will pass H.R. 4444 
by an overwhelming margin, as we 
ought to do. 

I again thank our dear friend from 
North Carolina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be in order 
for me to make my comments from my 
desk seated. 

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

The Senator from North Carolina. 
Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. Mr. 

President, I know some of the leaders 
in the business community around the 
country—particularly those who went 
to Shanghai last October to clink 
champagne glasses with China’s dic-
tators and help them celebrate the 50th 
anniversary of Chinese communism— 
these business leaders are eager for the 
Senate to deliver to them their year 
2000 Holy Grail. It is called permanent 
normal trade relations with China, and 
I imagine there is a little bit of cham-
pagne flowing after this vote in the 
Senate. I say to them, just wait a little 
bit; maybe the American people will 
speak up a little more loudly than they 
have thus far. 

These business leaders would have 
liked the Senate to take up this legis-
lation right now and have a perfunc-
tory debate with no amendments and 
just get it over with. They are con-
vinced they are absolutely right, and I 
am convinced they are not necessarily 
right. Some of us, in any case, have 
some news for them: It is not going to 
happen. 

I, for one, have just begun to discuss 
this issue, and there are other Senators 
who believe just as I do, that the legis-
lation warrants a lengthy and thorough 
debate about Communist China. 

We are not going to just debate and 
make a bunch of speeches before rubber 
stamping PNTR. We are going to have 
some votes. I have been working with 
several Senators on a series of amend-
ments designed to ensure that before 
the Senate holds its final vote on 
PNTR, we will have voted on a gamut 
of issues that confront U.S.-China rela-
tions. 

This is not just a China trade vote, as 
someone has attempted to cast it. Vot-

ing on whether or not to extend perma-
nent normal trade relations to China 
will send a powerful message to Beijing 
and the world as to how the United 
States views the behavior of the Chi-
nese regime. That is why we must have 
a full debate and votes on issues such 
as China’s pitiful human rights record, 
China’s brutal suppression of religious 
freedom, China’s increasingly bellig-
erent stance toward the democratic 
Chinese government on Taiwan, and 
China’s unbroken record of violating 
agreements one after another, among 
other matters. You can’t trust them. 

I know there are some in this Senate 
who argue we must not offer any 
amendments to PNTR because that 
would send it back to the House and 
force that other Chamber to vote again 
on the legislation. Well, la-di-da. 

I must confess, I find that argument 
interesting coming from the Democrat 
side of the aisle. Until recently, Sen-
ator after Senator on the opposite side 
of the aisle was coming down to the 
floor to fulminate against the majority 
leader for his efforts to expedite pas-
sage of appropriations bills by restrict-
ing the number of amendments that 
Senators can offer. 

Now all of a sudden, when their par-
ty’s President has legislation that he 
wants to be expedited by the Senate, 
the leadership on the other side has 
suddenly and miraculously been trans-
formed into champions of speed and ef-
ficiency. 

Let’s hope they keep that spirit up 
when the Senate completes action on 
the appropriations bills this fall. 

The fact is, there is simply no argu-
ment now for opposing commonsense 
amendments to PNTR. Before the 
House vote, supporters of PNTR were 
concerned that amendments would 
somehow endanger final passage of the 
legislation. Everyone thought the 
House vote would be razor thin and 
that requiring the House to vote again 
now, or a little later, would bring final 
passage into question. 

But, in point of fact, PNTR passed in 
the House by quite a comfortable mar-
gin. There is simply no reason why the 
House could not pass it again with cer-
tain commonsense amendments in-
serted on this side of the aisle by the 
Senate, and that, Mr. President, is our 
duty. 

I can imagine only one reason why 
Senators would oppose such common-
sense amendments today. It is nothing 
but crass partisan politics. There is a 
desire to prevent House Members from 
having to vote again on PNTR because 
they fear such a vote is likely to an-
tagonize some of the labor union forces 
right before the fall elections. There 
are those who do not want to remind 
big labor that even the Democratic 
Party is doing the bidding of corporate 
America now. 

The partisan interests of either polit-
ical party do not interest me one bit. 

What interests me is having a full de-
bate and making certain that the Sen-
ate does not send a signal to Beijing 
that we are willing to look the other 
way at Communist China’s belligerence 
toward Taiwan, Communist China’s 
proliferation to rogue states, and Com-
munist China’s brutal abuses against 
their own people time and time again 
in pursuit of the almighty dollar. 

I opposed the motion to proceed, but 
I must say I have been disturbed by the 
single-minded rush to get this vote 
over with. Since February, we have 
been barraged by Chicken Little pleas 
to move this legislation, as though the 
world will come to an end if Congress 
does not pass this bill this year. In all 
likelihood, China will not enter the 
World Trade Organization until next 
year at the earliest, and China can get 
PNTR only when China joins the World 
Trade Organization. 

So what is the rush? I think I know 
the reason for that, and it is the most 
disturbing one to me. It was articu-
lated by the distinguished minority 
leader who recently admonished the 
Senate to expedite PNTR because the 
longer the Senate waits, the greater 
the chance is that an international in-
cident of some sort could scuttle the 
legislation. 

Let’s ponder that just a little bit. To 
what kind of incident could the distin-
guished minority leader have been re-
ferring? Could it be he is concerned 
that China—you know that supposedly 
responsible reformist power with which 
we are trying to do business—might 
somehow cause an international inci-
dent by, say, doing business with some-
body or launching an invasion of Tai-
wan or launching another Tiananmen 
Square-style crackdown in which they 
rode that tank over a protester, a 
crackdown that would live in the 
minds of a lot of people because it 
would be carried live by CNN on dis-
play for the entire world. They would 
show what a despicable bunch of thugs 
with which we are dealing in this mat-
ter. 

It speaks volumes about the depths 
to which we have sunk when leading 
supporters of PNTR openly admit that 
they are desperate to lock in this 
transaction before our Communist Chi-
nese business partners do something so 
unspeakable that the American people 
would resent our trying to do business 
with them. 

That is why, if I have anything to do 
with it, we are not going to rush PNTR 
through the Senate. We are not going 
to rubber stamp the President’s plan to 
reward the Chinese Communists. We 
are going to have a debate. We are 
going to have votes. And some of us, 
maybe more than 12 of us, are going to 
make clear to China’s rulers that all 
Senators do not and will not endorse, 
let alone condone, their brutality. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the next speaker 
was to be the Senator from Nevada, 
Mr. BRYAN. 

Mr. HOLLINGS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Carolina. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I may go out 
of order since the Senator is not here. 

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

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin-
guished Presiding Officer. 

Mr. President, there is no question, 
as the Senator from Delaware and the 
Senator from New York have said—the 
chairman and ranking member—this is 
highly important, but for a different 
reason. 

There is no question that we are 
going to have trade with China. The 
objection I have at this particular mo-
ment is with respect to the permanent 
nature of normal trade relations. I 
want to eliminate the permanence so 
we will have annual reviews to see ex-
actly how our investments, our cre-
ation of jobs, our trade is coming along 
with respect to national security. 

Tom Donohue, down at the Chamber 
of Commerce, says that it is going to 
create hundreds of thousands of jobs. I 
am willing to bet him—and he can 
name the odds and the amounts—that 
we are going to lose hundreds of thou-
sands of jobs. 

This is for an investment agreement 
in China, so that investments will flow 
to China and remain undisturbed by 
possible U.S. retaliation, protected by 
their joining in the WTO. And then, 
when we bring up various things to pro-
tect the security interests of the 
United States,—at the WTO level, Cuba 
votes us out because it has an equal 
vote. 

The important point to remember, 
and President Clinton acknowledged at 
the very beginning of the summer and 
the PNTR consideration, although he 
could not understand it, was what he 
characterized as ‘‘global anxiety.’’ 

Let me tell him a little bit about 
that anxiety. Oneida Mills, in Andrews, 
SC, closed. They had 487 employees. 
Their average age was 47 years of age. 
The company moved to Mexico and 
their 478 employees were out of a job. 
And what does Washington tell them? 
They say: Reeducate. They almost 
sound like Mao Tse Tong. Reeducate, 
with high skills. Don’t you understand, 
in the global competition you have to 
have high skills. 

Tomorrow morning we have done just 
that. We have 487 high-skilled com-
puter operators. Are you going to hire 
the 47-year-old computer operator or 
the 21-year-old computer operator? 
Those 487 are ‘‘dead-lined.’’ They are 
out of a job. 

Earlier this week I checked the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics. Since NAFTA, 
we have lost 39,200 textile and apparel 

jobs alone in the little State of South 
Carolina. 

Anxiety—there is justified anxiety 
across the Nation—where we have lost 
over 400,000 textile and apparel jobs 
since NAFTA, with the outflow of the 
industrial strength down south and 
over into the Pacific rim. 

They do not understand globali- 
zation, says the President. They do not 
understand global competition. Global 
competition started back at the end of 
World War II under the Marshall Plan 
in 1945. We sent over the expertise, we 
sent over the machinery, and we sent 
over the money so they could have 
global competition. 

Our southern Governors helped has-
ten along and expedite global competi-
tion 40 years ago. I traveled to Ger-
many. We now have 116 German plants 
in the little State of South Carolina. 
So we know about global competition. 

But what has really occurred—with 
the fall of the wall—is that 4 billion 
workers have entered the workforce of 
the world, willing to work for any-
thing. With NAFTA and WTO, and the 
rise of the Internet, you can transfer 
your technology on a computer, you 
can transfer your finances on a sat-
ellite. With the Internet, you don’t 
have to go to Mexico, you don’t have to 
go to the Pacific rim; you can operate 
your plant from a New York office. 
That is a wonderful operation. As a re-
sult, as the Wall Street Journal said, 
this agreement is for investment in 
China and not in the United States. 

There is global anxiety. There should 
be global anxiety. And we are trying to 
go and develop a competitive trade pol-
icy. Every country in Europe, every 
country in the Pacific rim has con-
trolled trade, and we, as children, run 
around still babbling ‘‘free trade, free 
trade,’’ giving away our industrial 
strength. 

We have come from that beginning, 
that at the end of World War II, 41 per-
cent of our workforce was in manufac-
turing. Now it is down to 12 percent. 
And as Akio Morita, a founder of Sony, 
cautioned in a speech back in the 1980s: 
That a world power that loses its man-
ufacturing capacity will cease to be a 
world power. And that is where we are. 
In Washington, we are not discussing 
paying the bill. They all say, ‘‘pay 
down the debt,’’ but the debt has gone 
up. I have the figures right here. 

The debt has gone up exactly $12 bil-
lion. Here it is, the public debt to the 
penny, since the beginning of the fiscal 
year. There is not any surplus. And 
otherwise we need to understand the 
deficit and the balance of trade, where 
we do not have anything to export. 

We have a $350 billion deficit in the 
balance of trade. And little Japan has 
out manufactured the great United 
States of America. As we waste our 
economic strength on spending over 
$175 billion a year more than we take 
in, as we have done, since President 

Lyndon Johnson last balanced the 
budget. We have drained the tub of in-
dustrial strength with this naive ‘‘free 
trade, free trade, free trade.’’ 

No. I am a competitor. I understand 
the global competition. We like the in-
vestments that we have. We like the 
global competition. But the United 
States has not begun to fight. 

I would be glad to yield when I see 
someone come to the floor. I just hate 
to see this valuable time wasted. 

I ask unanimous consent that I be 
able to continue until we see the next 
speaker. 

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

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin-
guished Presiding Officer because I 
think I am going to get him to join me. 

I have had a dynamic debate with the 
Senators from Washington for over 30- 
some years because they have Boeing, 
the outstanding export industry of the 
United States. 

Now, they believe in controlled trade, 
as I do, because they use all the tech-
nology and research from our Depart-
ment of Defense on the one hand, and 
they use the financing of the Export- 
Import Bank on the other hand. I be-
lieve in that Export-Import Bank, and 
the subsidization of the Boeing sales, 
because we have to meet the competi-
tion of Airbus. So I support that. But 
they should not come telling me about 
free trade because we do not finance 
textile sales; we do not finance much 
textile research. 

So we can look back to last Decem-
ber—a year ago—at the demonstration 
in Seattle. There was an anarchist 
group that came up from Eugene, OR, 
but I am talking about the responsible 
AFL-CIO demonstration there. That 
particular demonstration was led by 
the Boeing machinists—the premium 
single export industry in the United 
States. Why? Because much of that 
Boeing 777 is required to be made in 
China in order to sell in China. That is 
not free trade. That is requiring local 
content provisions. 

So as they require it there, they re-
quire it otherwise in Europe. That is 
why we have tried, for 50 years, to set 
the example to have no subsidies, no 
tariffs, no content requirements, have 
absolutely free trade. The dynamic of 
the global competition is one of con-
trol for the security interests of the 
nations involved. 

I believe if I was running Japan, I 
would do it the same way, or if I was 
running China. It works. In 10 years, 
they have gone from a $6 billion-plus 
balance of trade with the United States 
to $68 billion. They are cleaning our 
clock. With this particular PNTR, will 
we ever wake up? Our friend John F. 
Kennedy wrote the book ‘‘While Eng-
land Slept.’’ I am tempted to write the 
book ‘‘While America Slept.’’ Ken-
nedy’s book was how the great British 
empire that brought Germany to its 
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knees, the conqueror, the victor was 
brought to its knees by the vanquished. 
That is exactly what is happening to 
the United States of America. We are 
going the way of England. 

They told the Brits at the end of 
World War II, they said: Don’t worry, 
instead of a nation of brawn, you will 
be a nation of brains; instead of pro-
ducing products, you will provide serv-
ices, a service economy; instead of cre-
ating wealth, you will handle it and be 
a financial center. England has gone to 
hell in an economic hand basket. Lon-
don is nothing more than an amuse-
ment park. Their army is not as big as 
our Marines, and they have lost their 
clout in world affairs. Money talks. 

So not only are we losing our middle 
class—as Henry Ford said, ‘‘I want to 
pay that worker enough to buy what he 
is producing,’’ which helped begin not 
only the wonderful development of a 
middle class in America, the strength 
of our democracy—but our clout in 
international and foreign policy. 

I thank the Chair for its indulgence. 
We will continue in September to try 
to get everyone’s attention, so we can 
compete. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SMITH of Oregon). The Senator from 
Maine. 

Ms. COLLINS. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded 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. Mr. President, I 
think Senator BRYAN is going to speak 
so I will take only 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
may take more time later on tonight, 
but since it is not clear exactly how 
the schedule is going to proceed, let me 
thank Senator LOTT for his commit-
ment to a good, thorough, substantive 
debate on whether or not we should or 
should not enter into a review of nor-
mal trade relations with China. 

I could speak for many hours about 
this, but I will have a number of 
amendments. One of them will reflect 
the work of a very important religious 
group, the U.S. Commission on Reli-
gious Rights and Religious Freedom, 
which we will talk about, criteria that 
should be met, and focus on the right 
of people in China to practice their re-
ligion without persecution. Another 
will be a human rights amendment. 
Another will deal with prison labor 
conditions in China. Another will deal 
with the right of people to form unions 
in China. Finally, there will be a very 
important amendment for people to or-
ganize in our own country. 

Part of what is going on here is the 
concern within this sort of broad inter-
national framework that quite often 
the message for people in this country 
is, if you organize, we are gone. We will 
go to China or another country and pay 
12 cents an hour or 3 cents an hour. The 
message to people in these countries is, 
if you should dare to form a union, 
then you don’t get the investment. I 
want to focus on the right to organize 
and labor law reform in our own coun-
try. 

I am an internationalist. We are in 
an international economy. I do not 
want to see an embargo with China. We 
will trade with China. I do not want to 
have a cold war with China. I want to 
see better relations. I think the real 
question is what the terms of the trade 
will be, who will decide, who will ben-
efit, and who will be asked to sacrifice. 
I hope this new global economy will be 
an economy that works, not only for 
large multinationals but for human 
rights, for religious rights, for the 
right of people to organize, for the en-
vironment, and for our wage earners. 
My amendments will be within that 
framework. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, as we 

consider preceding to legislation to 
grant permanent normal trade rela-
tions to China, I would like to alert my 
Colleagues to an important develop-
ment. It is my understanding that a 
frail, elderly Tibetan woman will soon 
see her only son, who is in prison in 
Tibet. My colleagues on the Finance 
Committee may remember my raising 
my deep concern over the case of 
Ngawang Choephel, a former Fulbright 
student at Middlebury College in 
Vermont who is serving an 18 year sen-
tence in Tibet on charges of espionage. 
As we debate entering a new relation-
ship with China, based on mutual com-
mitments to adhere to an international 
set of principles and regulations, I was 
increasingly angered by the refusal of 
the Chinese government to grant 
Ngawang’s mother, Sonam Dekyi, per-
mission to visit him in prison, a right 
guaranteed her by Chinese law. I spoke 
out about this case during the Finance 
Committee’s mark-up of this legisla-
tion. 

I am pleased to inform my colleagues 
that thanks to the skillful intervention 
of the Chinese Ambassador, the Honor-
able Ambassador Li, Sonam Dekyi will 
soon be in Tibet for a rendezvous with 
her son. Many of my colleagues have 
expressed their support for Sonam 
Dekyi’s request, and I want to make 
sure they are aware of the Chinese gov-
ernment’s decision to allow this meet-
ing. Sonam will be in Lhasa all next 
week, and we are hoping that she will 
be allowed several lengthy visits with 
her son. Because Sonam is in poor 
health and travel to Tibet is very dif-
ficult for her, we are hoping that her 
visits will be of appropriate length and 

quality. I will be happy to share with 
my colleagues Sonam’s report of her 
visit upon her return to India. 

I continue to be worried about the 
health of Ngawang Choephel, and I will 
continue my efforts to obtain his re-
lease. But at this moment I wish to ex-
press my appreciation to the Chinese 
Ambassador for helping to make this 
humanitarian mission happen. I know 
that many Vermonters share my joy at 
this development and my hope that 
this is indicative of further progress in 
matters of great concern to our two 
countries. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

(The remarks of Mr. BRYAN per-
taining to the introduction of S. 2963 
are printed in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT OF THE TWO 
HOUSES OVER THE LABOR DAY 
HOLIDAY 

Mr. HATCH. I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate proceed to the imme-
diate consideration of S. Con. Res. 132, 
the adjournment resolution, which is 
at the desk, which will provide for re-
turning Tuesday, September 5, 2000. 

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

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 132) 
providing for a conditional adjournment or 
recess of the Senate and a conditional ad-
journment of the House of Representatives. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the concurrent 
resolution. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
be agreed to and the motion to recon-
sider be laid upon the table. 

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

The resolution (S. Con. Res. 132) was 
agreed to, as follows: 

S. CON. RES. 132 
Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-

resentatives concurring), That, in consonance 
with section 132(a) of the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1946, when the Senate re-
cesses or adjourns at the close of business on 
Thursday, July 27, 2000, Friday, July 28, 2000, 
or on Saturday, July 29, 2000, on a motion of-
fered pursuant to this concurrent resolution 
by its Majority Leader or his designee, it 
stand recessed or adjourned until noon on 
Tuesday, September 5, 2000, or until noon on 
Wednesday, September 6, 2000, or until such 
time on either day as may be specified by its 
Majority Leader or his designee in the mo-
tion to recess or adjourn, or until noon on 
the second day after Members are notified to 
reassemble pursuant to section 2 of this con-
current resolution, whichever occurs first; 
and that when the House adjourns on the leg-
islative day of Thursday, July 27, 2000, or 
Friday, July 28, 2000, on a motion offered 
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