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First single marine boiler system 

built by Babcock & Wilcox in 1954, its 
computerlike automated boiler system 
built by Bailey Meter Company in 1964, 
and the dual propeller bow thrusters 
built by the American Shipbuilding 
company in 1964. 

The Mather retired in 1980. In 1987, 
Cleveland-Cliffs donated the Mather to 
be restored and preserved as a mari-
time museum and educational facility. 
After an extensive 3-year restoration, 
the Steamship William G. Mather Mu-
seum arrived at its permanent lake-
front berth in downtown Cleveland’s 
North Coast Harbor Park. Since its 
May 1991 opening, hundreds of thou-
sands of visitors and many area school 
children have come aboard and toured 
the historic Mather. To date, the great-
er Cleveland community has invested 
more than $2.5 million and 250,000 vol-
unteer hours in ‘‘the ship that built 
Cleveland.’’ 

f 

AGAINST PNTR 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SHERMAN) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
against isolationism, against protec-
tionism, and I am against this deal. 
Trade with China should not end, but 
we need to go back to the drawing 
board. We accept over 43 percent of 
China’s exports. They accept only .7 
percent, less than 1 percent of our ex-
ports. 

Under those circumstances, we can 
negotiate a better deal. This deal is 
good for profits, but it is bad for Amer-
ican working families. It is good for 
the Chinese Communist party. That is 
why they want this deal so badly. And 
it is bad for those who want to unravel 
the power of the Communist party elite 
in China. This deal is good for the Peo-
ple’s Liberation Army and bad for 
American security interests. 

First let us turn to the balance of 
trade. This deal will make permanent a 
system that has led to the most unbal-
anced trade in the history of affairs be-
tween nations, a $70 billion trade def-
icit as contrasted to just a $13 billion 
market for our exports.

b 1915

There is tremendous economic power 
here on Capitol Hill pushing this deal, 
but it is not from people who think 
they can make money by producing 
goods in the United States at labor 
costs of $20 and $30 an hour and sell 
them to China where people make 12 
cents an hour; in fact, it is the reverse. 
The big profits, the big corporate push 
comes from those who would like to 
pay workers 12 cents an hour and bring 
those goods and sell them to Ameri-
cans at American prices, American 
prices on which they can make tremen-
dous profits. 

This deal makes China safe for U.S. 
investment, because, you know that 
whatever is produced in that factory by 
an American corporation with Chinese 
workers can be brought to the United 
States at huge profits permanently and 
without interruption, but I would like 
to bring to the attention of this House 
a new report issued by the government 
agency that is responsible for ana-
lyzing these trade agreements, the U.S. 
International Trade Commission, 
which reported today that this deal 
will increase our already enormous 
trade deficit and cost America 872,000 
jobs over the next 10 years. 

I should point out that this report 
was officially requested by U.S. Trade 
Representative Charlene Barshefsky, 
the primary mover in the administra-
tion to get us to vote for this deal. She 
asked for the report. When the report 
said this deal kills American jobs, she 
said it was premature. 

I can understand why she would have 
preferred that the report be issued only 
after we vote. I prefer to get informa-
tion before we vote. 

Second, on the issue of human rights; 
there are those that say that through 
engagement, we are going to under-
mine the power of the Communist Chi-
nese party, but you know who does not 
believe that? The heads of the Com-
munist Party of China. They know this 
deal will make them stronger; that is 
why they want it so badly. 

As for the dissidents in China, we do 
not know what they think, they have 
got a gun pointed to their head. Are 
they free to tell us? But most of the 
dissidents who have served time in 
China prisons and escaped to the 
United States are against this deal. 

Finally, I would like to move to the 
newest development of all, because it 
happened this afternoon. Two of our 
colleagues, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BERMAN) and the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON) went 
to the Committee on Rules with an 
amendment that is fully legal under 
GATT, and that amendment provides, 
as follows: Normal trade relations 
treatment shall be withdrawn if China 
invades or imposes a blockade on Tai-
wan. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the Com-
mittee on Rules will not make this in 
order, because it is not accepted by the 
administration, because, of course, it is 
not accepted by China. So we will be 
asked to pass this bill without the Ber-
man-Weldon amendment, and that will 
signal China that it can continue to 
enjoy access to the American market 
even if it blockades Taiwan. 

We ought to make the opposite clear 
to them, but without the Berman-
Weldon amendment, what is the mes-
sage? That amendment was brought be-
fore this House or brought before its of-
ficial Committee on Rules, it is part of 
the record of these proceedings. We 
asked that we be allowed to make it in 

order. If it is rejected, then who is to 
blame China for believing that this 
House has endorsed permanent trade 
with China, even if they blockade Tai-
wan. This is now the Taiwan Blockade 
Authorization Act. Vote no.

WHO ARE THE TRUE DINOSAURS 
ON TRADE? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SWEENEY). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) is recognized for 5 
minutes.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, The Washington 
political establishment is looking down its col-
lective elitist nose at those of us who are say-
ing no to legislation that would provide perma-
nent Most-Favored-Nation trading status for 
China. In their newspaper columns and at 
their cocktail parties they tut-tut that those of 
us raising a challenge to that legislation are 
simply trying to stop economic progress that 
comes from globalized trade and are, there-
fore, hopelessly old fashioned. The fact is just 
the opposite. 

Those who say that we must accept the re-
ality of globalized trade and support perma-
nent favored nation status for the Chinese 
without a major transformation of trading rules 
are in fact the ones stuck in the past. They 
are defending a set of absolutist trading ar-
rangements and a set of useful but creaky 
international institutions that were established 
at the end of World War II. They give only 
token recognition to the changes that are 
needed in these essential but antiquated insti-
tutions. 

At the end of World War II, visionary world 
leaders saw Europe in ruins because of Hit-
ler’s mad rampage through the middle of the 
20th Century. They correctly understood three 
things: 

(1) That Hitler’s rise to power in the first 
place was driven by the fear and chaos that 
accompanied the collapse of first Europe’s 
and then America’s banking system—a col-
lapse that fed the downward spiral of national 
economies on both sides of the Atlantic and 
produced catastrophic levels of unemployment 
and panic. 

(2) That Europe must once again be made 
safe for democracy by rebuilding its political 
institutions. 

(3) That America’s long-term economic and 
political health depended upon rebuilding Eu-
rope’s economy in order to rebuild world com-
merce and create markets for our own goods. 

To accomplish all of that, the Wise Men, as 
they were called, organized the Bretton 
Woods conference which established a new 
set of institutions—the International Monetary 
Fund and the World Bank—in order to help re-
build a new global economy and a new trading 
order. The mission of the Fund was to insure 
stability in monetary exchange. The mission of 
the Bank was to assist nations in the task of 
economic development and reconstruction.

Those institutions helped to produce phe-
nomenally successful results. The world es-
caped the kind of global recession in the years 
immediately following World War II that had 
historically followed other great conflicts. In the 
decade that immediately followed Bretton 
Woods, most of the war-torn European econo-
mies bounced back above their pre-war levels. 
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In subsequent decades, the world’s economy 
more than tripled in size and continued an ex-
pansion—with temporary interruptions to be 
sure—that has now lasted for more than 50 
years. 

That happened despite the fact that nearly 
half of the world’s population continued to 
struggle under the yoke of communism for 
most of that period. In fact, the powerful con-
trast between the prosperity of open market 
economies in the West and the desperate situ-
ation faced by those condemned to live under 
centrally-planned economies ultimately contrib-
uted greatly to the demise of the Soviet Em-
pire. 

That success was accompanied and abetted 
by expanded trade which also contributed to 
prosperity of both America and our trading 
partners. The result was that at least through 
the mid-70’s a rising tide lifted all boats. Al-
most all families, whether they were headed 
by a corporate CEO or a janitor at the com-
pany run by that CEO, shared in that expand-
ing prosperity. 

But in the last two decades, changing reali-
ties have also changed results. First, the na-
ture of trade itself has changed in three funda-
mental ways: 

(1) Fifty years ago, as my colleague BARNEY 
FRANK has pointed out, when the post-war 
rules of the trading game were first estab-
lished, products produced almost entirely in 
one nation were exchanged with other prod-
ucts largely produced in a different nation. 
Today, multinational companies produce poly-
glot products—goods and services produced 
in a number of countries and those goods and 
services are exchanged in large part for other 
goods and services of the same nature. 

(2) As trade between highly developed, high 
wage countries and underdeveloped low wage 
countries has become a larger and larger 
share of the mix, negative side effects have 
appeared in high wage countries like ours. A 
downward pressure on wages because of that 
expanded trade between very unlike econo-
mies has reinforced other economic trends 
and policy actions, producing an ever-wid-
ening income gap between the investing class 
and the working class. A rising tide no longer 
lifts all boats. In fact, the ability of those with 
large amounts of capital to pay any price nec-
essary for what they wanted has, in the global 
economy and local neighborhood alike, driven 
some costs far above what can be afforded by 
those whose boats are anchored to low 
wages. That has happened with the price of 
housing. It has happened with the price of 
education—especially at private institutions. It 
has happened with the price of medical care. 

(3) Downward pressure on wages in econo-
mies like our own have been accompanied by 
greater incentives to minimize environmental 
costs that go into any product because we are 
told those products are in competition with 
products produced in countries with much less 
concern for either well-paid workers or well-
protected environments. That has made it 
more difficult to protect gains that industrial 
countries have made in raising worker living 
standards or cleaning up the environments in 
which they live. 

And now we find in this new era that institu-
tions which were established 50 years ago to 
promote world recovery and world trade—insti-

tutions which at the time undoubtedly pro-
duced winners across the board—now often 
use their influence to push underdeveloped 
countries to follow practices that attract and 
retain investment at the expense of those 
other economic and social values. 

There’s no question that in macro economic 
terms totally open trade can produce more 
goods at lower costs worldwide. And normally 
that would be a blessing. 

But when that becomes the only goal or at 
times the only result, it carriers a high price for 
those who do not possess large amounts of 
capital because their wages cease to rise. And 
the communities they live in come under pres-
sure to allow corporations to do less and less 
to clean up pollution, all in the name of re-
maining globally competitive in a world where 
there are almost no restraints on the move-
ment or the power of capital and ever increas-
ing restraints on the power of everything and 
everyone else—governments, consumers, and 
labor. 

Capitalist economies cannot by definition 
produce equal income for all people. Each so-
ciety needs risk takers who can amass wealth 
so that accumulated wealth can be invested to 
produce economic growth for the entire soci-
ety. That is bound to produce income inequal-
ity. But as Pope John Paul once observed, 
there are certain ‘‘norms of decency’’ that 
must be respected in order to produce eco-
nomic justice and the social cohesioin that is 
necessary for any economic system to func-
tion. The last two decades have produced just 
the opposite—the widest gap between the 
wealthiest 1% of our people and the least 
wealthy 20% of any time since the birth of the 
20th Century. 

Since new globalized trading realities have 
helped produce that problem, they must also 
be part of the effort to fix it. 

In our society the gap in income—in edu-
cation, in housing, and in medical care—has 
grown disgracefully worse. Those who in this 
economy suffer most from that fact—largely 
manufacturing workers in industries with de-
clining employment or workers with less than 
average skills—cannot be expected to roll 
over and say, in the words that Walter 
Cronkite used to sign off his CBS news broad-
cast, ‘‘That’s the way it is.’’ As my colleague 
BARNEY FRANK has noted, Alan Greenspan, 
the Chairman of the Federal Reserve, has 
said that we must not allow our ‘‘inability’’ to 
help workers who are being injured to reduce 
our support for open trade. But, in fact, as 
BARNEY says, ‘‘the problem we face is not in-
ability, but unwillingness to do so.’’

The issue here is not really China. China 
just happened to be the country that triggered 
this debate. The issue is whether America’s 
policymakers who have helped magnify the in-
come gains of the most well off in our society 
by squeezing the economic positions of the 
most at risk families will recognize their moral 
obligation to change course. The issue is 
whether those in this society—the investing 
class, the managing elite, the venture capital-
ists, the multinational corporations who have 
so much to gain by further globalization will be 
willing to see a tiny fraction of that increased 
wealth used to help those who will otherwise 
be caught in the prop wash of their incredible 
prosperity. 

When a doctor administers cancer fighting 
drugs, he knows that he must also deal with 
the side effects of those drugs or his patient 
will not be able to tolerate the drug and will 
die. Isn’t that just as true of the negative side 
effects of globalization on the lower paid, 
underskilled workers caught in the wake of 
economic change? 

If we are to embrace the change that 
globalized 21st Century trading produces, we 
must reshape the institutions that will regulate 
and govern that commerce. We need a redefi-
nition of the role of the IMF, the World Bank, 
and other international financial institutions, 
and never institutions such as the World Trade 
Organization, so that the interest of labor and 
the environment are represented at the table 
when trading decisions are made—not just the 
interests of capital and governing elites. 

We need a second Bretton Woods con-
ference to both modernize and humanize trad-
ing relationships or we will lose in the 21st 
Century the gains we have made in the 20th 
in establishing a balance of decency between 
the needs of the corporate-based market 
economy and the needs of a family-based so-
ciety! 

That means a new set of trading rules, a 
new set of power relationships, a wider rep-
resentation of interests at the table. And it 
means a new commitment on the part of this 
Congress and this society to much greater 
educational opportunity and training opportuni-
ties for workers and children in working class 
families. It means a willingness to do more 
with the tax code to provide as much reward 
for the work of the lower income working class 
as we provide for the highest income venture 
capitalists. It means rebuilding a health care 
safety net for the families of workers whose 
corporate employers are being squeezed by 
the pressures of globalization to shrink that 
safety net. And it means all of those things be-
fore and not after we give away our leverage 
to obtain them. 

Demonstrators in Seattle and Washington 
may have aimed their protests at some of the 
wrong targets, but that should not obscure the 
injustice which produced those demonstra-
tions. As BARNEY FRANK has said, ‘‘the choice 
is not between isolation and integration, but 
between a global new deal and a global ex-
tension of the trickle down theory.’’

Those who want us to approve their rules 
without first changing the rules of the trading 
game that contribute to this injustice are the 
true troglodytes and dinosaurs. It shouldn’t be 
too hard to find common ground, but first you 
really have to want to. When those who want 
us to get on with the game are willing to 
change the rules to minimize the brutality of 
the game for those in our society who are not 
economic superstars, then they will find a lot 
more of us willing to play it. 

f 

OPPOSING PERMANENT NORMAL 
TRADE RELATIONS WITH CHINA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
the strongest opposition to the pro-
posal for permanent trade privileges 
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