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legislation. | think she was profes-
sional at every step of the way.

Now, not everyone agreed with her.
But | will tell you, if you wanted to
disagree with Senator Tebedo, you bet-
ter have your facts in order. Because |
never saw her without having her facts
in order.

We are going to miss her.

Senator Tom Blickensderfer. Tom is
a long-time friend of mine. Tom is a
fine man. His wife is Kristen. He just
got married 4 or 5 years ago. She is a
beautiful woman. And | mean that in a
very broad way. She has got all kinds
of things about her that just make her
a beautiful person.

But back to Tom. Tom is a great guy.
He has been an excellent State senator.
He was in the State House. He was a
Senate majority leader. He was an at-
torney at law. 1 knew him well before
he came into the State legislature.

His issues ranged from everything
from water in the rural areas of the
State. We could always go to Tom be-
cause Tom would always sit down with
us and talk about the rural issues even
though he represented a metropolitan
area.

His family had a long running rep-
utation in the ski industry in the State
of Colorado. Tom’s leadership as the
majority leader in the Senate has been
second to none.
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He is a strong leader. He is recog-
nized throughout the political commu-
nity for his contributions to his party.
He is Republican. I am not talking
about financial. | am talking about his
volunteer time, his help with other
candidates.

I will say, in my opinion, Tom has a
wonderful future ahead of him. He has
a great family. He has a great back-
ground. He has served the State of Col-
orado very well, and Tom is going to do
very well in his future.

Representative Stephanie Takis, she
was elected in 1996 and her big issue
was affordable health care. She is a fi-
nancial specialist. Again, | did not
know Stephanie very well but as with
the others | sat down and visited with
my colleagues about Stephanie. | did
not find anybody who said anything
critical, although they had the oppor-
tunity to because my conversations
with some of my colleagues were in pri-
vate, and these were the colleagues
that | could have that kind of con-
versation with. Not one bad word said
about her.

She has done well in her service to
the State of Colorado; and she, too, it
appears, has a very promising future
ahead of her.

Madam Speaker, | know that my col-
leagues may be saying, gosh, we sat
here this evening; and we have had
ScoTT MCINNIS talk about State legis-
lators from the State of Colorado who
are concluding their service tomorrow.
What has that got to do with us? What
has that got to do with the U.S. House
of Representatives? After all, these are
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State legislators. This is the U.S. Con-
gress in Washington, D.C.

It has a lot to do with us because
those individuals that | just talked
about can set an example for us back
here, one that local government really
truly is the best government. The Fed-
eral people in Washington, D.C., do not
always know best. There are certain
roles that we have to play, leadership
in military, leadership in international
trade, leadership in interstate com-
merce. But the fact is these State leg-
islators are on the line. They are at the
front of the battle.

The people that | spoke about this
evening, most of my colleagues prob-
ably will never even meet one of them,
but | can say what | hope was gotten
out of my recognitions of these special
people was the fact of their integrity,
the impeccability of their hard work,
the focus on the issues that they really
cared about, the ability to cross party
aisles. We all know politics is partisan.
It is designed to be that way. It has to
be that way. Somebody has to be boss.
We cannot all be equal bosses. Some-
body has to be the leader. So there is
always partisan politics, but a real
leader has the capability to step aside.
The minority may not have a right to
rule; but the minority has a right to be
heard, and the individuals that | talked
about this evening recognize that.
They worked on both sides of the aisle.

I consider it a real honor to stand
here in front of my colleagues in the
House on the House floor of the United
States Congress and recognize that to-
morrow will be the last day for those
colleagues of mine and their service in
the State senate or State house respec-
tively, and | want them to know from
the highest level of the Federal Gov-
ernment here in the House of Rep-
resentatives, that we acknowledge the
work that they do; that we appreciate
their honesty and their integrity and
the respect that people who work with
them understand that public officials,
elected public officials, almost all of
them really are good people. They
work intensely for the people that they
represent. They work intensely on the
issues they care about. They work in-
tensely and are proud of the States
that they represent or the districts
that they represent.

My colleagues in the State of Colo-
rado are an excellent example of this.

Madam Speaker, in my concluding
remark, let me just say truly it was
my privilege to get to know and work
with these people as they served the
State of Colorado in the State legisla-
ture, and | hope to have a continued
professional and profound good friend-
ship with all of my friends in the State
of Colorado.

WHAT IS FREE TRADE?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) is
recognized for 60 minutes.
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Mr. PAUL. Madam Speaker, | asked
for this Special Order this evening to
talk about trade. We are going to be
dealing with permanent normal trade
relations with China here soon, and
there is also a privileged resolution
that will be brought to the floor that |
have introduced, H.J.Res. 90. The dis-
cussion in the media and around the
House floor has been rather clear about
the permanent normal trade status,
but there has not been a whole lot of
talk yet about whether or not we
should even really be in the World
Trade Organization.

I took this time mainly because I
think there is a lot of misunder-
standing about what free trade Iis.
There are not a whole lot of people who
get up and say | am opposed to free
trade, and many of those who say they
are for free trade quite frankly | think
they have a distorted definition of
what free trade really is.

I would like to spend some time this
evening talking a little bit about that,
because as a strict constitutionalist
and one who endorses laissez-faire cap-
italism, | do believe in free trade; and
there are good reasons why countries
should trade with each other.

The first reason | would like to men-
tion is a moral reason. There is a moral
element involved in trade, because
when governments come in and regu-
late how citizens spend their money,
they are telling them what they can do
or cannot do. In a free society, individ-
uals who earn money should be allowed
to spend the money the way they want.
So if they find that they prefer to buy
a car from Japan rather than Detroit,
they basically have the moral right to
spend their money as they see fit and
those kinds of choices should not be
made by government. So there is a
definite moral argument for free trade.

Patrick Henry many years ago
touched on this when he said, ‘“You are
not to inquire how your trade may be
increased nor how you are to become a
great and powerful people but how your
liberties may be secured, for liberty
ought to be the direct end of your gov-
ernment.”” We have not heard much
talk of liberty with regards to trade,
but we do hear a lot about enhancing
one’s ability to make more money
overseas with trading with other na-
tions. But the argument, the moral ar-
gument, itself should be enough to con-
vince one in a free society that we
should never hamper or interfere with
free trade.

When the colonies did not thrive well
prior to the Constitution, two of the
main reasons why the Constitutional
Convention was held was, one, there
was no unified currency, that provided
a great deal of difficulty in trading
among the States, and also trade bar-
riers are among the States.

Even our Constitution was designed
to make sure that there were not trade
barriers, and this was what the inter-
state commerce clause was all about.
Unfortunately though, in this century
the interstate commerce clause has
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been taken and twisted around and is
the excuse for regulating even trade
within a State. Not only interstate
trade, but even activities within a
State has nothing to do with interstate
trade. They use the interstate com-
merce clause as an excuse, which is a
wild distortion of the original intent of
the Constitution, but free trade among
the States having a unified currency
and breaking down the barriers cer-
tainly was a great benefit for the devel-
opment and the industrialization of the
United States.

The second argument for free trade is
an economic argument. There is a ben-
efit to free trade. Free trade means
that you will not have high tariffs and
barriers so you cannot buy products
and you cannot exert this freedom of
choice by buying outside. If you have a
restricted majority and you can evenly
buy from within, it means you are pro-
tecting industries that may not be
doing a very good job, and there is not
enough competition.

It is conceded that probably it was a
blessing in disguise when the auto-
mobile companies in this country were
having trouble in the 1970s, because the
American consumer was not buying the
automobiles, the better automobiles
were coming in, and it should not have
been a surprise to anybody that all of a
sudden the American cars got to be
much better automobiles and they
were able to compete.

There is a tremendous economic ben-
efit to the competition by being able to
buy overseas. The other economic ar-
gument is that in order to keep a prod-
uct out, you put on a tariff, a protec-
tive tariff. A tariff is a tax. We should
not confuse that, we should not think
tariff is something softer than a tax in
doing something good. A tariff is a tax
on the consumer. So those American
citizens who want to buy products at
lower prices are forced to be taxed.

If you have poor people in this coun-
try trying to make it on their own and
they are not on welfare, but they can
buy clothes or shoes or an automobile
or anything from overseas, they are
tremendously penalized by forcing
them to pay higher prices by buying
domestically.

The competition is what really en-
courages producers to produce better
products at lower costs and keep the
prices down. If one believes in free
trade, they do not enter into free trade
for the benefit of somebody else. There
is really no need for reciprocity. Free
trade is beneficial because it is a moral
right. Free trade is beneficial because
there is an economic advantage to buy-
ing products at a certain price and the
competition is beneficial.

There really are no costs in the long
run. Free trade does not require man-
agement. It is implied here on con-
versation on the House floor so often
that free trade is equivalent to say we
will turn over the management of trade
to the World Trade Organization,
which serves special interests. Well,
that is not free trade; that is a mis-
understanding of free trade.
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Free trade means you can buy and
sell freely without interference. You do
not need international management.
Certainly, if we are not going to have
our own government manage our own
affairs, we do not want an inter-
national body to manage these inter-
national trades.

Another thing that free trade does
not imply is that this opens up the
doors to subsidies. Free trade does not
mean subsidies, but inevitably as soon
as we start trading with somebody, we
accept the notion of managed trade by
the World Trade Organization, but im-
mediately we start giving subsidies to
our competitors.

If our American companies and our
American workers have to compete,
the last thing they should ever be re-
quired to do is pay some of their tax
money to the Government, to send sub-
sidies to their competitors; and that is
what is happening. They are forced to
subsidize their competitors on foreign
aid. They support their competitors
overseas at the World Bank. They sub-
sidize their competitors in the Export/
Import Bank, the Overseas Private In-
vestment Corporation.

We literally encourage the expor-
tation of jobs by providing overseas
protection in insurance that cannot be
bought in the private sector. Here a
company in the United States goes
overseas for cheap labor, and if, for po-
litical or economic reasons, they go
bust, who bails them out. It is the
American taxpayer, once again, the
people who are struggling and have to
compete with the free trade.

It is so unfair to accept this notion
that free trade is synonymous with
permitting these subsidies overseas,
and, essentially, that is what is hap-
pening all the time. Free trade should
never mean that through the manage-
ment of trade that it endorses the no-
tion of retaliation and also to stop
dumping.

This whole idea that all of a sudden
if somebody comes in with a product
with a low price that you can imme-
diately get it stopped and retaliate,
and this is all done in the name of free
trade, it could be something one en-
dorses. They might argue that they en-
dorse this type of managed trade and
subsidized trade; but what is wrong,
and | want to make this clear, what is
wrong is to call it free trade, because
that is not free trade.

Most individuals that | know who
promote free trade around Washington,
D.C., do not really either understand
what free trade is or they do not really
endorse it. And they are very inter-
ested in the management aspect, be-
cause some of the larger companies
have a much bigger clout with the
World Trade Organization than would
the small farmers, small rancher or
small businessman because they do not
have the same access to the World
Trade Organization.
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For instance, there has been a big
fight in the World Trade Organization
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with bananas. The Europeans are fight-
ing with the Americans over expor-
tation of bananas. Well, bananas are
not grown in Europe and they are not
grown in the United States, and yet
that is one of the big issues of managed
trade, for the benefit of some owners of
corporations that are overseas that
make big donations to our political
parties. That is not coincidental.

So powerful international financial
individuals go to the World Trade Or-
ganization to try to get an edge on
their competitor. If their competitor
happens to be doing a better job and
selling a little bit lower, then they
come immediately to the World Trade
Organization and say, Oh, you have to
stop them. That is dumping. We cer-
tainly do not want to give the con-
sumers the benefit of having a lower
price.

So this to me is important, that we
try to be clear on how we define free
trade, and we should not do this by ac-
cepting the idea that management of
trade, as well as subsidizing trade and
calling it free trade is just not right.
Free trade is the ability of an indi-
vidual or a corporation to buy goods
and spend their money as they see fit,
and this provides tremendous economic
benefits.

The third benefit of free trade, which
has been known for many, many cen-
turies, has been the peace effect from
trade. It is known that countries that
trade with each other and depend on
each other for certain products and
where the trade has been free and open
and communications are free and open
and travel is free and open, they are
very less likely to fight wars. | happen
to personally think this is one of the
greatest benefits of free trade, that it
leads us to policies that direct us away
from military confrontation.

Managed trade and subsidized trade
do not qualify. I will mention just a lit-
tle later why | think it does exactly
the opposite.

There is a little bit more to the trade
issue than just the benefits of free
trade, true free trade, and the dis-
advantages of managed trade, because
we are dealing now when we have a
vote on the normal trade status with
China, as well as getting out of the
World Trade Organization, we are deal-
ing with the issue of sovereignty. The
Constitution is very clear. Article I,
section 8, gives the Congress the re-
sponsibility of dealing with inter-
national trade. It does not delegate it
to the President, it does not delegate it
to a judge, it does not delegate it to an
international management organiza-
tion like the World Trade Organiza-
tion.

International trade management is
to be and trade law is to be dealt with
by the U.S. Congress, and yet too often
the Congress has been quite willing to
renege on that responsibility through
fast-track legislation and deliver this
authority to our President, as well as
delivering through agreements, laws
being passed and treaties, delivering
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this authority to international bodies
such as the UN-IMF-World Trade Orga-
nizations, where they make decisions
that affect us and our national sov-
ereignty.

The World Trade Organization has
been in existence for 5 years. We voted
to join the World Trade Organization
in the fall of 1994 in the lame duck ses-
sion after the Republicans took over
the control of the House and Senate,
but before the new Members were
sworn in. So a lame duck session was
brought up and they voted, and by ma-
jority vote we joined the World Trade
Organization, which, under the Con-
stitution, clearly to anybody who has
studied the Constitution, is a treaty.
So we have actually even invoked a
treaty by majority vote.

This is a serious blunder, in my esti-
mation, the way we have dealt with
this issue, and we have accepted the
idea that we will remain a member
based on this particular vote.

Fortunately, in 1994 there was a pro-
vision put in the bill that said that any
member could bring up a privileged
resolution that gives us a chance at
least to say is this a good idea to be in
the World Trade Organization, or is it
not? Now, my guess is that we do not
have the majority of the U.S. Congress
that thinks it is a bad idea. But | am
wondering about the majority of the
American people, and I am wondering
about the number of groups now that
are growing wary of the membership in
the World Trade Organization, when
you look at what happened in Seattle,
as well as demonstrations here in D.C.
So there is a growing number of people
from various aspects of the political
spectrum who are now saying, what
does this membership mean to us? Is it
good or is it bad? A lot of them are
coming down on the side of saying it is
bad.

Now, it is also true that some who
object to membership in the World
Trade Organization happen to be con-
servative free enterprisers, and others
who object are coming from the poli-
tics of the left. But there is agreement
on both sides of this issue dealing with
this aspect, and it has to do with the
sovereignty issue.

There may be some labor law and
there may be some environmental law
that | would object to, but | more
strenuously object to the World Trade
Organization dictating to us what our
labor law ought to be and what our en-
vironmental law ought to be. I highly
resent the notion that the World Trade
Organization can dictate to us tax law.

We are currently under review and
the World Trade Organization has ruled
against the United States because we
have given a tax break to our overseas
company, and they have ruled against
us and said that this tax break is a tax
subsidy, language which annoys me to
no end. They have given us until Octo-
ber 1 to get rid of that tax break for
our corporations, so they are telling
us, the U.S. Congress, what we have to
do with tax law.
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You say, oh, that cannot be. We do
not have to do what they tell us. Well,
technically we do not have to, but we
will not be a very good member, and
this is what we agreed to in the illegal
agreement. Certainly it was not a le-
gitimate treaty that we signed. But in
this agreement we have come up and
said that we would obey what the WTO
says.

Our agreement says very clearly that
any ruling by the WTO, the Congress is
obligated to change the law. This is the
interpretation and this is what we
signed. This is a serious challenge, and
we should not accept so easily this idea
that we will just go one step further.

This has not just happened 5 years
ago, there has been a gradual erosion of
the concept of national sovereignty. It
occurred certainly after World War 11
with the introduction of the United Na-
tions, and now, under current condi-
tions, we do not even ask the Congress
to declare war, yet we still fight a lot
of wars. We send troops all over the
world and we are involved in combat
all the time, and our presidents tell us
they get the authority from a UN reso-
lution. So we have gradually lost the
concept of national sovereignty.

I want to use a quote from somebody
that | consider rather typical of the es-
tablishment. We talk about the estab-
lishment, but nobody ever knows ex-
actly who they are. But | will name
this individual who | think is pretty
typical of the establishment, and that
is Walter Cronkite. He says, ‘“We need
not only an executive to make inter-
national law, but we need the military
forces to enforce that law and the judi-
cial system to bring the criminals to
justice in an international govern-
ment.”’

“But,”” he goes on to say, and this he
makes very clear, and this is what we
should be aware of, ‘““the American peo-
ple are going to begin to realize that
perhaps they are going to have to yield
some sovereignty to an international
body to enforce world law, and | think
that is going to come to other people
as well.”

So it is not like it has been hidden, it
is not like it is a secret. It is some-
thing that those who disagree with me
about liberty and the Constitution,
they believe in internationalism and
the World Trade Organization and the
United Nations, and they certainly
have the right to that belief, but it
contradicts everything America stands
for and it contradicts our Constitution,
so, therefore, we should not allow this
to go unchallenged.

Now, the whole idea that treaties
could be passed and undermine the
ability of our Congress to pass legisla-
tion or undermine our Constitution,
this was thought about and talked
about by the founders of this country.
They were rather clear on the idea that
a treaty, although the treaty can be-
come the law of the land, a treaty
could never be an acceptable law of the
land if it amended or changed the Con-
stitution. That would be ridiculous,
and they made that very clear.
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It could have the effect of the law of
the land, as long as it was a legitimate
constitutional agreement that we en-
tered into. But Thomas Jefferson said
if the treaty power is unlimited, then
we do not have a Constitution. Surely
the President and the Senate cannot do
by treaty what the whole government
is interdicted from doing in any way.

So that is very important. We cannot
just sit back and accept the idea that
the World Trade Organization, we have
entered into it, it was not a treaty, it
was an agreement, but we have entered
into it, and the agreement says we
have to do what they tell us, even if it
contradicts the whole notion that it is
the Congress’ and people’s responsi-
bility to pass their own laws with re-
gard to the environment, with regard
to labor and with regard to tax law.

So | think this is important mate-
rial. | think this is an important sub-
ject, a lot more important than just
the vote to trade with China. | think
we should trade with China. | think we
should trade with Cuba. | think we
should trade with everybody possible,
unless we are at war with them. | do
not think we should have sanctions
against Iran, Iraqg or Libya, and it does
not make much sense to me to be
struggling and fighting and giving
more foreign aid to a country like
China, and at the same time we have
sanctions on and refuse to trade and
talk with Cuba. That does not make a
whole lot of sense. Yet those who be-
lieve and promote trade with China are
the ones who will be strongly objecting
to trade with Cuba and these other
countries. So | think a little bit more
consistency on this might be better for
all of us.

Alexander Hamilton also talked
about this. He said a treaty cannot be
made which alters the Constitution of
the country or which infringes any ex-
pressed exception to the powers of the
Constitution of the United States.

So these were the founders talking
about this, and yet we have drifted a
long way. It does not happen overnight.
It has been over a 50-year period. Five
years ago we went one step further.
First we accepted the idea that inter-
national finance would be regulated by
the IMF. Then we accepted the idea
that the World Bank, which was sup-
posed to help the poor people of the
world and redistribute wealth, they
have redistributed a lot of wealth, but
most of it ended up in the hands of
wealthy individuals and wealthy politi-
cians. But the poor people of the world
never get helped by these programs.
Now, 5 years ago we have accepted the
notion that the World Trade Organiza-
tion will bring about order in trade
around the country.

Well, since that time we have had a
peso crisis in Mexico and we had a cri-
sis with currencies in Southeast Asia.
So | would say that the management of
finances with the IMF as well as the
World Trade Organization has been
very unsuccessful, and even if one does
not accept my constitutional argument
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that we should not be doing this, we
should at least consider the fact that
what we are doing is not very success-
ful.

What | think we are seeing, when you
get tens of thousands of people out on
an issue that seems to be esoteric and
start talking and demonstrating
against our policy, essentially as they
did in Seattle and Washington, | would
say maybe the grassroots in America
are starting to wake up a lot sooner
than the people here in the U.S. Con-
gress. So | think that it is very impor-
tant that we think this through and
think of it in the big context, not only
in the very narrow context of voting
for trade with China or not.

The World Trade Organization does
not represent free trade because it is
management of trade. It accepts all the
complaints from the countries who
think that they are being undersold or
the competition is getting a little
tough for them.

Just this week, the President has an-
nounced that he will send seven more
complaints to the World Trade Organi-
zation, seven different countries who
are being charged with unfair trade
practices. The United States has not
fared well with the World Trade Orga-
nization. The World Trade Organiza-
tion has ruled against us on patents
dealing with the playing of music, the
World Trade Organization has ruled
against us with regard to taxes, and
also against us on some anti-dumping
resolutions.
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But | am afraid that what is hap-
pening is, it is just another inter-
national bureaucracy that will be able
to provide benefits for some very pow-
erful special interests and ignore the
little people who have a harder time to
get an ear at the World Trade Organi-
zation.

The China situation | think is an in-
teresting one because we are spending
a lot of effort trading with China. Of
course, the tragedy really here is not
free trade in trading with China; it has
to do with China getting some of our
top secrets which to me is more dis-
turbing than trading and buying some
things that we might want from China.
But China, we have gone to this extent.
They have received a tremendous
amount. | think they have now re-
ceived $13 billion from the World Bank.
They are the largest recipient of the
Export-lmport Bank. And, at the same
time we send these benefits to China,
we still have Members in the Congress
who seem to flip flop on the issues who
will say well, no, | do not like China; |
think China, they are not respectable
enough and they will undermine what
we are doing, so | do not want to trade
with China and they will vote against
trade with China, yet at the same time
they continue to vote to subsidize
China through the Export-Import
Bank. That is hard for me to under-
stand why, if one does not want to
trade with China, why would one want
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to continue to send them money. Why
would they not vote against the World
Bank sending them money. Why would
they not vote against the Export-lm-
port Bank sending money over there,
because that is subsidizing them. That
is where the real harm comes from.
Yet, we see that inconsistency all the
time.

Madam Speaker, | would like to dis-
cuss the third point about free trade
that | made, and that is that free trade
should lead to peace. | sincerely believe
this, if we have free trade. But take an
example of this: free trade is supposed
to lead to lower taxes and lower prices.
But here we have the World Trade Or-
ganization not telling us to lower taxes
to be equal, that would not be quite as
harmful, but here we have a World
Trade Organization telling us to raise
taxes to equal the competition. So it is
working perversely. The same way in
the military sense. We trade with
China, we subsidize China, and yet
China appears to be a threat to Tai-
wan.

So what do we do? Do we say let us
not send any more subsidies to China?
No, what we do is we hurry up and say
well, there could be a conflict between
Taiwan and China, so we send more
weapons to Taiwan. So in subsidizing
the Communist system in China, as
well as militarizing and sending the
military weapons and promising that
we will support Taiwan, we are bound
and determined to stir up a fight over
there with us in the middle. So this, in
itself, should tell us that this is not
free trade. Free trade means that we
are less likely to fight with people and
yet, we are stirring up trouble over
there and literally, but rather typi-
cally, we are subsidizing and helping
both sides, which we have done for
many, many years.

This is why the argument for na-
tional sovereignty and the national de-
fense, a strong national defense makes
a whole lot of sense, because we do not
have to make these determinations.
First, we do not have the authority to
make the determination of the internal
affairs of other nations. We do not have
that authority. We probably do not
have the wisdom to pick out who the
good guys and the bad guys are, but we
certainly do not have the finesse to do
it by going in there and satisfying all
sides. About all we do is we commit
ourselves to these conflicts around the
world, commit our troops and commit
our dollars.

Instead of trying to come back from
some of these commitments of troops
every place in the world, we are look-
ing for more dragons to slay. We in the
Congress are going along with the
President, getting prepared to send bil-
lions of dollars down to Colombia to
support a faction down there that has
been in a civil war for decades and
30,000 people killed. And of course the
grandiose explanation is that we are
going down there and we are going to
stop drugs from coming in here, which
is a dream, because that is not going to
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happen. But the real reason why I
think we venture out into these areas
is to serve the financial interests, be-
cause it just happens that those indi-
viduals who like to sell helicopters and
they like to sell airplanes and they like
others who would like to protect oil in-
terests are the ones who are more like-
ly to lobby for us to be in areas like
this.

Madam Speaker, free trade, if it were
true free trade, we would be less likely
ever to fight with other countries.
There was one free trade economist
who stated that he had a rule, it was
called the McDonald rule. He said he
has watched it so far and up until now,
the best he knows, there has never
been two countries that have had
McDonalds in each country ever fought
a war. So that is rather simplistic, but
I think there is a lot of truth to that,
that we should trade and talk with peo-
ple, give people the freedom and the
right to spend their money the way
they want. Do not take the money
from the people who may have short-
term disadvantages from free trade and
tax them in order to subsidize the com-
petition. That is where | think we real-
ly get off track and we do way too
much of it.

Madam Speaker, | would like to
touch on another subject about trade
that is rarely mentioned, and it may
well be one of the most important as-
pects of trade. That has to do with the
even flow of trade between countries
and their currencies. Balance of pay-
ment deficits and current account defi-
cits are very, very important in the
long run, especially if they are accom-
panied by fiat money and not sound
money and different currencies being
inflated at different rates. This will
cause imbalances which causes tremen-
dous shake-outs like we had in South-
east Asia where all of a sudden there
are devaluations and some of the pro-
tectionist sentiment in order to get an
edge on the competitors will be fre-
quently deliberate devaluations where
they will prop up currencies in order to
get an edge or keep a currency lower in
order to get an edge. These things can
work for a while, but they usually end
up in a crisis, with a currency crisis,
higher interest rates, inflations and a
downturn in the economy.

Now, fortunately, over the last 10
years, most other countries have done
a poorer job than we have. The United
States has had a built-in advantage in
the 1990s since the breakup of the So-
viet Union. We have remained the
power house economically and mili-
tarily which conveys a certain amount
of confidence to our currency and has
given us license to counterfeit. It has
given our Federal Reserve license to
create credit out of thin air for all of
the reasons they want to do, to stimu-
late housing or whatever. Also, to en-
courage some of these trade imbal-
ances. So some of the protectionists
will look and they will say, look how
much we buy from China, look how
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much we buy from Japan. That is re-
lated to the fact that we have a cur-
rency that is artificially and tempo-
rarily rated very high and foreigners
are willing to take our money, creating
this imbalance. But that will all come
to an end, because we cannot do this
forever. When that happens, stocks go
down, interest rates go up, the econ-
omy drops, and inflation comes back.

The benefits that we have received
over these past 10 years have only been
temporary. So when we look at the im-
balances created by the currency sys-
tem and the monetary system, we
should be prepared to find out that the
World Trade Organization will do abso-
lutely nothing to solve that problem.
The IMF cannot solve that problem,
the World Bank cannot solve that prob-
lem, and the World Trade Organization
certainly will not solve that problem,
because some of the imbalances have
already been built into the system.

Madam Speaker, we are the greatest
debtor Nation in the world today. Our
current account deficit is running at
record highs. That will be reversed, and
the value of the dollar will be reversed.
This will cause some serious problems
for all of us. It will be the paying back.
We have borrowed money endlessly, the
foreigners are willing to take our
money, sell us cheap products. Our
standard of living goes up, they loan us
back the money, they buy into our
stock market, so we have an illusion of
wealth because we have the greatest
counterfeiting machine in the world,
and that is the Federal Reserve’s abil-
ity to create credit out of thin air.

It would be nice if it would last for-
ever and these perceptions would per-
sist, but if one looks at monetary his-
tory, one finds out that it never per-
sists forever. It persists only for a lim-
ited period of time. There was a time in
the 1980s they thought in Japan it
would persist forever, and then all of a
sudden the investment and the adjust-
ments that were required from the
over-capacity built into their system
came about, and because they have not
permitted the liquidation of the debt
and the adjustment in prices and
wages, their problems have persisted
now for more than 10 years.

So we will have to face up to that.
The important thing there is that it is
not a trade problem, it is a currency
problem. One day, we in the Congress
will have to decide whether or not we
want a sound currency again, or wheth-
er we want to continue manipulating a
paper currency, a paper currency
backed up by nothing. Nothing but
promises, promises that we will tax the
American people, and that if the Amer-
ican people are not working hard
enough and they are not paying enough
taxes or the economy slips, all of a sud-
den that perceived value of the dollar
will go down. So that is a very serious
problem that we will be needing to ad-
dress in the not too distant future.

I would like to mention in a little bit
more detail the H. J. Res. 90, because
that is the number of the resolution
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that will be brought to the floor for a
vote, and it is not a complicated piece
of legislation, it is a single page. It just
says that we do not want to be mem-
bers of the World Trade Organization.
People worry, well, what will this
mean? It will mean that we believe in
free trade. It means that we will trade
with China and that we will have low
tariffs and that we should not be sub-
sidizing or managing trade for powerful
special interests, but it will also mean
that we do not endorse this concept
that the World Trade Organization
should be dictating to us the way we
write our laws. The way this was stated
is that we must accept the idea that we
accept the rules of the WTO. I, of
course, think that is a serious mistake,
and that we should always work for
free trade.

Monesque was very clear on his ideas
about what free trade should be and
why we should have it in relationship
to this issue of war and peace. That, of
course, | think is the most important.
He says, peace is the natural effect of
trade. Two nations who differ with
each other become reciprocally depend-
ent, for if one has an interest in buy-
ing, the other has an interest in sell-
ing, and thus, their union is founded on
their mutual necessities. That is true,
but what we are doing today by sub-
sidizing and supporting a regime like
Red China, not trading with Red China,
but subsidizing them at the same time
we see the antagonism building with
Taiwan and our only answer there is to
rush to Taiwan and send them more
weapons, and we decide to stand in be-
tween them, | think is a foolish policy
that will lead to trouble.

Madam Speaker, we should not be
the policemen of the world. We should
set a standard on free trade. We should
set a standard in the ideas of liberty.
We should be aware and think more se-
riously about what Patrick Henry said.
If we are concerned only about the im-
mediate financial benefit of some trade
agreement, we forget about the bigger
picture. And the bigger picture and the
bigger the responsibility of all of us,
my responsibility and your responsi-
bility to our people, and the American
people should think about this too. The
most important thing is that we pro-
vide liberty for our people to let our
people solve their problems. This blind
faith in big government and this blind
faith in international government and
World Trade Organization, the United
Nations, and this idea that we can po-
lice the world, that is a blind faith
which | think has caused a lot of trou-
ble and is bound to bring a lot more
pain and suffering to us in the future.

Madam Speaker, | am quite confident
that in due time, it will be the undoing
of our system if we do not change our
ways. Because technically, we are a
bankrupt Nation. We talk about huge
surpluses, but the huge surpluses are
fictitious. The national debt is going
up at a rate of $100 billion a month.
There is no surplus. There is a commit-
ment made out there, and the wealth of
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this country is based on borrowed
money and a belief that the dollar is
going to be remaining strong forever
and ever. That fiction will come to an
end, and we will be forced to face up to
reality, and then we have to decide
what really is our purpose. Is our pur-
pose to manage people, tell them how
to live, tell them how to live their per-
sonal lives? Is our job to manage the
economy and distort the general wel-
fare clause and the interstate com-
merce clause to the point that we tell
everybody what they can do with every
item they buy?
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And are we going to permit agree-
ments that are not treaties to act as
treaties to undermine our national sov-
ereignty and write laws for us in the
Congress? | do not think that is a very
good idea, and | think that is the direc-
tion that we are going.

I think there is every reason to be-
lieve that if we go back to what Amer-
ica was all about and the importance of
the American policies, what made
America great, we will be all right. But
we have too much emphasis on the
commercialism of what people want
from special advantage.

Why is it that we here in the Con-
gress are lobbied by lobbyists willing
to spend $130 million a month? Why do
they come here? Because their inter-
ests are best served because we are
doing way too much. And | certainly do
not believe that the answer is to regu-
late the lobbyists, regulate the elec-
tions or tell people how to spend their
own money. What we should regulate is
ourselves. We should regulate our insa-
tiable desire to tell people what to do
and how to live and how to run the
economy and how the world should
run.

That is what we cannot seem to con-
trol. We seem to not have any ability
to just back away and have some belief
and conviction that a free society
works; that freedom works; that pro-
tection of life and liberty is important;
the protection of property is impor-
tant.

Madam Speaker, the World Trade Or-
ganization undermines property rights
through the patent laws, which they
have done; the Congress endlessly buy-
ing up land and confiscating land from
the people, taking land from the peo-
ple. We do not honor property rights.

We interfere with contracts continu-
ously.
The Government should be pro-

tecting liberty. The Government is not
here under the original agreement with
the people and the Constitution. The
Government, we the Congress, the Con-
stitution was designed to protect our
liberties, not to undermine them; and
yet we spend most of our time here un-
dermining the liberties of the people.
Now the question is: Is that what the
people want? Do the people really want
us to do this and tell them what to do
and how to live endlessly, and they will
accept that because they will get
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things from us? As long as we take care
of them and provide them free medical
care and free education and everything
is free, everybody knows we have all of
that ability to create free things.

Most people, though, | am afraid are
on to us. They think the U.S. Congress
and the United States Government cre-
ates nothing. They are incapable of
creating anything. About all they can
do is take from one and give to an-
other, and then in the process under-
mine the principles of liberty. And by
doing that, we will undermine the prin-
ciples of the basic concept of what is
necessary to produce a good standard
of living. But we concentrate not on
liberty, not on freedom. We con-
centrate on the things that are distrib-
uted and redistributed, the advantages
and the disadvantages and how we are
going to get bigger government. Not
only bigger Federal Government, but
bigger international government, never
talking about what are the advantages
to the people if we just give them their
freedom. Just leave them alone.

The people | have my greatest sym-
pathies for are the low middle-income
people. People who do not want to go
on welfare and are getting ripped off by
the system because they do have to pay
taxes, and they are the first ones who
suffer from job losses and suffer from
the inflation, and they are the last
ones to have any representation up
here. If one is on welfare, they have
representation. And if one is a giant
corporation willing to send equipment
overseas and fight wars, they have
great representation.

But if one is hard working, believes
in freedom, accepts the responsibility
for their own acts, believes they should
take care of their family, would like to
be left alone, then they are seen as an
enemy of the State. The Government
too often wants to do something to
them, like tax them more and more.

So | think it is time we as a Congress
started thinking about something
other than the transfer of wealth and
the control and manipulation of people.
Think again once more of the quote
that | used as | started tonight by Pat-
rick Henry: “You are not to inquire
how your trade may be increased, nor
how you are to become a great and
powerful people, but how your liberties
may be secured. For liberty ought to be
the direct end of your government.”

If we make liberty the direct end of
our government, | do not believe for
one minute that we will have to worry
about the prosperity. Because we have
neglected the liberties of our people, |
am deeply concerned about the pros-
perity of our people and | am deeply
concerned about the international con-
flicts that we tend to stir up and de-
mand that we send our troops through-
out the world. | think that can lead to
trouble. It has in the past. It will in the
future.

Because we have drifted from this no-
tion that the Government should be
limited. Limited to protecting our lib-
erty, making sure the marketplace is
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free, making sure that property rights
exist, and making sure that we mind
our own business. And quite possibly if
we would do more of that, minding our
own business and not spending this
money overseas, we could literally do a
better job taking care of our military.

Madam Speaker, our military needs
funding. They need a morale boost.
They need better training. They need a
better mission. And yet we send them
hither and yon around the world spend-
ing hundreds of billions of dollars, at
the same time our defenses are prob-
ably as low as they have ever been.

But that is not a ‘“lack of money”’
problem; that is a “‘lack of mission”
problem. It is a lack of understanding
what policy ought to be. Our policy
ought to be, and our purpose ought to
be, the preservation of liberty. The
preservation of liberty means that we
should have free trade and that we
should talk to our so-called enemies
and trade with them and deal with
them, and we are less likely to fight
with them.

But we should never fall into the trap
of talking and using words incorrectly,
this idea that people come and talk so
much about free trade and then do not
defend free trade, or do not understand
it. What they are talking about is man-
aged trade by the World Trade Organi-
zation, and it means that we also sub-
sidize our enemies and our competitors
around the world. That is not free
trade. That is not related to freedom.
Freedom is not that complex.

Fortunately for us, we have a docu-
ment that is rather clear and simple
that we all can read and understand.
And, unfortunately, we do not read it
often enough when we pass this mas-
sive legislation here on the House floor
and get ourselves involved in too many
things. So, hopefully, here in the next
couple of weeks as we talk more about
trade and we have a vote on China, as
well as a vote on whether or not we
should even be in the World Trade Or-
ganization, hopefully we will have
more than five or 10 or 15 or 20, say:
That makes sense. Why are we in the
World Trade Organization?

We can still believe in freedom, we
can still believe in trade, we can still
believe in the American dream without
accepting the idea that free trade and
freedom means we belong to the World
Trade Organization. Hopefully, there
will be enough people in this Congress
to send the message and say at least
let us question this. Why do we feel so
compelled to belong to these inter-
national organizations, joining them
not with a treaty but with a mere vote
of this Congress and now they are dic-
tating law back to us.

Hopefully, those individuals who are
a little bit annoyed with the World
Trade Organization because they have
encroached upon our lawmaking proc-
ess dealing with trade law, dealing
with labor law, and dealing with envi-
ronmental law, dealing with tax law,
that they will say maybe the problem
is not mismanagement of the World
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Trade Organization; maybe we should
not have that much confidence that if
we get a few new managers in there,
like they think they can do at the IMF.
Maybe the problem is that we should
not be in the World Trade Organization
at all.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

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

Mr. ORTIZz (at the request of Mr. GEP-
HARDT) for today on account of a
weather delay.

Mr. Lucas of Oklahoma (at the re-
quest of Mr. ARMEY) for today and the
balance of the week on account of ill-
ness in the family.

Mr. COBURN (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today and the balance of
the week on account of a death in the
family.

Mr. MANzuULLO (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today on account of a death
in the family.

Ms. CARSON (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today on account of offi-
cial business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. McCNULTY) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. LIPINSKI, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. ETHERIDGE, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-
utes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCINNIS) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,
today and May 3.

Mr. METCALF, for 5 minutes, today,
May 3, and May 5.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan, for 5 minutes,
today.

(The following Members (at their own
request) to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, for 5
minutes, today.

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 397. An act to authorize the Secretary of
Energy to establish a multiagency program
to alleviate the problems caused by rapid
economic development along the United
States-Mexico border, particularly those as-
sociated with public health and environ-
mental security, to support the Materials
Corridor Partnership Initiative, and to pro-
mote energy efficient, environmentally
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