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It is also important, I think, that we

express our support now for the aspect
of the resolution calling for efforts by
the European beneficiaries of the Mar-
shall plan to turn now to help the
emerging democracies in Central and
Eastern Europe. This is an important
resolution, and I urge its support.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from California [Mr. LAN-
TOS].

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank my friend from Indiana, Mr.
HAMILTON, for yielding me the time,
and I want to thank the distinguished
gentleman from New York, Mr. GIL-
MAN, and the distinguished Democratic
ranking member, Mr. HAMILTON, for
supporting my resolution.

Mr. Speaker, the end of the Second
World War found Europe at a hinge of
history. And had it not been for the
Marshall plan and related events, the
whole history of mankind during the
last half century and beyond could
have turned out in a totally different
and in a totally ugly fashion.

The Soviet empire was ready to ex-
pand its control and influence beyond
Eastern and Central Europe to Western
Europe, and it was the incredible vision
and courage and determination of U.S.
bipartisan foreign policy leadership
that stood in the way. It began with
President Truman’s enunciation of the
Truman Doctrine, which provided eco-
nomic and military assistance to
Greece and Turkey at a most critical
moment, followed by, 50 years ago this
summer, the historic remarks of Sec-
retary of State Marshall calling for the
nations of Europe to come together, re-
build their devastated economies, and
forge the framework for political de-
mocracy.

I was a young student in Budapest at
that time, Mr. Speaker, and it was my
privilege on Radio Budapest to call on
the Government of Hungary to join the
Marshall plan because the Marshall
plan was open to the countries of
Central and Eastern Europe. But of
course, the Soviet Union vetoed any
such attempt. And we have seen over
the last half a century a differential
development in Europe, spectacular
economic growth in Western Europe,
and devastation, destruction and back-
wardness in Central and Eastern Eu-
rope until the collapse of the wall in
the last few years.

I think it is important to underscore,
Mr. Speaker, that in today’s dollars,
the Marshall plan represented a com-
mitment of some $135 billion by the
United States to help the Nations of
Western Europe to rebuild their econo-
mies. This was the largest philan-
thropic enterprise in the history of the
world. We went in to do good, and we
did well.

Europe’s prosperity contributed enor-
mously to our own prosperity. And Eu-
rope’s ability to develop Democratic
societies has enabled us first to prevent
Soviet expansion and, with the cre-
ation of NATO, to see the disintegra-
tion of the Soviet empire.

We now are at phase 2. We are now
asking the question, are we going to
have anywhere near the comparable,
vis-a-vis Central Europe, Eastern Eu-
rope and the former Soviet Union, to
see to it that these countries and these
peoples will also have the opportunity
of developing viable economies and
strong and Democratic societies.

This is the opportunity for our West-
ern European friends to show a for-
ward-looking outlook with respect to
the European Union to open up the Eu-
ropean Union to the countries of
Central and Eastern Europe, just as we
provided the Nations of Western Eu-
rope with the aid and assistance to re-
build their economies.

It is our joint opportunity, Mr.
Speaker, to see to it that as the var-
ious countries of the region qualify for
NATO, we in fact open the doors of
NATO so we expand the arena of peace,
stability, democracy, and respect for
human rights throughout the European
Continent.

Mr. Speaker, I think it is extremely
important to underscore that while in
1947 we were a country enormously
limited in resources, we had unlimited
vision on the part of our political lead-
ership, and what we have to hope for
now is that our political leadership on
a bipartisan basis recognizes the same
opportunities with respect to Central
and Eastern Europe and the former So-
viet Union that the leadership 50 years
ago recognized in the Marshall plan.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. PAUL].

(Mr. PAUL asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
make some comments about the Mar-
shall plan because my interpretation is
somewhat different than the conven-
tional wisdom of the past 50 years.

I happen to believe the understanding
of the Marshall plan is probably one of
the most misunderstood economics
events of the 20th century. The benefits
are grossly overstated. The Marshall
plan through these many years has
been used as the moral justification for
all additional foreign aid. And once I
hear it, I assume we are on the verge of
extending and expanding our foreign
aid overseas.

When we look at the total amount of
money that flowed into Europe follow-
ing World War II, the amount that
came from the American taxpayers was
not large. The large amount came from
corporations and investors who be-
lieved that Europe would be safe and
secure, so the large number of dollars
then flowed into Europe.

It was interesting that the conditions
were improved in Europe not so much
because of America but sometimes in
spite of America, because many of our
economists went to Europe at this time
and advised them that the most impor-
tant thing that they do, especially in
Germany, was to maintain price con-
trols. Here in this country we did not

learn, and hopefully we have finally
learned the lesson, but we had not
learned until at least 1971 that wage
and price controls were not a good
idea.
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Yet Ludwig Erhard at that time de-

fied the strong advice by the American
advisers and took off wage and price
controls, kept taxes low, kept regula-
tions low, produced political conditions
which were very conducive to invest-
ment, and this is what caused the real
recovery in Europe.

Political assistance, funds flowing
into a country through political ma-
neuvers, are never superior to those
funds that flow into a country for rea-
sons of the political stability. Because
Europe did invite capital, this was the
real reason why Europe recovered.

Foreign aid is used frequently
throughout the world to help people.
But if we look at Zaire and Rwanda
and the many countries of the world,
foreign aid has really been a gross fail-
ure. As a matter of fact, it does harm
because it encourages the status quo.
The market is much smarter than we
as politicians, because if the market
and the political conditions are not
right, that country that wants capital
must improve those conditions to in-
vite the capital. A good example might
be in Vietnam at the current time.
They changed their conditions to in-
vite capital. So there must be an incen-
tive for those countries to change their
condition.

Foreign aid very often and very accu-
rately, I believe, is a condition of tak-
ing money from the poor people in a
rich country and giving it to the rich
people of a poor country. I think there
is a lot of truth to that, because the
burden of taxation and inflation and
the many things that our average citi-
zen and our middle-class citizen suffer
comes from overexpenditures and good
intentions whether they are here at
home or overseas. We believed at that
time, and strongly so, I guess, still,
that the government’s responsibility,
whether it is through government ex-
penditures or through the inflationary
machinery of the Federal Reserve, that
if we stimulate an economy, if we
prime the pump, so to speak, that we
can stimulate the economy. This was
the argument after World War II, that
we would prime the pump. That is not
a free market notion, that is a Keynes-
ian notion. There has been no proof
that this is beneficial. Really what
counts is a sound currency. Germany
after World War II and even to this
date is known to have a harder and
sounder currency than any other cur-
rency in Europe. Political stability is
what is necessary, not taking money
from taxpayers of one country and
shifting it to another one.

Foreign aid very often, not so much
the foreign aid that went to Europe,
and I would grant my colleagues, the
other conditions compensated and did
not allow the foreign aid to be damag-
ing so much as the foreign aid, say, to
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a country like Rwanda. That was so de-
stabilizing, because the politicians get
hold of the money and they use it for
political reasons. Money to help a
country must go in because conditions
are beneficial, that encourage invest-
ment, that encourage the market to
work.

Mr. Speaker, I would argue that
there is a different interpretation, but
I know that the support for this meas-
ure is justified.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. GEJDENSON].

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
cannot help but respond to my col-
league’s comments. While I think he is
well-intentioned, there are some issues
that I think have to be addressed.

The United States, at the end of
World War II, spent $16 billion in 1950’s
dollars in western Europe because we
understood that while the best avenue
may be the private-sector initiatives
and other issues at hand, the reality
was that without that economic assist-
ance, there was a danger that western
Europe would destabilize and that
much of it would be taken over by So-
viet influence. We recognized that
short-term expenditure was the right
thing to do for human rights, for eco-
nomic opportunity, for political rights.
I think to say that that model only
worked about one time in history
frankly does not meet the historical
test.

If we take a look at the countries
that are our biggest purchasers of
grain products today, they are many of
the countries that started off under a
PL–480 program. To argue that there
are still some countries in the world
that have not recovered is not, frankly,
an astounding argument. When we look
at any program, it works best on cer-
tain areas, and other areas are more
difficult to get to. It does not mean
that there is not a benefit to us in that
area.

Let me finish with these two points,
and I will yield to the gentleman from
Texas.

That is, every place we have played a
major role in establishing democratic
governments, governments that re-
spect human rights, not only have we
done the right thing, we then turn out
to have the best markets there; but it
has taken a cooperation between gov-
ernment and the private sector, and we
cannot do it without both.

I would say the same thing has hap-
pened in agricultural sales: that in the
countries where we have provided the
most generosity of the American peo-
ple to providing assistance, those are
the countries that have turned out to
be the largest purchasers of American
agricultural products, which helps our
trade balance immensely.

Lastly, I would say that if the gen-
tleman thinks the tax burden in this
country is distributed badly, I agree
with that. Let us vote for a progressive
tax. There is a very easy solution to
that.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. GEJDENSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I would vote
to change the taxes, but mainly to
lower them for everybody. The point
that I am trying to make is that the
large amount of capital that helped Eu-
rope recover did not come from the
taxpayers. That was a small amount.
There were a lot of other investors that
went into Europe. The key reason was
the political stability and the good
economic climate which Erhard helped
to introduce. I think that is much im-
portant.

There is a difference between what
happened in Europe versus the waste
that we had in Rwanda. We did not do
the people, the poor people of Rwanda,
very many favors by sending money
down there that became a political
weapon to suppress the poor.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
respond to some of the observations
the gentleman from Texas made.

I think the gentleman from Texas is
correct in recognizing the importance
of private investment flows to Europe.
I think they played an absolutely criti-
cal role in European recovery. But I
wonder whether he would not agree
with me that without creating the
framework of political stability, mili-
tary security, the rebuilding of the in-
frastructure, the absolutely indispen-
sable achievements of the Marshall
plan, none of that capital would have
flowed into Europe.

I was in Europe in 1945 and in 1946
and in 1947 and it was a continent of
devastation, destruction, hopelessness
and despair. No American company was
interested in investing in a battlefield,
which Europe was at the end of the
Second World War. It was the creativ-
ity and the vision of American political
leadership on a bipartisan basis that
created the framework for all of the
subsequent investments and trade
which flowed after the basic pre-
conditions were created by the Mar-
shall plan.

My friend from Texas should rejoice
with us that this was a shining mo-
ment of American history. It was one
of the most beautiful moments of
American history when we went in to
do good and succeeded in doing well for
us and for our European friends.

I do not see any point in diminishing
this achievement of President Truman
and Secretary of State Marshall and
Senator Vandenberg and Congressman
Christian Herter, who served in this
body and who as a Republican did so
much to support these measures. When
the history of this century is written,
there will be a shining moment of
American bipartisan political leader-
ship which is represented as we cele-
brate it with the Marshall plan.

What is called for now is a recogni-
tion that the Marshall plan, because of
Soviet occupation of central and east-
ern Europe, could only do half the job.

It could only do the job in western Eu-
rope. We along with our European
friends now have an opportunity to
complete the job.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. LANTOS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. PAUL. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I think that there could
not be an argument made that every
dollar that we sent to Europe did not
have some beneficial effect. Quite pos-
sibly it did. But my point is that if
that money from the taxpayer had not
been sent, there is nothing that says it
might not have been sent through the
investors, but it depended on the politi-
cal climate and what they did. I do not
want to deemphasize that. That is the
important reason why this foreign aid
was not as harmful as it usually is, and
it had some benefits, mainly because of
the political climate.

Mr. LANTOS. If I may reclaim my
time, not only was it not harmful, it
was the inevitable precondition of de-
velopment. The gentleman should be
open-minded enough to admit that this
was an enormously statesmanlike and
incredibly successful measure, and I
have difficulty visualizing the need 50
years later, looking at a success story,
trying to denigrate it.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I want to thank the distinguished
gentleman from Texas for his impor-
tant, constructive contributions to this
debate. I would like to note to our col-
leagues, in our proposed Foreign Policy
Reform Act, we are trying to move
from government-to-government aid to
aid that benefits the private and vol-
untary sectors. We are involved in try-
ing to reform foreign aid and to en-
courage and stimulate private invest-
ment in the developing world.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). The question is
on the motion offered by the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. GILMAN]
that the House suspend the rules and
agree to the concurrent resolution,
House Concurrent Resolution 63.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the con-
current resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the concurrent resolution
just agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?




