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tax benefits to our own corporations
and they ruled that that was illegal.
This is all done in the name of free
trade.
I say that we should have free trade.
We should trade with our friends and
with anybody who would trade that we
are not at war with. We should really,
really be careful about issuing sanctions. But here we are, last week we
had the great debate and a lot of people
could not stand the idea of trading
with Red China because of their human
rights record and I understand that, although I did not accept that position.
But this is the time to do something
about it.
Trading with Red China under true
free trade is a benefit to both of us. It
is a benefit to our consumers and it
benefits both countries because we are
talking with people and we are not
fighting with them. But it gets to be a
serious problem when we tax our people in order to benefit those who are receiving the goods overseas.
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Now, if there is a worldwide downturn, this $55 billion of liabilities out
there could be very significant in how
it is going to be paid back. The Chinese
right now, their economy is not all
that healthy. They are talking about a
devaluation.
So this is a liability that the American taxpayers are exposed to. If we do
have a concern about Red China and
the Chinese, yes, let us work with
them, let us trade with them, but let us
not subsidize them.
This is what I am trying to do. I am
trying to stop this type of subsidies. So
my bill, my amendment would stop any
new obligation. It does not close down
Export-Import Bank. It allows all the
old loans to operate and function, but
no new obligations can be made, no
new guaranties, and no agreement,
with the idea that someday we may
truly move to free trade, that we do
not recognize free trade as being subsidized trade as well as internationally
managed trade with organizations such
as NAFTA and World Trade Organization.
Those institutions are not free trade
institutions. They are managed trade
institutions for the benefit of special
interests. That is what this type of
funding is for is for the benefit of special interests, whether it is our domestic corporation, which, indeed, I would
recognize does receive some benefit.
Sixty-seven percent of all the funding
of the Export-Import Bank goes to, not
a large number of companies, to five
companies. I will bet my colleagues, if
they look at those five companies in
this country that gets 67 percent of the
benefit and look at their political action records, my colleagues might be
enlightened. I mean, I bet my colleagues we would learn something
about where that money goes, because
they are big corporations and they benefit, and they will have their defenders
here.

It is time we look carefully at these
subsidies.
Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.
Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI).
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment. In doing
so, I want to correct the record. Those
of us who were asking for raising tariffs on products coming from China
were not interested in cutting off trade
with China. What we were doing is to
say, let us have the same reciprocity
between our two countries as we would
expect from other countries.
But then to use that and say it is all
right to give a $70 billion trade surplus
to the regime so they can strengthen
their hold on the people of China but
we should take out our concerns with
China on the Ex-Im Bank I think is
very inappropriate. That is why I oppose it.
The Ex-Im Bank does not subsidize
the Chinese government. The Ex-Im
Bank subsidizes U.S. manufacturers
selling into countries, including China.
The Paul amendment would not
allow the Export-Import Bank to assume any new business. This would
mean that all of the Ex-Im’s resources
would be used to liquidate existing
transactions. In other words, Ex-Im
would slowly, gradually shut down.
I agree with the gentleman that we
must subject the Ex-Im, OPIC, and all
of these institutions to harsh scrutiny.
Are they performing the task that is
their established purpose, to promote
U.S. exports? The Ex-Im Bank, I think,
from the scrutiny we subjected to in
our committee does that.
The gentleman’s amendment is illadvised. The same would apply to
OPIC, which, by the way, does not operate in China.
So I urge our colleagues to oppose
this amendment for many more reasons than I have time to go into.
Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Chairman, we have already discussed the impact of the closing down
of OPIC earlier tonight, and my colleagues can see that the will of the
House certainly agreed with those of us
who think that we must have this competitive level playing field with the
rest of the G–7 Nations.
The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
PAUL) is absolutely right when it
comes to basic sounding good things, a
feel-good amendment, when he talks
about Ex-Im Bank giving money to Red
China. Ex-Im Bank does not give
money to Red China. Ex-Im Bank loans
money to American businesses to establish programs in Red China. There
is no prohibition against Red China
coming to the United States to invest
with the support of a similar organization in China.
What we are saying is we want to be
just like the rest of the world when it
comes to global economy. This is a
global economy. The only way our peo-
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ple can participate in global economy
is to have the same advantages as do
Canada, as do Japan, as do Germany, as
do France. We need this in order to
work today in a global economy.
So we are not talking about losing
money. That is not the question here.
Ex-Im bank is not losing money. We
are talking about whether or not we
are going to have a financing capability that will enable American jobs
to be exported to all of the countries
that the gentleman from Texas mentioned.
So, Mr. Chairman, I think it is the
same debate that we had on OPIC except this one is twice as bad because,
also, he closes down the Ex-Im Bank as
well and cuts off the ability of American business people to do business in
most any foreign country.
I urge opposition to the amendment.
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.
Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Chairman, I would like to point
out that it is truly a subsidy to a foreign corporation, a foreign government. For Red China, corporations and
governments are essentially identical.
They are not really quite in the free
market yet.
But the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. CALLAHAN) points out that, no,
that is not true. The money does not go
to Red China and they buy things; we
just give it directly. We do not even
send it round trip. This is true.
We take taxpayers’ money. We take
taxpayers’ guarantee. We give them to
those huge five corporations that do 67
percent of the business. We give them
the money. But where do the goods go?
Do the goods go to the American taxpayers? No. They get all of the liabilities. The subsidies help the Chinese.
So, technically, yes, we do not send
the money there. But who is going to
pay it back? The Chinese pays the loan
back. If they default, who pays the bill
if the Chinese defaults? Who pays the
bill if they default? It is obviously the
taxpayers.
What I am pointing out is that $5.9
billion that the Chinese now had borrowed from us, from the Export-Import
Bank, is a significant obligation that,
too, is on the backs of the American
taxpayer.
So I urge support for the amendment
because, if we are serious about free
trade, just please do not call it free
trade anymore. Call it managed trade.
Call it subsidized trade. Call it special
interest trade. But please do not call it
free trade anymore, because it is not
free trade.
Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time.
Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may consume.
In closing, Mr. Chairman, I would
just like to say that the $16 million, or
whatever figure he is using that goes to
China, goes in the form of things like
airplane. Yes, a lot of it goes to Boeing,

