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that we are buying MRI machines 
based on the need for them, not based 
on how much profit they can generate 
for a particular hospital. 

b1645 
A regional board could determine, 

with the input of doctors and other 
providers, what number of machines 
would be appropriate for the popu-
lation based on demographics and 
other factors. 

Allow an explanation of how a single- 
payer system under H.R. 676 would 
work. Existing public health care 
spending, including government spend-
ing for Medicare and Medicaid, would 
continue, but it would flow into a sin-
gle trust fund. We would add a payroll 
tax of about 3.3 percent each to work-
ers and employers. In addition to the 
1.45 percent Medicare tax, the total 
health care tax would be 4.75 percent. 
This is cheaper than what the private 
health insurance companies charge; so 
families and businesses will be spend-
ing less than what they are spending 
now if they have insurance. 

We also get revenue from other 
sources like one quarter of 1 percent 
tax on certain stock and bond trans-
actions. All these revenue sources add 
up to more than enough to cover cur-
rent spending. But just in case there 
are additional expenses in a particular 
year, we also authorize an annual ap-
propriation. 

Revenue flows from the Federal trust 
fund into the accounts of the currently 
existing Medicare regions. Reimburse-
ment is then negotiated with doctors 
and other providers at the regional 
level, with current levels being the 
starting point. Doctors are paid on a 
fee-for-service basis, while hospitals 
and other large institutions are paid 
with monthly lump sums known as 
global budgets based on current ex-
penditures. Global budgets are cost- 
control mechanisms that are very ef-
fective in other single-payer systems. 

Every American would receive a na-
tional health insurance card at birth or 
would be able to apply for one at the 
post office or other government facil-
ity. The application form is limited to 
2 pages. Everyone living in the United 
States would be eligible. All medical 
necessary services would be covered, 
including inpatient and outpatient 
care, mental health care, dental care, 
and prescription drugs. Patients can go 
to the doctor or health care provider of 
their choice. 

Private insurance companies are pro-
hibited from duplicating the coverage 
provided under the plan. They may 
still offer coverage for nonmedically 
necessary services, such as cosmetic 
surgery. They are not prohibited from 
being hired by the government to do 
billing services, but overhead costs 
would be strictly regulated. 

This plan relies on the existing Medi-
care infrastructure for administration. 
There is no ‘‘new government bureauc-
racy.’’ In fact, there will be far less bu-
reaucracy in health care after the role 
of the insurance companies has been 
limited. 

Just to let you know, there are na-
tionally recognized health economists 

and physicians who believe that if we 
spent more efficiently the money we 
are already currently spending on 
health care, then we would cover every 
American with quality and affordable 
health insurance right now through a 
privately delivered, public financed, 
single-payer system. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank you for your co-
operation. 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in sup-
port of Cover the Uninsured Week, to highlight 
the deplorable fact that over 47 million Ameri-
cans—including 9 million children, lack health 
insurance in our country. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly believe that health 
care is a basic human right. Yet far too many 
people have no access to even the most basic 
health services. Contrary to popular belief, 8 
out of 10 Americans who lack health insur-
ance come from working families who just 
can’t afford the high cost. Minority commu-
nities also disproportionately suffer from a lack 
of health coverage. More than one-third of the 
Hispanic population in our country and more 
than one-quarter of Native Americans live 
without health insurance. Nearly 22 percent of 
African Americans and 20 percent of Asian 
Americans also lack health insurance. These 
statistics are just plain shameful. 

What’s worse is that because these individ-
uals lack health coverage they are more likely 
to wait to seek treatment until they are really 
sick, which in turn further drives up health 
care costs and creates a vicious cycle of un- 
insurance. 

Mr. Speaker, the sad truth is that over the 
last 8 years of this administration, the number 
of uninsured Americans has been steadily ris-
ing. Instead of supporting proposals to expand 
access to health care, however, this adminis-
tration has continually supported policies that 
have driven more people into poverty, placing 
affordable health care even further out of 
reach. 

Perhaps the clearest example is this Presi-
dent’s veto of the SCHIP bill and his refusal to 
provide health coverage to 10 million children. 
That is just unconscionable. 

As the only industrialized nation in the world 
that does not guarantee health care for all our 
people, I believe we must move toward a sys-
tem of universal health coverage. That is why 
I have introduced H.R. 3000, the Josephine 
Butler United States Health Service Act, to 
make the United States Health Service its own 
independent executive branch and establish 
an Office of the Inspector General for Health 
Services. 

My bill would require the Health Service to 
ensure that everyone has the right and the 
ability to access the highest quality health care 
available regardless of cost. Mr. Speaker, pro-
viding universal health care is the right thing to 
do and it is consistent with our values as a na-
tion and the goals of Cover the Uninsured 
Week. 

Mr. WEXLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to ac-
knowledge ‘‘Cover the Uninsured Week.’’ We 
must recognize the tragic reality that 47 million 
Americans, including 9 million children, are un-
insured in America. In my home State of Flor-
ida, the figures are even more striking, with 20 
percent of Floridians lacking health insurance. 
Millions of hard-working Americans with full- 
time jobs lack affordable health care options. 

For example, a woman in my district, 
Florianne, has worked as a housekeeper for a 
local hospital for 3 years and is uninsured. 
She cannot afford to pay for health insurance 

for her children despite having a full-time job. 
In 2004, when Florianne worked directly for 
the hospital, she received health benefits. 
Today, the hospital subcontracts its house-
keeping operations, causing her to lose her 
health insurance. With rent, food, gas, and 
utilities eating up her $692 biweekly paycheck, 
there is not a dollar to spare for her son’s 
glasses or basic checkups, let alone a $768 
monthly premium. 

I wish Florianne’s predicament was unique. 
All across Palm Beach County, the State of 
Florida and throughout the United States, chil-
dren like Florianne’s miss doctor’s appoint-
ments, forego needed prescriptions, and are 
denied adequate health care. Their parents 
work hard but still cannot afford health care for 
their families. This is totally unacceptable in 
the wealthiest nation on Earth. 

In Congress, I have sponsored legislation to 
fund insurance for millions of children across 
the country, introduced legislation to make 
Medicare more affordable for seniors, and 
voted to increase funding for community 
health centers willing to treat uninsured indi-
viduals. I am also a sponsor of the U.S. Na-
tional Health Insurance Act (H.R. 676), which 
would reform our health care system and pro-
vide health insurance for every man, woman, 
and child. Unfortunately, many of these pro-
posals have been shot down by the Bush ad-
ministration. 

‘‘Cover the Uninsured Week’’ reminds us all 
that America desperately needs leadership in 
the White House and in Congress to work to-
gether to achieve the affordable health care 
that all Americans deserve. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the sub-
ject of my Special Order. 

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

There was no objection. 

f 

PEAK OIL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. BARTLETT) is recognized 
for 60 minutes as the designee of the 
minority leader. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, I came early to our office yes-
terday morning, and I opened the door 
and took the newspapers inside and put 
them out on the reading table. And as 
I took them out, seven of them, four 
newspapers and three of the kind of in-
side-the-beltway papers, I noted the 
lead story above the fold. In the Sun 
there were two stories: ‘‘Demand Eats 
Supply, swiftly rising food prices are 
undoing progress in fighting hunger 
globally’’; and another above the fold 
headline: ‘‘Energy Bill Aid Payouts on 
Rise.’’ Then I picked up the Wash-
ington Times and noticed an above the 
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fold headline, ‘‘Bush Lays Gas Blame 
on Congress.’’ And then I picked up the 
Washington Post, a major headline 
above the fold: ‘‘Syphoning Off Corn to 
Fuel Our Cars.’’ And then the Wall 
Street Journal, the biggest headline 
above the fold, with a graphic and pic-
ture above it: ‘‘Grain Companies’ Prof-
it Soar As Global Food Crisis Mounts.’’ 

And then I took the three inside-the- 
beltway newspapers to put them on the 
reading table, and I looked at the head-
lines there, on the front page: ‘‘Gas 
Prices Fuel Effort to Jam GOP.’’ ‘‘Al-
exander Eyes Energy Agenda.’’ The 
first of those was Politico; the second 
was Roll Call. And the third, The Hill: 
‘‘Politics at the Pump.’’ 

So, Mr. Speaker, the seven papers 
that our office gets, every one of them 
yesterday had as their leading story 
above the fold something about energy 
prices and food prices, which, of course, 
are related. 

Also appearing today, and I wanted 
to make sure that we didn’t miss this 
New York Times column by Thomas 
Friedman, a very well-known author 
and commentator, which describes 
America’s energy problems as the ‘‘pre-
dictable consequences of an energy 
strategy that would be exacerbated by 
the most popular proposed changes to 
maximize demand, minimize supply, 
and buy the rest from the people who 
hate us most.’’ In a little bit, I will 
read some other excerpts from this 
very interesting op ed piece by Thomas 
Friedman. 

I have here a little book which came 
across my desk, signed by one of the 
authors to Representative ROSCOE 
BARTLETT: ‘‘You are a political voice in 
the dark. Please continue trying to 
shed light on this critical issue.’’ And 
the critical issue he’s talking about is 
explained in the title of his book, ‘‘A 
Very Unpleasant Truth . . . Peak Oil 
Production and Its Global Con-
sequences.’’ And I turned to the little 
page that talked about who the au-
thors are, about the authors: W.D. 
Lyle, Jr. holds a Ph.D. in engineering 
from Purdue University. L. Scott Allen 
holds a Ph.D. in physics from SMU. 
Both are retired scientists from the Ex-
ploration and Producing Technical 
Center of a large international oil com-
pany. They have been awarded over 40 
patents and coauthored or authored 
more than 50 technical papers with 
contributions appearing in a variety of 
journals such as Science, Geophysics, 
Nuclear Science and Engineering, and 
the Journal of Petroleum Technology. 
Both authors, it says, live in the Dallas 
area. So those are obviously well-re-
spected authorities in their fields. 

And I turned to chapter 6: ‘‘What 
About Alternative Energy Sources and 
What Should We Do Now?’’ And it be-
gins by saying, ‘‘What must we do now 
to prepare for and respond to the inevi-
table and impending energy crisis?’’ 

And, Mr. Speaker, the seven papers 
that I just referred to and the head-
lines on all of them about energy and 
food would indicate that maybe, just 
maybe, we’re on the cusp of this crisis. 

And then he says, ‘‘The first and 
most important thing that needs to be 
done is to educate and convince the 
public that a problem even exists.’’ 

Long before I got this book, more 
than 3 years before I got this book, I 
thought also that that was the most 
important thing that needed to be 
done. And so, Mr. Speaker, I think this 
is the 43rd time I have come to the 
floor to spend an hour talking about 
the challenge. Really it was to explain 
to the American people the challenge 
that we face, to educate and convince 
the public that a problem even exists. 
Well, I think these seven headlines in-
dicate that at least the editors of those 
papers thought that a problem existed 
because they were all talking about the 
high price of energy and its con-
sequences on food prices. 

But education is not the only thing 
that I have been doing. I have been per-
sonally involved in at least four activi-
ties, which I think will help to advance 
America on the path that we need to be 
treading. I’m sponsoring, in conjunc-
tion with the SMART Organization, a 
Smart Green Showcase on July 18 of 
this year in Frederick, Maryland, that 
will offer smart energy solutions for 
homeowners and small business own-
ers. There is a lot of information out 
there. There’s a lot of new technology 
that just isn’t widely known. Practical 
ways you can use less energy, save 
money, and help our country transition 
to domestic, cleaner, and renewable en-
ergy sources. The conference will pro-
vide educational and networking op-
portunities for homeowners and rep-
resentatives of large and small busi-
nesses, academic and nonprofit organi-
zations. 

This Smart Green Showcase has its 
own Web site, and I would encourage 
you to go to that Web site, 
www.smartgreenconference.com, for a 
fuller explanation of what will be 
shown at this Smart Green Showcase. 

In the next few days, I will submit a 
bill that is a companion bill to a Sen-
ate bill, S. 2821, that was introduced in 
the Senate on the 3rd day of last 
month by Senator MARIA CANTWELL 
and Senator JOHN ENSIGN, and almost 
half of the Senators have already 
signed onto this bill. 

b 1700 

I have a brief summary of the bill, 
and because what it does is so impor-
tant to where I think we need to be 
going, I am going to take just a mo-
ment to read this brief summary. This 
Clean Energy Tax Stimulus Act of 2008 
amends the Internal Revenue Code to 
extend certain tax incentives for en-
ergy production and conservation. It 
extends through 2009 the tax credit for 
production of electricity from renew-
able sources. For example, biomass, 
geothermal energy, landfill gas, and 
trash combustion. 

It includes marine and hydrokinetic 
renewable energy as a resource eligible 
for such credit. It allows sales of elec-
tricity produced from renewable re-

sources to regulated public utilities. 
This one is really very important to 
encourage everybody, even every 
homeowner, to produce electricity. If 
they are not using it, sell it back to 
the power company. 

It extends the Energy Investment 
Tax Credit for solar energy through 
2016 for fuel cell and microturbine 
property through 2017. It repeals the 
dollar per kilowatt limitation for fuel 
cell property under the Energy Invest-
ment Tax Credit. It allows public elec-
tric utilities to qualify for such credit. 

It extends through 2009 the tax credit 
for residential energy-efficient prop-
erty expenditures. It repeals the 2000 
limitation on the tax credit for solar 
electric property. It allows an offset 
against the alternative minimum tax 
of tax credit amounts. It extends 
through 2009 the tax credit for invest-
ment in clean, renewable energy bonds, 
increases the national limitation 
amount for such bonds. 

It extends through 2009 deferral pro-
visions relating to the recognition of 
gain by certain electric utilities, and 
extends to 2009 the tax credit for non-
business energy property. It includes 
residential biomass fuel stoves, that is 
pellet stoves, as eligible energy prop-
erty for purposes of such credit. 

It extends through 2010 the tax credit 
for energy-efficient new homes. It ex-
tends through 2009 the tax deduction 
for energy-efficient commercial build-
ings, and increases the allowable 
amount of such deductions. Finally, it 
extends the tax credit for energy-effi-
cient appliances, to include appliances 
produced in 2008, 2009, and 2010, and it 
revises and updates energy efficiency 
standards for such appliances in ac-
cordance with the Energy Independ-
ence and Security Act of 2007. 

As shown on the first chart here, I 
also have a Self-Powered Farm Energy 
Bill, H.R. 80. This is really a very sig-
nificant approach to addressing our en-
ergy problems because we are going to 
have to turn more and more to our 
farmers for energy and products that 
are produced by energy, that in the fu-
ture will have to be produced with less 
energy. This bill would support Federal 
research, development, demonstration, 
and commercial application activities 
to enable the development of self-pow-
ered farms that are net producers of 
both food and energy. They should be 
capable of independence from offsite 
sources of energy. A farm standing all 
alone. 

Mr. Speaker, if our farms can’t be en-
ergy independent, we really, really 
have a huge challenge for the future. I 
think this is very doable, and this bill 
will offer awards, rewards to those who 
do that. Offsite sources of energy, fuel 
and raw materials for fuel. A commu-
nity resource for food and energy or 
raw materials for fuel would minimize 
or eliminate ongoing operating expend-
itures to offsite entities for fossil fuel- 
derived energy, employ sustainable 
farming practices for long-term soil 
fertility. We mustn’t forget that what 
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we do to make our farms energy inde-
pendent and to get energy from our 
farms, that we must be really con-
cerned about sustainability. It would 
be easy for a few years to mine the soil, 
that is take out of the soil more than 
you’re putting back. But if it is not 
sustainable, it will not be useful for the 
long term. 

Employ sustainable farming prac-
tices for long-term soil fertility and 
produces at least two times as much 
energy, including fuel or raw mate-
rials, or fuel, as it consumes both on-
site and in the transfer of farm prod-
ucts to market. 

The next chart shows an additional 
bill, H.R. 670, that I have introduced, 
American Energy for America’s Fu-
ture, the bipartisan DRIVE Act, De-
pendence Reduction through Innova-
tion in Vehicles and Energy Act. What 
this does is to encourage transition 
from depending so much on liquid fuels 
from oil for transportation and move 
to electricity for transportation. 

And the reason for this, Mr. Speaker, 
is pretty obvious, if you stop to think 
about it. We use two kinds of energy 
largely in our lives today; electricity 
for many, many things, but not much 
for transportation. Most of our trans-
portation comes from fossil fuels, from 
oil, and some gas. You see city buses 
advertising that they are running on 
clean natural gas. 

We have lots of opportunities to 
produce more electricity. We can do 
more solar. France produces 75, 80 per-
cent of their electricity from solar. We 
have enormous opportunities to grow 
wind and solar. They are now growing 
at something like 30 percent a year. 
That is incredible growth rate. But 
they started very small. So even with 
that big growth rate, they are still pro-
ducing a very minimal amount of en-
ergy to the grand mix of energy. 

We can get a lot more energy in 
those parts of our country where you’re 
close enough to the molten core of the 
Earth to get true geothermal energy. 
You go to Iceland, I have been there, 
and I did not see a single chimney in 
Iceland. They may have one. I didn’t 
see it. They get essentially all of their 
energy there from geothermal energy. 
That is tapping the molten core of the 
Earth, which will heat water, and you 
can do lots and lots of things with it, 
and hot water. 

Then, of course we have lots of oppor-
tunities for microhydro, without the 
kind of impact on the environment 
that our macro hydro has had with 
these huge dams and we try to com-
pensate with fish ladders and so forth, 
compensate for the damage we have 
done to the environment with fish lad-
ders and so forth so the fish who are 
spawning can get around to them. So 
we have lots of opportunities for pro-
ducing electricity. 

Our options for producing more liq-
uid fuels are far more limited. So this 
is a very important bill. We are going 
to be talking for the rest of our few 
moments together today about these 

opportunities for producing more liq-
uid fuels. You will see that they really 
are limited. We really do have a chal-
lenge there. 

So to the extent that we can move 
transportation dependency from oil to 
electricity, we will have done a great 
deal to minimize our dependence on oil 
and free ourselves from dependence on 
oil, as the President appropriately said 
in his State of the Union Message, from 
people who don’t even like us. 

I wanted to just spend a couple of 
moments reading some additional com-
ments from Thomas Friedman’s arti-
cle. I don’t read this because I nec-
essarily agree with everything he says, 
but I read it because I think that it’s 
very important, as this little book 
said, that the American people under-
stand the seriousness of the challenge 
that faces us. 

So let me read a few more excerpts 
from his article that appeared today in 
the New York Times. The title of his 
little op-ed piece is called: Dumb as We 
Wanna Be. ‘‘Here’s what’s scary: Our 
problem is so much worse than you 
think. We have no energy strategy. If 
you are going to use tax policy to 
shape energy strategy, then you want 
to raise taxes on the things that you 
want to discourage, gasoline consump-
tion and gas-guzzling cars, and you 
want to lower taxes on the things you 
want to encourage, new renewable en-
ergy technologies. We are doing, he 
says, ‘‘just the opposite.’’ 

‘‘The McCain-Clinton gas holiday 
proposal is a perfect example of what 
energy expert Peter Schwartz of Global 
Business Network describes as the true 
American energy policy today.’’ Then I 
quote again, ‘‘Maximize demand, mini-
mize supply, and buy the rest from the 
people who hate us the most.’’ 

Then additional excerpts from the ar-
ticle go on to say, ‘‘This is not an en-
ergy policy. This is money laundering. 
We borrow money from China and ship 
it to Saudi Arabia and take a little cut 
for ourselves as it goes through our gas 
tanks. No, no, no. We’ll just get the 
money by taxing Big Oil. Even if you 
could do that,’’ he says, ‘‘what a ter-
rible way to spend precious tax dollars. 

‘‘For almost a year now, Congress 
has been bickering over whether and 
how to renew the investment tax credit 
to stimulate investment in solar en-
ergy and the production of tax credit 
to encourage investment in wind en-
ergy. The Democrats wanted the wind 
and solar credits to be paid for by tak-
ing away tax credits from the oil indus-
try. President Bush said he would veto 
that. Neither side would back down. 
Stalemate.’’ 

You know, as I said, I read this not 
because I necessarily agree with every-
thing he says, but I read it because it 
is a very important voice that is saying 
what I have been trying to say for 
more than 3 years now, Hey, we face a 
problem. We have really got to do 
something about that problem. 

The next chart, this is a little car-
toon which I think tells the story that 

many people don’t believe. Just why is 
gas so expensive, over $3.50 a gallon 
now? Just why is gas so expensive? The 
cartoon says it with just two words, a 
tiny little supply and a huge big de-
mand. 

Now there are many people who be-
lieve that gas is very expensive at the 
pump because the major oil companies 
are gouging us. Many people think that 
gas is high at the pump because the oil 
from which we refine it is very expen-
sive because the Arab world is holding 
back and not producing as much oil as 
they could produce, or somehow 
gouging us. 

The reality is that neither one of 
these commonly believed reasons for 
our high gas prices are probably true. 
There may be a little gouging here and 
there by stations and so forth. The 
price of oil is not determined by our 
big oil companies, ExxonMobil and 
Shell and Royal Dutch. The price of oil 
is determined, as this cartoon indi-
cates, by how much there is and how 
much we would like to use. 

The Arabs don’t determine the price 
of oil. They can affect the price of oil. 
If they could produce more oil, they 
could drive down the price of oil by in-
creasing the supply so it would be more 
consistent with the demand, and that 
would reduce the price of oil. There is 
increasing evidence that they could not 
do this. That is they could not increase 
their supply. 

Russia, a couple of weeks ago, an-
nounced that they had peaked in oil 
production. That they could no longer 
increase their production. Just last 
week, Saudi Arabia indicated that they 
had reached a maximum oil produc-
tion. They have the granddaddy of all 
oil fields, the Ghawar, a huge field, pro-
ducing 5 million barrels a day. They 
want to bring online a new field. I read 
a lot about the technicality of that 
field. It’s very interesting, what they 
have done. This is the field that has a 
lot of potential oil in it. Khurais, I 
think. It’s hard for me to pronounce 
words with k-h. 

b 1715 

They have hired Halliburton to drill 
a large number of wells, and what they 
plan to do, what they hope to do, is to 
flood that field where the oil will not 
flow. If you drill down in that field, 
you will not get any oil, although there 
is a great deal there, and they hope to 
make this oil flow by pumping water in 
at the periphery of the field under con-
siderable pressure. 

But this is a very delicate operation, 
because if they pump at too high a 
pressure and too large a volume and 
the water overflows the oil, it could 
seal off the little interstices through 
which the oil would flow and it might 
kill the field, so there would be no oil 
from the field. But hopefully they 
won’t do this. They are very good at 
this technology. And if they are able to 
develop this field, they will get, they 
hope, 1.2 million barrels a day. This, 
they hope, will make up for the oil that 
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they are not getting as the present 
fields they are pumping tail off. They 
have reached a maximum production of 
oil. 

The next chart is a chart whose his-
tory begins in 1956 with a talk which I 
think will go down as the most famous 
speech given in the last century by M. 
King Hubbert to a group of oil engi-
neers and business people at San Anto-
nio, Texas, in 1956, 52 years ago, on the 
8th day of March. This was 1956. Here 
we are, 1956 right here. 

He told them that in 1970, this point 
here. This part of this chart was not 
available. All they had was this, rap-
idly increasing oil production. We were 
the largest producer of oil in the world, 
the largest consumer of oil in the 
world, and I think the largest exporter 
of oil in the world. He said in 14 years, 
in 1970, the United States will reach its 
maximum oil production. Shell Oil 
Company asked him, please don’t give 
that talk. You will make us look silly 
and make you look silly. He gave the 
talk, and for a long while was an object 
of derision. Then, right on schedule, in 
1970 we reached our maximum oil pro-
duction. 

Now, they didn’t know that in 1970. 
You only know you have reached a 
maximum when you look back and see, 
gee, we were pumping more oil then 
than we are now. But this was clearly, 
clearly known by 1980, because you can 
see by 1980 here we are well down the 
other side of Hubbert’s Peak. 

There are a couple of things in this 
chart that he did not include in his 
analysis. He couldn’t have known that 
we were going to get so much natural 
gas liquids, and he looked at only the 
lower 48. He didn’t look at Alaska, and 
he didn’t look at the Gulf of Mexico, 
where we have found huge amounts of 
oil. 

I have been to Alaska, to Dead Horse, 
to Prudhoe Bay, and I have seen the 
very beginning of that 4-foot pipeline 
through which for a number of years 
now about one-fourth, about one-fourth 
of our total domestic production has 
been flowing. 

Well, you can see that even when you 
add the oil which he did not include in 
his analysis, the oil that we got from 
the find in Alaska and from the Gulf of 
Mexico, that that was just a blip on the 
slide down the other side of Hubbert’s 
Peak. 

Now, we have done a number of 
things to try and reverse this, because 
we are not at all comfortable in this 
country having only 2 percent of the 
world’s oil and using 25 percent of the 
world’s oil. We have very good sci-
entists and engineers, and we have used 
a lot of enhanced oil recovery. We have 
used discovery techniques, 3–D, seismic 
and computer modeling to go out and 
find more oil, and we have drilled more 
oil wells than all the rest of the world 
put together. 

In spite of better discovery, of ag-
gressive pumping of these fields with 
this enhanced oil recovery, in spite of 
drilling more oil wells than all the rest 

of the world put together, and in spite 
of finding oil in Alaska and the Gulf of 
Mexico, we today are producing about 
half as much oil as we produced in 1970. 

I spent a few moments looking at 
this chart. I think it is very important 
to understand what M. King Hubbert 
predicted and what happened and the 
reality that no matter what we have 
done, we have not been able to reverse 
what he said would happen, and that 
was in 1970 we would reach our max-
imum oil production, and that after 
that, no matter what we did, oil pro-
duction would fall off. 

The next chart, if I can have the next 
chart, the next chart is a quote from 
one of four different reports that our 
government has paid for and not to-
tally ignored, but largely ignored. 
They all say the same thing, by the 
way. This is from the first of those four 
reports done by SAIC, a very large, 
prestigious international engineering 
science organization. Dr. Robert Hirsch 
was the principal author of that, so it 
is frequently called the Hirsch Report. 
He says here on page 64, ‘‘World oil 
peaking is going to happen.’’ 

Now, the same person that predicted 
that we would peak in 1970, in 1979 pre-
dicted that the world would be peaking 
about now. I have asked myself a ques-
tion so many times and asked the ques-
tion to others, if M. King Hubbert was 
so right about the United States and if 
he predicted that the world would be 
peaking about now, wouldn’t it have 
been appropriate to have a plan B, a 
plan B which recognized that that 
might happen, and, gee, you better 
have some contingency plans preparing 
for it? When I say ‘‘we,’’ I mean the 
world. That is not what we have done. 

There is no indication, as evidenced 
by the behavior of any company or any 
country, that any of these entities 
have been doing anything to address 
the huge challenge that we would have 
if in fact the world followed the course 
that the United States so predictably 
followed, that the world would peak 
about now. ‘‘World oil peaking is going 
to happen,’’ this report said. ‘‘World 
production of conventional oil will 
reach a maximum and decline there-
after. That maximum is called the 
peak. Oil peaking presents a unique 
challenge,’’ this report says. ‘‘The 
world has never faced a problem like 
this. There is no precedent in history 
to guide us,’’ is what this report says. 
There is no lesson from the past that 
you can use to guide you as to what 
you need to be doing to get you 
through this challenge. 

The next chart, this is a chart of data 
which is compiled by the two leading 
entities in the world that track the 
production and consumption of oil. 
Now, we store a little, very little, in 
our strategic reserves in this country 
and some other countries, but, by and 
large, all the oil we produce is con-
sumed. 

‘‘Peak Oil: Are We There Yet?’’ These 
two agencies are the IEA, the Inter-
national Energy Agency, a part of the 

UN, and the EIA, the Energy Informa-
tion Administration, a part of our own 
Department of Energy. 

The IEA, the international one, says 
that for the last 18 months or so we 
have reached a plateau in oil produc-
tion. As a matter of fact, just at the 
end of the line they have drawn 
through there up and down, because it 
is not a constant thing, up today and 
down tomorrow and so forth, it is actu-
ally tipping over just slightly. The 
EIA, the green line, shows that from 
their data we have been constant and 
actually a little lower now, but rel-
atively constant in oil production for 
the last 3 years. 

Now, if in fact the world’s production 
of oil has been flat in the last 3 years, 
and these are the two best recognized 
entities in the world for tracking this, 
if in fact it has been flat for the last 3 
years and demand has continued to go 
up, what would naturally happen to oil 
prices? 

Well, oil prices were, what, when 
they started, $50-some dollars a barrel. 
Now, they are off the chart now, about 
$110 today. It has dropped off a little 
from the $120 of last week. I think that 
dropoff, Mr. Speaker, is because $120 oil 
is just plain too costly for a lot of the 
world and they haven’t been able to use 
it. They just make do with less. So we 
have some higher reserves than we 
thought, and the speculators now are 
speculating that the price of oil will 
come down for the moment because of 
these reserves. Of course, $110 oil, the 
price is off the chart here. 

M. King Hubbert predicted in 1979 
that the world would be peaking about 
now. All four of these studies, the first 
one I mentioned, the SAIC study, the 
second one, the Corps of Engineers 
study, the third one, the Government 
Accountability study, and the fourth 
one, one done by the National Petro-
leum Council, and all four of those say 
essentially the same thing: Peaking of 
oil is inevitable, absolutely inevitable; 
that it is either present or imminent, 
with potentially devastating con-
sequences. 

Now, I say again, if M. King Hubbert 
was right about the United States, and 
we spent quite some little while look-
ing at that chart, and in spite of every-
thing that we have done, better oil dis-
covery, aggressive pumping of the oil, 
enhanced oil recovery, and although we 
drill more wells than the rest of the 
world put together, M. King Hubbert ’s 
prediction is still true. Today we are 
producing about half the oil we pro-
duced in 1970. He predicted that the 
world would be peaking in oil produc-
tion about now. These four studies all 
said that peaking of oil is inevitable. 
They didn’t know when it would occur. 

These data from the EIA and the IEA 
would lead you to believe, unless this is 
just a little plateau and it will take off 
again, and the next chart we will look 
at, if we can have the next chart now, 
the next chart will tell us how likely it 
is that this is just a little plateau and 
then it is going to take off again. 
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If you had only one chart to look at, 

only one chart to use for informing 
yourself and talking about this subject, 
this would be the chart. This chart 
shows in the bars here going back as 
far as 1930 the discoveries of oil, and, 
boy, it was up and down. We found 
some big fields in some of these years, 
so we got some huge spikes. But notice 
the general trend of this. Since about 
1970 it has been down, down, down, 
down, and that is in spite of evermore 
aggressive and better techniques for 
finding the oil. 

Now, if this peak is just a plateau 
and is going to take off again, then you 
need to believe that one of two things 
is going to happen: Either we are going 
to find very quickly better ways of 
teasing out from the reserves we are 
now pumping more oil, or we are going 
to find more reserves of oil, more big 
reserves of oil. 

b 1730 

The solid black line here indicates 
the oil that we have used. And the 
world was in a very happy position up 
until about 1980. Every year until 1980, 
we found more oil, sometimes a lot 
more oil, than we used that year. If 
you integrate under this curve, you 
will get the total volume of oil that we 
have used. So this area represents the 
volume of oil that we have used. 

Now, ever since about 1980, of course, 
we have been finding less oil than we 
use, so now this area here has been 
filled in by reserves back here. They 
are still there. We know they are un-
derground. We know we can pump 
them. 

Now, how much more will we find in 
the future? Most of the experts believe 
that we have probably found, of con-
ventional oil—we will talk in a few 
minutes about unconventional oil. 
Most experts believe that for conven-
tional oil we have probably found 90 
percent, 95 percent of all the oil we will 
find in the future. Those who made this 
chart suggest that future discoveries 
will follow a descending curve, ever 
less and less, as we go further and fur-
ther into the future, because once you 
found some oil, then additional oil is 
more and more difficult to find. Now, 
this clearly won’t be that smooth, it 
will be up and down, but they are sug-
gesting it will follow a curve much like 
that. 

Now, what will the future look like? 
What the future will look like will de-
pend upon your perception of several 
things: How much more oil you think 
we will find; it will depend upon how 
aggressive you think we can be in 
pumping oil. But one thing is certain: 
You cannot pump oil you have not 
found. 

Now, the way this chart is drawn, it 
doesn’t go clear out until the end, of 
course; it goes out another 150 years. 
Every year, and this has been the expe-
rience in the United States, less and 
less oil, harder and harder to get. And 
now, with the world situation, not true 
in our country because nobody else 

made up the deficit for the oil we 
didn’t pump; and so for a long while, 
even when our oil production was drop-
ping off, oil was still $10 a barrel be-
cause other countries could produce it 
quickly and easily, and they did, so 
that made up for our shortfall. But 
that is not going to happen in the fu-
ture because, as indicated by a prior 
chart, as indicated by all four of these 
studies, paid for by your government, 
delivered to your government, oil is 
going to peak. 

And if the United States is a micro-
cosm of the world, you would reason-
ably judge that, no matter how aggres-
sive we become, and we have been real-
ly aggressive in our country, like drill-
ing more oil wells than all the rest of 
the world put together, you still are 
not going to reverse that decline. 

So what the future looks like, and 
you see the oil that you are using here 
above the amount of oil that you found 
is going to have to be filled in by re-
serves from here. You can use your eye 
and transfer these reserves there and 
see reasonably what that curve will 
look like. 

The next chart presents a little sche-
matic. Now, I will point out what is 
quite obvious: That this peak can be 
made very sharp if I compress the ab-
scissa and expand that ordinate, that 
will become a very sharp curve. Here, I 
have spread it out so it is a very grad-
ual curve. This is a 2 percent growth 
curve. That is about the rate at which 
the world has been increasing its use of 
oil. By the way, 2 percent growth dou-
bles in 35 years; it is four times bigger 
in 70 years; it is eight times bigger in 
105 years; it is 16 times bigger in 140 
years. 

This led Albert Einstein to answer a 
question asked by someone after we 
had discovered nuclear energy: What 
will be the next big energy force in the 
universe? And his response was: The 
most powerful force in the universe is 
the power of compound interest. And, 
of course, compound interest is com-
pound growth. 

This chart shows a 35-year growth pe-
riod, the yellow. I think we are about 
here, and peaking is either present or 
imminent. And most people are look-
ing at avoiding any problems in the fu-
ture by filling the gap. If this is what 
you have available and this is what you 
would like to use, this yellow area rep-
resents the gap. 

There are a lot of things out there 
that we can exploit to get some liquid 
fuels from. In their totality, most of 
the experts that are really seriously 
looking at this, in their totality, most 
people believe that it will be extremely 
difficult to produce as much liquid fuel 
as we now are using, let alone filling 
the gap. I will say that that will not 
bring us to any calamitous end. We 
have enormous opportunities for con-
servation and efficiency. 

The other morning as I came into 
work, I noticed in one of the lanes in 
front of me a big SUV with one person 
in it. In the lane right next to them 

was a Prius with two people in it. Now, 
the Prius, I have one, we get about 48 
miles per gallon. That is at least three 
times that SUV. Isn’t it? So the Prius 
gets three times the miles per gallon of 
the SUV; and there were two people in 
it; so that means that miles per gallon 
per person was six times better in the 
Prius with two people in it than it was 
in the SUV with one person in it. And 
the Prius is a very comfortable vehicle, 
and riding with someone else makes 
the trip to work more enjoyable. So, 
we have lots and lots of opportunities 
to increase our efficiency. 

The next chart is an interesting one, 
because there are a lot of people who 
believe that somehow we are going to 
find a huge amount of more oil out 
there. In a few moments we are going 
to talk about some of these potentials. 
And there may be a lot out there. But 
what I am saying is that we really need 
to have a plan B, because there is noth-
ing that we have done in our country 
which has avoided the inevitable slide 
down the other side of Hubbert’s Peak 
that M. King Hubbert predicted in 1956. 

This is a chart again from Robert 
Hirsch, and he gets this from EIA, En-
ergy Information Administration, and 
they are predicting here in this chart 
that we will find as much more oil as 
all the reserves we now know to be able 
to be pumped. 

Most experts believe that the ulti-
mate amount of oil, the total amount 
that we will pump in the world from 
the beginning to the end of the age of 
oil will be about 2 trillion barrels. Here 
it is 2.2. They are suggesting here that 
we will find another nearly 1 trillion, 
because this curve is based on what 
they call the main or expected value of 
3 trillion barrels. Now, that means that 
they think we are going to find just 
about as much more oil as all the oil 
which we now have in reserves which 
can be pumped. 

Now, even if that curve occurs—and 
this is because of that exponential 
growth. Even if this occurs, the peak is 
pushed out from here to 2016. The dot-
ted line, by the way, and I don’t know 
if it is even doable. The dotted line 
shows what would happen if you would 
have an aggressive, enhanced recovery 
and pump it more quickly. It pushes 
the peak out a little bit, and then you 
fall off a cliff after that. 

This black curve, by the way, you 
will recognize from the big black curve 
on the oil chart, remember, with all 
the bars going up. This is the recession 
in the 1970s. If it weren’t for that—the 
old saying, it is an ill wind that brings 
no good. And that ill wind of those 
Arab oil price spike hikes and the 
worldwide recession that followed that, 
that is this dip here, we actually were 
using less energy for a while, we really 
looked at our efficiency. And your air 
conditioner now is probably three 
times as efficient as it was then. Your 
freezer, the same thing. If we had not 
done that, look at this curve, look 
where it would be, off the chart. 

There was a stunning statistic during 
the Carter years, and that was that 
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every decade we used as much oil as 
had been used in all of previous his-
tory. That is really different now. This 
slope you can see is very much less 
than this slope. So this was kind of a 
blessing in disguise, because it woke us 
up, and we now have a much lesser 
challenge than we would have had if we 
not had those oil price spikes and that 
little recession in the 1970s and this 
call to arms that resulted in a lot of 
equipment that is now a whole lot 
more efficient. 

The next chart is a fairly recent 
statement by Shell Oil Company CEO 
van der Veer. By the year 2100, he says, 
the world’s energy system will be radi-
cally different from today’s. The 
world’s current predicament limits our 
maneuvering room. We are experi-
encing a step change in the growth rate 
of energy demand. And Shell estimates 
that, after 2015, supplies of easy-to-ac-
cess oil and gas will no longer keep up 
with demand. It may be a little sooner 
than that, as indicated by these curves 
from the IEA and the EIA. As a result, 
he says, society has no choice but to 
add other energy sources. 

The next chart is one that kind of 
puts this in perspective. This looks at 
the industrial age. 

By the way, there is a fascinating 
speech that was given. If M. King 
Hubbert’s speech was the most impor-
tant speech of the last century, I think 
the most insightful speech of the last 
century would be the speech given by 
the father of our nuclear submarine, 
Hyman Rickover, given 51 years ago 
the 14th day of this month to a group 
of physicians in St. Paul, Minnesota. If 
you do a Google search for ‘‘Rickover’’ 
and ‘‘energy speech,’’ it will pop up. 

He noted then that we were about 100 
years into the age of oil, which—and he 
uses just beautiful expressions, which 
he referred to as the golden age. And 
truly it has been a golden age. And he 
had no idea how long the age of oil will 
last; now we have a much better idea. 
But he made a very important state-
ment. He said that, how long the age of 
oil lasted was important in only one re-
gard: That the longer it lasted, the 
more time that we have to plan for an 
orderly transition to nonfossil fuels. 

About 17 months ago, I was privi-
leged to lead a codel of nine Members 
of Congress to China to talk about en-
ergy. Interestingly, they began their 
discussion of energy by talking about 
post-oil. Wow, I thought, these people 
think in terms of generations and cen-
turies. 

We are a great country, and a part of 
our affluence and our greatness is that 
we have a near-term focus, essential 
for our business, but I think it would 
be nice if we had a little longer term 
view, too. It is hard for our businesses 
to see beyond the next quarterly re-
port; hard for elected officials to see 
beyond the next election. But they 
were talking about post-oil, and what 
they would be doing and what the 
world should be doing now and would 
be doing in a post-oil world. 

Well, Hyman Rickover talked about 
8,000 years of recorded history, and he 
said that the age of oil would be but a 
blip in the history of man. I only have 
here about 400 years of that 8,000 years; 
but if you went back to the rest of the 
8,000 years, it would be flat because we 
use very little energy. Here is the in-
dustrial revolution beginning with 
wood; and then we have coal; and, boy, 
did it take off when we found gas and 
oil. 

This is the same curve that you have 
seen before, by the way. This is the dip 
in the 1970s in the lesser slope now. 
Here, we have compressed abscissa and 
expanded the ordinate, so now we have 
a very sharp curb compared to the very 
gradual one we have been looking in 
the past. 

If I superimposed on this a graph of 
population growth, it would explode 
from roughly 1⁄2 billion here, following 
this up almost exactly to the nearly 7 
billion people we have in the world 
today. 

This reality, as the next chart shows 
us, introduces us to a very challenging 
geopolitical reality. We have 2 percent 
of the world’s reserves; we use 25 per-
cent of the world’s oil; we import al-
most 2⁄3 of what we use. We pump four 
times faster than the rest of the world. 
We produce, from our 2 percent, 8 per-
cent of the world’s oil production. So, 
we are pumping and our more wells 
than all the rest of the world put to-
gether are working. We are pumping 
down our reserves faster. We represent 
a bit less than 5 percent of the world’s 
population, one person in 22, and we 
use 1⁄4 of the world’s energy. 

The next chart speaks a little more 
to this geopolitical challenge that we 
face. If you look at the top ten owners 
of oil, that is the bar on the right here, 
it is mostly countries that own it: 
Saudi Aramco, National Iranian Oil, 
Iraqi National Oil, and so forth. 

b 1745 

And Luke Oil which is kind of private 
in Russia has only 2 percent. These are 
the top ten. 

If you now look at the top ten pro-
ducers of oil, they are really big guys: 
ExxonMobil, Royal Dutch, BP. They 
produce only 22 percent of the oil. Most 
of the oil is produced by countries 
rather than companies. 

The next chart speaks further to this 
geopolitical challenge that we face. 
This shows what China is doing around 
the world. The dollar signs indicate 
where we own some oil. You don’t see 
very many of them here. This symbol 
indicates where China owns oil, a lot of 
it in Russia. Notice they have bought 
up oil all over the world. 

The next chart speaks again to this 
geopolitical challenge that we have. 
This is what the world would look like 
if the size of the country was relative 
to the amount of oil they have. Very 
interesting. Saudi Arabia dominates 
the landscape. They should, they have 
22 percent, more than a fifth of all of 
the oil in the world. Iraq, Kuwait, and 

you have to get a magnifying glass to 
see the United Arab Emirates on a 
map. Russia, not a giant compared to 
the others, but they are an aggressive 
pumper of oil. I think they are now the 
number two producer of oil in the 
world. 

Venezuela, it dwarfs our part of the 
world. Bigger than everybody else in 
this part of the world, but notice we 
get most of our oil from Canada. Our 
third largest producer of oil is Mexico. 
Together they have about as much oil 
as we have. Canada doesn’t have very 
many people, and they are too poor in 
Mexico to use the oil and so they can 
export the oil. But this speaks again to 
the geopolitical challenge that we face. 

The last chart, I just wanted to look 
at the sources from which we are going 
to get liquid fuels. I have argued that 
because we face this huge challenge in 
the future, and because it is going to be 
very difficult to produce as rapidly as 
we would like to, the liquid fuels to re-
place what won’t be there as we slide 
down the other side of the world, 
Hubbert’s peak, that it would be nice 
to have in reserve a little bit of the oil 
we know that is out there which is why 
I have not been enthusiastic about 
drilling in ANWR or offshore or on our 
public lands. 

Maybe it is because I have 10 kids 
and 16 grandkids and two great- 
grandkids. And I came to Congress be-
cause I was afraid that my kids and 
grandkids weren’t going to live in the 
same kind of country that I grew up in. 
I thought we had too much govern-
ment, it taxed too much, it regulated 
too much, and it spent way too much. 
I would just like for my kids and my 
grandkids and great-grandkids to have 
the same opportunity I have had, and 
energy is so important in our world. So 
I have been resistant to immediately 
drilling in ANWR and offshore and on 
our public lands because it is like 
money in the bank that is yielding 
huge interest rates. I don’t think you 
ought to rush to the bank and pull it 
out and spend it. It will be even more 
valuable later. 

We will get a little of this and a little 
of that. There is no magic bullet out 
there. I am sure everybody is familiar 
with what happened with corn ethanol. 
We are using so much corn for ethanol, 
it has raised the price of food around 
the world. Farmers have diverted land 
from wheat and soybeans to corn. Rice 
harvests are down. Costco, I under-
stand, will sell you only one bag of rice 
now. 

Mr. Speaker, let me close by saying I 
am kind of exhilarated by this. There 
is no exhilaration like meeting and 
overcoming a big challenge, and I 
think America is up to this. With lead-
ership, I think we can once again be-
come an exporting country. We have 
the technology and the know-how. We 
are the most innovative, creative soci-
ety in the world. I think when America 
understands this challenge, they will 
be up to the challenge, and America 
will lead the world in moving from fos-
sil fuels to renewables. 
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I think I will be here a week from 

today, and what I want to do at that 
time is spend most of the time talking 
about realistic expectations from all of 
these alternative sources of liquid 
fuels. 

f 

30-SOMETHING WORKING GROUP 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. RYAN) is recognized for 60 min-
utes. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to once again 
start our 30-Something hour. We will 
be joined later by Congressman MEEK 
from Florida to talk about the issues of 
the day and how what has been hap-
pening here in Congress affects what is 
going on to young people, but not lim-
ited to just young people in the 30- 
something bracket, but also to young 
people in college, young people in their 
20s, young people trying to figure out 
how they are going to make their way 
in the American economy in the 21st 
century. 

As we know, Mr. Speaker, we have 
been given many challenges over the 
past few years here in Congress dealing 
with many of the issues that face 
Americans. 

Since Speaker PELOSI took over a 
short time ago, we have been com-
mitted, since this Congress was taken 
over by the Democratic Party, we have 
been committed to push initiatives 
that are consistent with the values 
that we hold dear in the United States 
of America. We hear a lot of rhetoric 
about values in this country, but if the 
policy initiatives that come out of this 
beautiful building in Washington, DC 
do not reflect our values, then we are 
in the wrong business. 

And I am proud to say that since we 
have taken over here, we have shifted 
course from policies that many Ameri-
cans believe have taken us in the 
wrong direction. And many of us still 
believe, even those of us here think we 
have made a shift in policy, but it has 
been difficult with the President to try 
to get a complete pivot out of the 
months and months and months and 
years and years and years of bad pol-
icy. 

So I think it is important before we 
talk a little bit about what we have 
done is to go back and think about 
what we are trying to come out of, 
some of the challenges that this coun-
try faces. I think it is important to 
recognize politically that from 2000 
until 2006, the Republican Party con-
trolled the House, controlled the Sen-
ate, and controlled the White House. 
They had an opportunity to implement 
their policy—the neoconservative for-
eign policy, the conservative domestic 
policy, the conservative energy policy, 
the conservative higher-ed policy in 
America, the conservative ‘‘compas-
sionate conservative’’ agenda on pov-
erty and inequality—has all been im-
plemented. 

So when we talk about what will it 
look like if the conservative agenda is 
implemented, I think that is a false 
analysis of what will it look like. I 
think we know. I think what we are 
living with here today is the imple-
mentation of the conservative Repub-
lican agenda. They controlled the 
House, they controlled the Senate and 
the White House. The Bush tax policy, 
the Bush energy policy, all of these 
things that I have already mentioned 
have been implemented. 

And if you want to know what it 
looks like, all you really need to do is 
go to the gas tank. You need to get 
your health care bill and see what your 
premium and the costs look like. You 
need to pull out the stub of your child’s 
tuition. All of these things are the end 
result of the Republican domestic 
agenda being implemented here in the 
United States of America. You may not 
like it. I know a lot of Republicans, Mr. 
Speaker, who don’t like it, but that is 
where we are. 

And if you look at the financial situ-
ation that this country has been put in, 
the straightjacket that we have been 
put in that a lot of the changes that 
the Democratic Congress wants to 
make that we are at this point unable 
to make because of the financial posi-
tion that we have been put in as a 
country and as a Nation, the fact of the 
matter is this: President Bush, Mr. 
Speaker, and the Republican Con-
gresses that were under his watch bor-
rowed more money from foreign inter-
ests than every President and Congress 
before President Bush combined. 

Now think about that. In just those 
few years, President Bush and the Re-
publican Congress borrowed more 
money from foreign interests than 
every President and Congress before 
them combined. The Republican-con-
trolled Congress and President Bush 
raised the debt limit five times and 
borrowed $3 trillion primarily from 
Japan, China, and OPEC countries. 

Now you want to talk about a scam 
going on and a shell game, we have a 
situation where we are borrowing 
money from oil-producing countries to 
basically give us money to go out and 
buy their oil, or to borrow money from 
oil-producing countries and from China 
so we can fund a war at $12 billion a 
month and put it on the credit card. 
Now that seems to me the definition of 
insanity, Mr. Speaker. Three trillion 
dollars, and this is as simple as your 
house payment or your car payment. 
You borrow money and you have to pay 
interest on it. 

So countries like China will get the 
interest that the United States is pay-
ing on the money that we have bor-
rowed, and the Chinese will take that 
money and they will sink it into devel-
oping and industrializing their own 
economy. And they are putting up nu-
clear plants so they have nuclear en-
ergy. And they are building roads, 
bridges and industrial parks. And they 
are funding their military and their 
navy. That is what they are doing with 

money that the United States is bor-
rowing from them. And we take the 
money and we get ourselves into this 
war in Iraq at $12 billion a month, that 
is soon approaching a trillion dollars 
for the cost of the war, and some 
economists are saying at the end of the 
war, the grand total will be $3 trillion. 

Now from Youngstown, Ohio, and 
Niles, Ohio, and Akron, Ohio, the folks 
that I represent are not really com-
fortable with the United States taking 
their tax dollars and paying interest on 
money they are borrowing from the 
Chinese so that the Chinese can build 
manufacturing facilities and manipu-
late their currency and ship the prod-
ucts back to the United States and put 
American workers out of work. 

b 1800 
Now, there’s something ironic about 

what’s happening there. And there’s 
really something sick, Mr. Speaker, 
about what’s happening here. And when 
you look at the polls and you hear peo-
ple say that 70 percent of Americans 
think that we’re going in the wrong di-
rection, the President has an approval 
rating of 28 percent, and the other 72 
percent do not approve of the job that 
he is doing, you have to ask yourself, 
what is wrong? What is wrong? What is 
going on to have this dramatic breach 
in the American body politic? 

And so, when Speaker PELOSI, and 
when we ran our elections in 2006 to 
come and take over Congress in 2007, it 
became imperative for us to try to 
pivot and shift this thing in another di-
rection. So one of the issues is make 
sure that we pay for programs that we 
have here in the United States. No def-
icit spending. 

Now, we’ve had problems, especially 
with the war, because we’re committed 
over there. And it’s been very difficult. 
We’ve tried to get out. 

The President has vetoed every at-
tempt we’ve ever tried to make. But 
we’re trying to establish public policy 
in the United States of America that 
represent our values. 

And if you look at what we have 
pushed coming out of this body, I think 
most Americans would agree, these are 
some pretty basic steps that we want 
to take. First thing we did when we got 
in is raise the minimum wage. For the 
first time since 1997, the American 
worker got a pay raise. It wasn’t much. 
It should be a lot more. But we did 
what we could. And we said, this is a 
priority for us. 10 years without an in-
crease in the minimum wage, but 
health care and energy and all of these 
other costs are going up for folks. Let’s 
try to lift some people up, reward 
work. And we did that. 

We have switched and tried to repeal 
the oil subsidies, corporate welfare, 
many of us know it as corporate wel-
fare. Everyone hates welfare if we’re 
giving it to poor people. They should 
go to work. They should work. This is 
America. We should not give welfare. 
That’s the rhetoric that you hear. 

But behind the scenes, our friends on 
the other side and President Bush are 
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