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amount of that which you can apply to 
yourself, your family, and your kids’ 
education has, in part, always been in 
direct relation to the amount it takes 
you to live; and the cost of living has 
gone up substantially in the last 2 
years because of the fundamental cost 
of energy. All of these issues are tre-
mendously important. Thank goodness 
we now have a President who speaks 
boldly, clearly, and bluntly about these 
kinds of issues. 

He says we are in an energy crisis 
and we can get out of it if we simply 
produce and get back to the business of 
providing for the consumer of this 
country. He has laid out a plan on how 
to do it. On most of it, I agree. I cer-
tainly hope this Senate in future days, 
and under its new leadership, will rec-
ognize the importance of such a policy 
to the American people. You simply 
cannot deny it any longer. If conserva-
tion is the only message out there, 
then look at California, the greatest 
conserving State in the Nation. They 
have conserved themselves right into 
darkness. That is no way to run a 
State. They now know they have to 
produce along with that conservation, 
and we ought to allow this great coun-
try of ours that opportunity. 

I have always been one who believed 
that the freer our citizens, the freer 
our economy, the more flexibility to do 
what we do best—generate this great 
country’s wealth and, therefore, this 
great country’s world presence. 

Wealthy nations can provide for their 
people, and we do. Poor nations cannot. 
There is nothing wrong with the idea of 
creating wealth and allowing people to 
share it, allowing people to have the 
fruits of their labor and their genius. It 
is what has made us great, and it is 
what allows us to turn to those less 
fortunate here and around the world, 
to say we can help, and the only reason 
we can help is because we are, fortu-
nately, a rich nation. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from North Dakota. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, my un-

derstanding is the next 8 minutes are 
under the control of the Senator from 
Wyoming, Mr. THOMAS. I ask unani-
mous consent that I be recognized, and 
in the event someone comes to whom 
Senator THOMAS wishes to yield that 
time, I will be happy to discontinue my 
comments. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. The Senator from North Dakota 
is recognized. 

f 

ENERGY POLICY 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, my col-
league from Idaho just discussed the 
energy issue. There is not any question 
the energy policy is a critical policy 
for this country. We must develop a na-
tional energy plan that makes sense 
for our long-term future. 

Every American every day has a 
claim on the need for energy. We need 

a consistent, predictable supply of en-
ergy that is reasonably priced. We need 
a policy that allows that to happen. 
When the price of oil went to $10 a bar-
rel for some long while, people stopped 
looking for oil and natural gas. It is 
pretty predictable. There were fewer 
rigs looking for oil when the price of 
oil and natural gas was very low. When 
the price of oil went up and natural gas 
spiked back up, there were more drill-
ing rigs and more people are searching 
for more oil and natural gas. That is 
predictable. That is how the market 
system works. 

It is not in this country’s best inter-
est to have a roller coaster of explo-
ration, and that is what happens. That 
is what describes only part of our cur-
rent problem with the imbalance be-
tween supply and demand for energy. 

We are too dependent on the OPEC 
countries. All of us know that. One day 
we will wake up—I hope this is not the 
case—it is likely we will wake up when 
some grotesque terrorist act in the 
Middle East interrupts the supply of 
oil, even if temporarily, and it will 
allow us to understand how overly de-
pendent we are on a source of energy 
and oil, natural gas from a region that 
is so unstable. 

In addition to having this roller 
coaster on exploration and being overly 
dependent on a supply of energy from 
the Middle East, we also are a country 
that has largely decided to ignore con-
servation. One can drive down the road 
these days and see someone driving a 
new vehicle that looks a lot like a 
Humvee, except it is bigger and heavier 
and is sold at your local dealership as 
a family vehicle. People have a right to 
drive that, but the point is that is mov-
ing in the opposite direction of having 
a national conservation ethic. 

It is true, as the Senator from Idaho 
said, that we must produce more. I do 
not think you will find Members of the 
Senate in disagreement on that. We 
must produce more oil and natural gas. 
We must use coal resources. There are 
ample resources in our coal fields. We 
can do it using clean coal technology. 
We must use our fossil fuels in a 
thoughtful way, and we can do that in 
a manner that is not inconsistent with 
a good and clean environment. 

That is important, but it is also im-
portant to understand we just cannot 
produce ourselves out of this problem. 
We cannot produce our way out of this 
problem. We have a President and a 
Vice President who come from oil 
backgrounds so it is probably not sur-
prising their energy plan is to just drill 
more. They have an easy solution to 
America’s energy problem: Just drill 
more. 

That is one approach, but it is not a 
balanced approach. Yes, we must 
produce more, and I support that, but 
we also must conserve more. Conserva-
tion of energy is another way of pro-
ducing energy. We must have a con-
servation component that is real, not 
just talk, but real as we deal with this 
energy policy. 

We also must have an efficiency proc-
ess in this energy plan. All of the appli-
ances, the things we use every day in 
our lives that make our lives better, 
easier, can be made more efficient and 
should be. We have efficiency stand-
ards. The question is whether we con-
tinue to press for greater efficiency in 
all of these appliances or not. The an-
swer should be yes. 

Finally, renewable resources. We 
ought to use renewable forms of en-
ergy, and I know the big oil companies 
have never liked that very much, but I 
happen to believe that using ethanol, 
taking a drop of alcohol from a kernel 
of corn and using it to extend our en-
ergy supply, makes good sense. 

We can take a drop of alcohol from a 
kernel of corn and still have the pro-
tein feedstock left. So we have ex-
tended America’s energy supply and we 
still have protein feedstock for ani-
mals. What a wonderful thing to do. 
Plus, it is renewable. We are not de-
pleting it every year. 

Wind energy. North Dakota happens 
to be the Saudi Arabia of wind, accord-
ing to the Department of Energy. 
There is nothing wrong, as an impor-
tant part of our energy plan, of putting 
up more efficient wind turbines and 
using that wind energy to extend 
America’s energy supply. 

It is true, as my colleague from Idaho 
says, we need to produce more, and all 
of us support that, but a balanced en-
ergy plan will include production, con-
servation, renewable energy, and also 
efficiency with appliances and the 
things we use day to day. If we have a 
bold energy plan that includes all of 
those components, I believe we will 
find a broad area of support for it in 
this Congress. 

As I mentioned, we have a President 
and Vice President who come from the 
oil industry, so it is not unnatural for 
them to produce a plan that says: By 
the way, let’s just drill more. But that 
is not a balanced plan. We can, should, 
and must do much better than that and 
have a plan that balances all of these 
interests. 

And, finally, another thought on this 
issue of an energy plan. We have other 
dislocations occurring in this country 
in a very significant way. In California, 
the price of electricity is going through 
the roof. Some say that is supply and 
demand. That is nonsense. That mar-
ket is broken. It is flat dead broke, and 
the regulators should have intervened. 

The Federal regulators are doing 
their best imitation of potted plants. 
They sit on their hands, we pay them 
salaries, and they do nothing. The fact 
is, they should have put a cap on 
wholesale prices for electricity in Cali-
fornia. 

We have big traders and big economic 
interests that take an Mcf of natural 
gas, trade it from an unregulated mar-
ket to a regulated market, and in 24 to 
48 hours, the price of that same Mcf of 
natural gas will double, triple, or quad-
ruple. Guess who gets hit right square 
in the jaw with that. The consumer. 
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The price of power in California was 

$7 billion 2 years ago. It is expected to 
be $70 billion this year, a tenfold in-
crease. 

My point is this: Whether it is the 
price of natural gas that is being sold 
into California or the price of natural 
gas that is doubling around the rest of 
the country, or the price of gasoline at 
the gas pump, or the price of elec-
tricity, the fact is, we need to shine the 
spotlight of investigation on energy 
pricing in this country. 

The education bill is going to be 
pending in the Senate when we return. 
It has an amendment that is pending 
which I offered calling for a joint 
House-Senate investigative committee 
on energy pricing. Is there some ma-
nipulation going on? Are there some 
interests that are manipulating both 
price and supply and driving up energy 
prices for the American people? I do 
not know, but I suspect so. 

Some very limited investigations 
have shown that supply has been ma-
nipulated in a way to drive up price. It 
seems to me, given what is happening 
in California and the rest of the west 
coast, and given what is happening to 
natural gas prices and other things 
around the country, and the price at 
the gas pump for that matter, the 
American people will be served well by 
shining a spotlight of investigation on 
energy pricing practices all across this 
country. 

That would represent a component to 
an energy plan that gives the American 
people some confidence that we are 
doing the right thing. 

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. DORGAN. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. DURBIN. I thank the Senator 

from North Dakota for highlighting 
this energy issue. If there were ever a 
moment in time when we should talk 
about energy, it is on the Friday before 
the Memorial Day weekend when fami-
lies across America are making plans 
to head out for vacations or family re-
unions. It is the time when they get in 
the car or decide whether to take a 
long or short trip and become sen-
sitized to the price of gasoline. 

In Chicago and in the Midwest, for 
the second year running, we have seen 
devastating increases in the price of 
gasoline. It seems Easter is the kickoff 
for the oil companies to start raising 
the prices and then to catch all sorts of 
criticism from the public and elected 
officials and to bring them down after 
Memorial Day. In the meantime, fami-
lies and businesses are being socked by 
the high prices. 

The Senator from North Dakota puts 
his finger on it. This Congress has been 
unwilling to take a look at the energy 
industry. Certainly, we do not expect 
the White House, with the President 
and Vice President, with their back-
ground in this field, to do it. If this 
Congress will not do it, the consumers 
of America stand on the sidelines. They 
stand on the sidelines with their pock-
ets empty because each time they go to 
the gasoline station, they are putting 

more and more money into their cars 
and trucks, into their vehicles to move 
their families. 

I ask the Senator from North Da-
kota, if we have an opportunity for a 
joint conference with the House and 
Senate in a bipartisan approach to get 
into the energy pricing, how soon can 
we have that hearing, what kind of 
things can we look into, what kind of 
relief can we offer to businesses and 
families across America who are being 
nailed by the high energy prices? 

Mr. DORGAN. The Senator from Illi-
nois knows we have an amendment 
pending on the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act that calls for the 
creation of a select committee on in-
vestigation. One of the problems is you 
need resources to do that; you need in-
vestigators. You cannot do this with-
out the ability to investigate pricing 
practices. My hope is that we can move 
quickly when we get back. We will 
have a vote and see who wants to do 
this. 

I make another point that is impor-
tant. One hundred years ago, Teddy 
Roosevelt, carrying a big stick, said to 
John D. Rockefeller: ‘‘You can’t do 
that.’’ He was talking about price fix-
ing with respect to oil and energy. He 
began to break it up. 

I am not alleging there is widespread 
fraud or abuse. All I am saying is there 
are things that do not add up. We have 
big energy traders, huge economic in-
terests, trading energy and doing it at 
secret prices from unregulated markets 
into regulated markets. We have oil 
companies much, much bigger than 
they used to be because they merged, 
and merged, and merged again. We 
have economic power with the oppor-
tunity to manipulate markets and try 
to drive up prices. Who are the vic-
tims? The victims are the American 
consumers. They deserve to know. 

There was a limited Federal Trade 
Commission investigation dealing with 
gas prices last year in the Midwest. 
Some say that exonerated the compa-
nies. It did no such thing. It was such 
a limited investigation. Even that lim-
ited investigation showed some delib-
erately limited refinery output. They 
did not want to increase supply be-
cause they knew if they restricted sup-
ply, they could jack up prices. 

Mr. DURBIN. I ask the Senator an-
other question. When we ask the people 
in the energy business, why are prices 
out of control, they say it is the mar-
ket mechanism, market forces. 

There are two things I find inter-
esting. Our common experience says 
when gasoline prices go up in a town, 
they all go up at the same time in 
lockstep. When they come down, they 
trickle down at the same rate. You 
don’t see competition in pricing that 
could be found in any other market. 

Second, the oil companies consist-
ently guess wrong about supply. That 
is what the Federal Trade Commission 
said. Why would they guess wrong? 
They make more money when they 
guess wrong. These oil companies are 

now having record profits and they are 
saying: We just did not have pipeline 
capacity; we were not prepared for re-
formulated gas, for clean air; we made 
a mistake. 

Look at what resulted from the mis-
take. It did not result in their being pe-
nalized. It resulted in their being re-
warded with some of the highest profits 
they have seen in 10 years. I cannot 
think of another company or another 
industry in America that can guess 
wrong so consistently and profit from 
it time and time again. 

Vice President CHENEY recently he 
saw no evidence of price gouging. Mr. 
Vice President CHENEY, come to Chi-
cago, come to Illinois. Take a look at 
what happened in a 30-day period. The 
price of gasoline went up 50 cents a gal-
lon. No price gouging? 

I have a quote from Vice President 
CHENEY who said: 

Americans are more understanding and 
tolerant of high gas prices than most pundits 
believe. 

Again, I invite the Vice President to 
speak not only to the families who are 
now paying $50 and $60 and $70 to fill 
the gas tank but also talk to business 
people, the small businesses that have 
been forced to consider layoffs and a 
reduction in their own activities be-
cause of high energy prices. To say peo-
ple understand this and accept it is to 
ignore our responsibility. We are sup-
posed to be there for these consumers 
and these businesses and these families 
who have no other voice in the process. 

I have joined with the Senator from 
North Dakota. I think it is important 
we have this investigative hearing to 
make certain that the people who run 
this industry come in and are held ac-
countable. 

I also think when we get into the de-
bate about energy, we ought to have 
consumers at the table. It is not 
enough to have the energy giants and 
the government agencies and people in 
pinstriped suits from K Street in Wash-
ington. Let’s have people representing 
small businesses in Illinois, farm fami-
lies from North Dakota, who can talk 
about the practical impact. I know the 
Senator from North Dakota supports 
that. I would appreciate it if he told me 
what he thinks we can do to deal with 
the market mechanism which always is 
stacked against the consumer. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the 
market is broken. It is clearly broken. 

Look at what is happening in Cali-
fornia: $7 billion was the cost of power 
in California 2 years ago. This year it 
is estimated to be $70 billion, a tenfold 
increase. Who are the victims? The 
folks in California who are going to 
work every day, coming home to open 
the bills and figure out how to pay an 
electric bill that has dramatically in-
creased. 

That is why I say, look, we need a 
new energy plan. I don’t disagree with 
that. We have not had a good energy 
plan for decades. We are too dependent 
on foreign sources. 

The Senator from Idaho piqued my 
interest on the subject. There are a lot 
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of areas we can agree. I agree with the 
Senator from Idaho, that we do need to 
produce more oil and gas. I agree with 
that. We need to build more power 
lines and more transmission capability. 
I agree with that. We need to build 
more powerplants, I agree. We need to 
use more coal sources, use more clean 
coal technology, and do all of that 
while being sensitive to the needs of 
the environment. We can do that. I 
support that in a manner consistent 
with protecting our environment. 

Then I say: Support us on this. We 
need better conservation. More con-
servation. We need more effort towards 
renewable sources of energy. We need 
more effort towards greater efficiency 
of appliances and the rules that sup-
port that are in place. And now the ad-
ministration threatens to retract on 
some of those rules. 

Finally, we also need to have an in-
vestigation of pricing practices. Join 
us on that. 

If my colleague from Idaho and his 
colleagues would join in the resolution 
I have included on the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act that calls for 
the selection of a House and Senate 
committee to investigate pricing, we 
will have an energy plan that includes 
a lot of the right things but also says, 
while we are doing this, let’s take a 
look to make sure the American people 
are not victims of pricing practices and 
supply manipulation that enriches 
some of the bigger economic interests, 
but takes it out of the pockets of the 
folks who are trying to gas up at the 
pump in order to go to work. 

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. DORGAN. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. DURBIN. I follow up on a point. 

There was an old saying during debate 
of the Clean Air Act, a belief that once 
we established standards for clean air 
in America, it was said as a result of 
that Government decision, the people 
in the automobile industry in Japan 
went out and hired an army of engi-
neers to figure out how to make their 
cars cleaner and more fuel efficient. 

The people in charge of the American 
automobile industry went out and 
hired an army of lawyers to fight the 
regulations at every possible level. 
That is an oversimplification. 

But I want to say to the Senator 
from North Dakota that 8 years ago, 
during the Clinton-Gore administra-
tion they said to Detroit: We want you 
to sit down and work on a more fuel-ef-
ficient automobile that is safe for fam-
ilies. We are prepared to make certain 
that you do not run afoul of any anti-
trust violations. We want you to come 
together, the big three, put your heads 
together with your best creative talent 
and come up with that automobile, 
come up with that SUV, come up with 
that truck. They gave them that as-
signment. They moved forward with it 
and they hoped for the best. 

Let’s take a look at where we are 
today. Today the only vehicle I know 
of that is on the road that offers fuel 
economy over 50 miles a gallon in a car 

that is of normal size is, sadly, from 
Toyota Motor Company. It is a model 
called the Prius. They have a 5-month 
waiting list of people who want to buy 
this car which combines electric power 
with a gas engine and gives much 
greater fuel economy. 

Detroit announced last week that 
they will have a competitor for the 
Toyota Prius in about 3 or 4 years. 

You have to ask yourself, what is 
going on here? If this country, with all 
its creative talent and technological 
skill, cannot come up with a product, 
an automobile, a truck, an SUV, that 
is safe and fuel efficient, what are we 
missing? 

I think what we are missing is the 
guidance and leadership and direction 
from the top. We cannot just say let 
market forces come to work because if 
market forces come to work, we are 
going to get scooped time and time 
again by someone with more vision. 
Sadly, in this case it happens to be a 
foreign automobile manufacturer. 

I ask the Senator from North Dakota 
if part of this energy debate should not 
include incentives for those who are 
making the automobiles and the trucks 
and other vehicles to come up with 
more fuel-efficient vehicles so we can 
have safe vehicles that also reduce our 
need for foreign oil. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I say to 
the Senator from Illinois, I think that 
makes a great deal of sense. I know one 
of our colleagues drives one of the hy-
brid cars. I have seen it parked outside 
of the building when we have late 
votes. It is a car that runs on both gas-
oline and electricity. I understand they 
are very efficient. 

But the roads are not populated with 
many of those cars, largely because we 
have an energy industry and auto in-
dustry that moves down the road with 
the internal combustion engine, and 
they fight every step of the way on in-
creased efficiencies people propose in 
Congress. 

Mr. President, I have told my col-
leagues this before, my first car was a 
1924 Model T Ford. I bought an antique 
car and restored it. My dad told me 
where it was. He was hauling gasoline 
and was out on a farm and they had an 
old car in a granary. He told me about 
it and said you should write to this fel-
low and see if he wants to sell it. The 
guy had long since moved to Wisconsin. 
So I wrote to this fellow from Wis-
consin and asked if he wanted to sell 
an old Model T stored in a granary for 
30 or 40 years. I was a teenager. 

He said he would sell it for me for 
$25, and he sent me the owner’s manual 
and the key. So I went out and hauled 
the old Model T in and restored it. 

It is interesting, that 1924 Model T 
Ford is fueled exactly the way a car 
built in 2001 is fueled. You pull up to a 
gas pump and you stick the nozzle in 
the tank and you pump gas in it. Think 
of the few things that have changed in 
75 or 80 or 90 years—almost everything 
has changed around us. Almost every-
thing we do is dazzling, breathtaking 

new technology, technological change 
that takes your breath away. Guess 
what. Eighty years ago you pulled up 
to a pump and stuck a hose in and 
pumped a little gas in, and 80 years 
later you do exactly the same thing. 

You wonder why; why would nothing 
change? Clearly, part of the solution is 
technology. I just described the tech-
nology of a car that is occasionally 
parked in front of the Capitol. We have 
the capability of making more efficient 
automobiles. Of course we have the ca-
pability. We ought to have the will. As 
the Senator from Illinois says and pro-
poses, we ought to provide incentives 
as part of an energy plan to say to 
those who are interested in doing that: 
Here is your head, go do it. We encour-
age you to do it. Here are the financial 
incentives to do it. 

That is another way to provide con-
servation and new technology to move 
out of this energy problem that we 
have. That is longer term, not short 
term. But it is certainly part of what 
we ought to be doing. 

Mr. DURBIN. If the Senator will 
yield, I would like to ask him this 
question. There are those who argue 
from the energy industry side that the 
only way we can improve our energy 
future in America is by compromising 
on air quality standards. They suggest 
it is environmental regulation which is 
causing the problem we face today. 

I disagree with that. I think they ig-
nore realities. One of the realities we 
should not ignore is to perhaps visit a 
local hospital, go to an emergency 
room, and ask the doctor who is in con-
trol what is the No. 1 diagnosis of chil-
dren going to emergency rooms in 
America today. I was surprised to learn 
it is not trauma, kids falling off a bicy-
cle; it is asthma. The No. 1 reason kids 
miss school: Asthma. The No. 1 diag-
nosis in emergency rooms: Asthma. 
Pulmonary disease, lung problems, and 
asthma are, unfortunately, becoming 
epidemic in our country. I cannot give 
you the specific reason for all of it, but 
the people I have spoken to say air 
quality is part of it. 

I will mention something else to the 
Senator from North Dakota. The 
former head of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, Carol Browner, told 
me that the Web site for the Environ-
mental Protection Agency had a dra-
matic increase in visits from a few 
thousand a month to millions a month 
when they started posting ozone alerts 
on cities across America. Families lit-
erally got up in the morning and 
logged on, went to the EPA Web site to 
find out whether it was safe for their 
child to go outside. Think about that. 

If we are talking about compromising 
air quality standards in America, more 
kids are going to be sitting inside their 
homes; more elderly people with pul-
monary disease are going to be at risk. 
We cannot afford that. We can have a 
good energy policy and not compromise 
the public health of this Nation and 
the health of families across the board. 
I totally reject the concept that I have 
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heard from some in this administration 
and from the energy industry that the 
only way we can move forward in 
America is at the expense of our 
health. 

This should not be ‘‘your money or 
your life.’’ In this situation I think we 
can have a good energy policy that 
does not compromise that basic quality 
standard. We have made amazing 
progress over the last 20 years. Visit 
any foreign industrialized country and 
take a look at the muck they call air. 
Go to Beijing in China. You wake up in 
the morning and say it is a foggy day; 
at noon you say it is still a foggy day; 
midafternoon, still a foggy day; at 
night, still foggy; and the next morn-
ing, the same. Every day, day after 
day, the air quality is miserable. 

I don’t pick on China. There are 
many other comparable countries. The 
United States should lead, not only 
being an industrial power but also sen-
sitive to the health of its people. I ask 
the Senator from North Dakota for his 
comments on this relationship between 
energy and the environment. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Illinois makes a good 
point. Increasing the supply of energy 
in this country does not have to be at 
odds with protecting and preserving a 
good environment. It just does not. 

We have had experience with this in 
North Dakota. Some 25 years ago, the 
proposals to build coal-fired electric 
generating plants in our State pro-
duced a great deal of controversy. I was 
one in the State capital who led the 
fight saying if we are going to build 
coal-fired generating plants, then you 
must provide the latest available tech-
nology on those stacks. We must have 
wet scrubbers and the latest available 
technology to scrub down those emis-
sions. 

The industry was furious with me be-
cause I led a vigorous fight and we 
built those plants in North Dakota. 
But they did it and they had to have 
latest available technology scrubbers 
on their stacks. When they strip-mined 
to get the coal, they had to segregate 
top soil and do layers and topography 
restoration. They did not like it. But 
guess what. We did it the right way. 

Mr. President, 25 years later, looking 
in the rear-view mirror, they would all 
agree that was the right thing to do. 
We were the first State in the Union to 
meet the ambient air quality stand-
ards. We now have segregated top soil 
and topography restored on strip- 
mined lands of which we are proud. 

You can do this the right way. I 
know the energy industry sometimes 
doesn’t want to because it is more cost-
ly to do it that way. But it makes 
sense to do it the right way. Increasing 
the supply of energy does not have to 
be at odds with protecting our environ-
ment. 

Let me make one final important 
point. Gregg Easterbrooke wrote a 
book that I believe was entitled 
‘‘America the OK.’’ It was published a 
few years ago. In it he said we have 

doubled our use of energy in our coun-
try in the last 20 years, and we have 
cleaner air and cleaner water. Why? 
Because this country demanded it. We 
demanded, through the Clean Air and 
Clean Water Acts, that we take steps 
to protect our air and our water. 

The point is, no one 20 years ago 
would have predicted you could double 
the use of energy without significantly 
fouling your air and water. If you do it 
the right way, you can coexist: an in-
creased energy supply with a good, 
clean environment. That is what the 
Senator from Illinois is saying. 

So as we go through these battles 
about energy policy, my hope is that 
the good ideas on that side of the aisle 
can be merged with our good ideas and 
we can have a policy that is balanced. 
Yes, more production, but production 
the right way, with environmental 
safeguards. Yes, let’s also insist on 
some conservation, efficiency, and re-
newable energy at the same time; we 
can do all of this together. 

But it is not a balanced energy plan 
simply to say, the market will take 
care of this. The market is broken, and 
we know it. Buy electricity in Cali-
fornia today, and ask yourself whether 
you think this market works, while the 
big economic interests get rich and you 
get gouged. Ask yourself then, on the 
west coast: Do you think this market 
works? Everyone in the country knows 
that is not the case. 

Americans deserve the opportunity 
to have an investigation of energy pric-
ing that shines a spotlight on pricing 
and supplies and evaluates whether 
they are being manipulated in a way 
that victimizes consumers. 

As I said before, 100 years ago, Teddy 
Roosevelt took a big stick and said to 
John D. Rockefeller, you cannot do 
this any more, because he was manipu-
lating the price of oil. And 100 years 
later it is useful for us to have a sig-
nificant investigation of both the price 
and supply of energy and find out who 
is doing what so the American people 
have some confidence, as we develop a 
new energy plan, that the big economic 
interests will not gouge the American 
consumers. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB-

ERTS). The distinguished Senator from 
Georgia is recognized. 

Mr. CLELAND. Thank you very 
much. 

Mr. President, I appreciate the mag-
nificent discussion on energy policy 
and environmental concerns led by the 
distinguished Senator from North Da-
kota and the Senator from Illinois. 

I would like to change the subject for 
a moment as we approach Memorial 
Day weekend. 

f 

MEMORIAL DAY 

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, on 
next Monday, May 28, and acting pur-
suant to a joint resolution actually ap-
proved by the Congress back in 1950, 
the President of the United States will 

issue a proclamation calling upon the 
people of the United States to observe 
a day of prayer for permanent peace in 
remembrance of all of those brave 
Americans who have died in our Na-
tion’s service. 

In many ways, this is part of our his-
tory and heritage, Memorial Day. In 
1866, citizens from both the North and 
the South, after the Civil War, decided 
to form the first Memorial Day effort 
and place a flag on the grave sites of 
those brave Americans who had died in 
the Civil War. 

That is actually how Memorial Day 
got started. 

Whenever Memorial Day comes 
around, I am reminded of what may 
well have been the first, and is still one 
of the finest, memorials to fallen sol-
diers. Thousands of years ago: the Fu-
neral Oration of the great Athenian 
leader Pericles, as recorded by the his-
torian Thucydides, during the 
Peloponnesian War in the 5th century 
BC: 

For this offering of their lives made in 
common by them all they each of them indi-
vidually received that renown which never 
grows old, and for a sepulcher, not so much 
that in which their bones have been depos-
ited, but that noblest of shrines wherein 
their glory is laid up to be eternally remem-
bered upon every occasion on which deed or 
story shall call for its commemoration. For 
heroes have the whole earth for their tomb; 
and in lands far from their own, where the 
column with its epitaph declares it, there is 
enshrined in every breast a record unwritten 
with no tablet to preserve it, except that of 
the heart. 

There are many thoughts as we ap-
proach Memorial Day weekend. In that 
spirit, I am pleased that both the 
House and the Senate have now passed 
legislation that will expedite a monu-
ment commemorating the sacrifice of 
those who served in World War II. 

My father served in World War II 
after the attack at Pearl Harbor. This 
weekend I will be visiting some of my 
fellow veterans, and we will see the 
premiere of the new movie ‘‘Pearl Har-
bor.’’ 

I introduced a resolution on Tuesday 
calling upon all Americans to espe-
cially dedicate Memorial Day of 2001 to 
those brave American men and women 
who have given their lives in service to 
their country especially since the end 
of the war in Viet Nam. 

As a Vietnam veteran, I appreciate 
the monument in this great city, some-
times called ‘‘The Wall,’’ the Vietnam 
Veterans Memorial. 

But no grand edifices or other public 
monuments commemorate the deeds of 
those who have died after the Vietnam 
war, but their service to their country 
was just as strong, their sacrifice just 
as great, their families’ and commu-
nities’ loss just as keen as that of their 
predecessors in the two world wars of 
the 20th century, Korea and Viet Nam. 

Honoring our fallen heroes is alto-
gether fitting and proper, as President 
Lincoln said at Gettysburg. At this 
point, I thank my many colleagues, on 
both sides of the aisle, who joined me 
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