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there soon enough. People across the 
country know that this is the wrong 
thing to do. 

Senator MCCAIN made the statement 
yesterday that there is only one town 
in America that doesn’t understand 
that this is wrong, and that town is 
Washington, DC. Everywhere else 
across the country, people understand 
that this is a practice that has to stop. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. TIAHRT addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

25TH ANNIVERSARY OF PRESI-
DENT RONALD REAGAN’S STRA-
TEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FRANKS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, this month will mark the 25th anni-
versary since President Ronald Reagan 
gave that landmark speech at the ze-
nith of the Cold War proposing what 
became known as the Strategic Defense 
Initiative to protect the United States 
of America and her allies and her vital 
interests from ballistic nuclear missile 
attack. 

In that speech he unveiled a vision 
for the research, development, and ulti-
mate deployment of a defensive non- 
nuclear-layered missile defense system 
that would give us the means to inter-
cept and destroy incoming strategic 
nuclear missiles and render the threat 
of a nuclear attack from the Soviet 
Union impotent and obsolete. Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan’s speech marked 
the end of a chapter in American his-
tory when the policies of appeasement 
and accommodation formed the basis 
of our foreign policy and the concept of 
mutually assured destruction was the 
only viable solution to the Soviet 
threat. 

The apathy that caused democracies 
to neglect their defense in the 1930s had 
resulted in the tragedy of World War II. 
President Reagan reminded the world 
that it must not allow a similar apathy 
or neglect to cause that dismal chapter 
in history to repeat itself. 

Speaking with that gentle but con-
fident persuasiveness that would set 
him apart as the Great Communicator, 
Ronald Reagan rejected the specter of 
mutual retaliation and stood alone 
among Washington bureaucracy in the 
belief that our security is based on the 
ability to meet all threats and that 
peace must be preserved through 
strength. He knew that developing this 
revolutionary capability of ballistic 
missile defense would not be easy or a 
short-lived task. He said, ‘‘It will take 
years, perhaps decades of efforts on 
many fronts. There will be failures and 
setbacks, just as there will be successes 

and breakthroughs; and as we proceed, 
we must remain constant in preserving 
the nuclear deterrent and maintaining 
a solid capability for flexible re-
sponse.’’ 

It seems that every revolutionary 
idea or stride toward greater human 
freedom is marked first by resistance 
and ridicule. President Reagan’s daring 
SDI proposition was no exception. In-
deed, American intelligentsia berated 
the idea that America should abandon 
its complacency and embrace a policy 
towards Communism as clear and sim-
ple and unapologetic as what Ronald 
Reagan stated in four words: ‘‘We win, 
they lose.’’ 

But hundreds of millions of people 
now live in freedom because of his clar-
ity and his courage. Less than 9 years 
after Ronald Reagan gave his Evil Em-
pire and Strategic Defense Initiative 
speeches, marking the beginning of 
what would become the United States’ 
ballistic missile defense program, the 
entire world stood in stunned wonder 
and witnessed the dissolution of the 
once unshakeable Soviet Union. 

Today, under the vigilant and dedi-
cated leadership of the Missile Defense 
Agency and the United States Armed 
Forces, ballistic missile defense tech-
nology has gone beyond development 
and testing. It is now operationally de-
ployed by the United States and our al-
lies in different parts of the world. 

Only weeks ago, on February 21, 2008, 
President Ronald Reagan’s vision, once 
labeled Star Wars by his deriding crit-
ics, was vindicated before the world 
when a Standard Missile-3 rocket fired 
from the USS Lake Erie intercepted a 
disabled satellite tumbling from space 
toward Earth at over 17,000 miles per 
hour. 

The pivotal significance of Ronald 
Reagan’s almost prophetic vision no 
longer can be tested. More than ever it 
is vital for this Congress to continue to 
advance his vision of a layered ballistic 
missile defense system capable of de-
fending land, air, sea, and space 
against rapidly evolving missile 
threats in a now-multipolar world. 

President Reagan knew that if Amer-
ica was to remain a shining city upon 
a hill, it must remain secure. If it was 
to remain secure, it must remain 
strong. He also knew that the costs for 
maintaining that strength would be 
great. 

But in his SDI speech of 25 years ago, 
President Reagan himself asked the 
most important and salient question 
about America’s national security. He 
said: ‘‘Isn’t it worth every investment 
necessary to free the world from the 
threat of nuclear war?’’ 

His question is as relevant today as 
it was then. May we of this generation 
honor the legacy of President Ronald 
Reagan, whose courage and commit-
ment to protect the peace and national 
security of America not only hastened 
the demise of the Soviet Empire but 
transformed our strategic defense pol-
icy and gave us the means to ensure 
that America remains the beacon of 

hope, strength, and human freedom in 
the world for generations to come. 

f 

b 1500 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. 
FORTENBERRY) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

(Mr. FORTENBERRY addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Idaho (Mr. SALI) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. SALI addressed the House. His 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. CHABOT addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. MCCOTTER) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. MCCOTTER addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

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 need to begin today with an 
apology first. I need to apologize to my 
very good friend and chairman of our 
subcommittee on Armed Services, 
GENE TAYLOR, and I need to apologize 
to Ron O’Rourke and Eric Labbs who 
are testifying in a very important sub-
committee hearing that I was not able 
to attend between the two series of 
votes this morning because I had or-
thostatic hypotension and I could not 
maintain a standing hydrostatic col-
umn. What that means, Mr. Speaker, if 
I stood up too long I would faint be-
cause I was suffering through flu. So I 
want to apologize to Congressman TAY-
LOR and Ron O’Rourke and Eric Labbs 
and assure them that I was, indeed, 
sick. I was in the attending physician’s 
office, and I want to thank the attend-
ing physician and his assistants there. 
They really do take good care of us. 

I guess I ought to thank my parents, 
too, for the good genes they gave me 
because the recuperative powers of the 
human body are just amazing. Because 
of the great genes I got from my par-
ents, I am really blessed to have more 
recuperative power than the average 
person, for which I am very thankful. 
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I wouldn’t be here except, for me, 

this is a very important day. I think it 
is a very important day for the country 
and the world. You see, 2 months from 
today will be the 51st anniversary of 
what I think will be regarded very 
shortly as the most insightful speech 
given in the last century. This was a 
speech given by Hyman Rickover to a 
group of physicians in St. Paul, Min-
nesota. 

I will have a quote or two from his 
speech in our little discussion today, 
and I encourage you to do a Google 
search for Hyman Rickover and energy 
and it will pop up, and I think you will 
agree it is the most prophetic, insight-
ful speech you have read. 

Mr. Speaker, I think this is probably 
the 40th time I have come here, be-
cause this is the third anniversary of 
the first time I came here, which was 
on March 14, exactly 3 years ago. Be-
tween then and now, I was very privi-
leged to have the widow of Hyman 
Rickover join me. She sat in the gal-
lery up there where I, for an hour, read 
from her husband’s speech and com-
mented on it because it was a very his-
toric speech. 

Well, this is a very special day for me 
today because I have a very good 
friend, Kjell Aleklett. He is from the 
Uppsala University in Sweden, and he 
is the president of ASPO, the Associa-
tion for the Study of Peak Oil. They 
have been around for a long time, and 
if the world had been listening to them, 
we would not have $110 oil today. And 
I think you will agree with me as we go 
through the charts, that would be cor-
rect. He sits in the gallery, and thank 
you, sir, very much for joining us. 

The first chart I have is a chart that 
I have used every one of the 40 times 
that I have been to the floor. I just 
wanted to start with this chart because 
apparently a lot of people have trouble 
understanding it. I just don’t know 
what is hard to understand about this 
chart. This seems to me to be a very 
simple chart. 

You need to go back to 1956 to kind of 
set this in context. In 1956 on the 8th 
day of March, just a few days ago was 
that anniversary, a speech was given 
that I think will be the most important 
speech given in the last century of 
Hyman Rickover. It was very insight-
ful. I think the speech given to M. King 
Hubbert to those assembled oil engi-
neers and oil company people in San 
Antonio, Texas, will be judged to be 
the most important speech given in the 
last century. 

At that time, the United States was 
king of oil. We were producing, using, 
and exporting more oil than anybody 
in the world. In that climate, M. King 
Hubbert got up and told the assembled 
experts there that in just about 14 
years, no matter what they did, the 
United States would reach its max-
imum production of oil. And after that, 
there was going to be less and less and 
less, no matter what they did. 

Here is a chart which shows that, and 
I don’t know what is so hard to under-

stand about this chart. It has been out 
there for a very long time. The data 
has been out for a very long time. You 
could have constructed this chart very 
easily many years ago. 

What M. King Hubbert predicted was 
that the lower 48 States, the rest of the 
United States plus Texas, and Texas 
was pretty big, that they would peak in 
1970, and after that, no matter what we 
did, the production would fall off. In-
deed it did. Now, we found a lot of oil 
in Alaska and we found a fair amount 
of oil in the Gulf of Mexico. Those fa-
bled discoveries in the Gulf of Mexico 
hardly made a blip in the slide down 
the other side of Hubbert’s peak. I have 
been to Alaska to the beginning of that 
4-foot pipeline through which, for a 
number of years, 25 percent of our do-
mestic production of oil flowed. And 
that made a little blip in the downward 
slide on the other side of Hubbert’s 
peak, but it didn’t reverse the slide ex-
cept for momentarily. 

Now, the reason I ask what is so hard 
to understand about this chart is that 
the same man who predicted this in 
1979, I believe, predicted that the world 
would be peaking in oil production 
about now. I think the obvious ques-
tion that any rational person would 
ask themselves is: If M. King Hubbert 
was right about the United States, 
which certainly has to be a microcosm 
of the world, why shouldn’t he be right 
about the world? If, in fact, by 1980 it 
was very clear that he was right, that 
we have peaked in 1970, that was 28 
years ago, shouldn’t the United States 
and the world have been doing some-
thing about the inevitability that the 
world would probably follow this same 
kind of a pattern, that the world would 
reach its maximum production of oil, 
and no matter what they did after that, 
it would tail off. 

Let me tell you what we did in our 
country to try to make M. King 
Hubbert a liar. That is not why they 
did it, but that is the effect of it. We 
have drilled more oil wells in our coun-
try than all of the rest of the world put 
together. In spite of having 530,000 pro-
ducing oil wells, today we produce a bit 
more than half the oil that we pro-
duced in 1970, in spite of the fact that 
we have large amounts of oil from nat-
ural gas liquids, from oil from Alaska, 
and from oil from the Gulf of Mexico. 

I have used this chart 40 times here, 
and what is so hard to understand 
about this chart? 

In 1956, we were here, and he pre-
dicted in 1970 we would be here. And 
then he predicted, in spite of enhanced 
oil recovery, in spite of the best dis-
covery techniques and modeling in the 
world, in spite of drilling more oil 
wells than the rest of the world put to-
gether, we are still producing in the 
lower 48 way less than half of the oil 
than we produced in 1970. What is so 
hard to understand about this? 

And the same man who predicted 
that predicted that the world would be 
peaking in oil production about now. 
Well, you know, it is hard for me to un-

derstand why with this knowledge that 
the world wouldn’t have said, gee, we 
really ought to be doing something be-
cause this oil is not going to last for-
ever. 

Mr. Speaker, it was probably 40 years 
ago, maybe it is because of the sci-
entist in me, that I started asking my-
self that question. I looked around the 
world and there was rock and stones 
and trees and grass, and I said, you 
know, oil has to be finite. There has to 
be a finite amount, and how much is 
there. And when should I start being 
concerned about the amount of oil that 
is there. Is it a year, 10 years, 100 
years? Maybe it is a thousand years. 
But at some point I knew we would be 
where we are today. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, what is so hard 
to understand about this chart? And 
why has there been denial worldwide, 
just forget it, don’t think about it, ig-
nore it? Ignoring it won’t make it go 
away. 

The next chart is a statement by 
Condoleezza Rice, and this comment 
was mirrored in the President’s State 
of the Union. ‘‘We do have to do some-
thing about the energy problem. I can 
tell you that nothing has really taken 
me aback more as Secretary of State 
than the way that the politics of en-
ergy is, I will use the word ’warping’ 
diplomacy around the world. We have 
simply got to do something about the 
warping now of diplomatic effort by 
the all-out rush for energy supply.’’ 
That was April 5, 2006, about 2 years 
ago. What have we done since then? 
This was a recognition of a real prob-
lem. 

If you look at what this Congress has 
done in the last 2 years, what this ad-
ministration has done in the last 2 
years, what the world has done in the 
last 2 years, what have we done in re-
sponse to this recognition by the Sec-
retary of State that this is a huge 
problem? 

Well, one country has been doing 
something. China has been doing some-
thing. China has been going all over 
the world, and you can see by the sym-
bol here for China, they have been 
going all over the world. They wanted 
one in the United States. They almost 
bought Unocal. Remember the furor 
over that. I wasn’t that disturbed be-
cause the reality is in today’s world, it 
doesn’t make any difference who owns 
the oil because almost all of the oil is 
owned by countries, most of them, but 
he who comes with the dollars gets the 
oil. So whether they own Unocal I 
didn’t think made all that much dif-
ference, but symbolically it made a dif-
ference. And fortunately, they didn’t 
buy it. 

The next chart is a really interesting 
one. I guess if there were only two 
charts to look at, this would be one of 
them. And several charts from now I 
will point to the second one that I 
think is the most instructive. These 
are the two most instructive charts 
that I have seen. 
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This is what the world would look 

like if the size of the country were rel-
ative to how much oil reserves the 
country had. That is a different look-
ing world, isn’t it. 

Here is our hemisphere over here, 
kind of an anemic hemisphere. Ven-
ezuela has way more than half of all of 
the oil in all of our hemisphere. But 
look at where most of the oil is. The 
land mass of Saudi Arabia would be 22 
percent of the land mass of the world if 
the size of Saudi Arabia was relative to 
the amount of oil that it held. 

Look at little Kuwait. You look at 
Iraq, way down to the east is what 
looks like it ought to be a province of 
Iraq, and that is what Saddam Hussein 
tried to do in the Gulf War. They have 
the second, third, or fourth depending 
on what you believe about the numbers 
they give us for their reserves. Iraq is 
huge. And Iran is big. The little United 
Arab Emirates, you almost have to 
have a magnifying glass to find them 
on the globe, but they have quite a bit 
of oil there. 

Look at where we are over here. We 
have only 2 percent of the known re-
serves of oil, and we get most of our oil 
from Canada and Mexico. Notice that 
Canada and Mexico, each of them has 
even less oil than we have. 

b 1515 
So how come we’re getting oil from 

Canada and Mexico? Well, there aren’t 
very many people in Canada so they 
can ship us surplus oil. And although 
there are a lot of people in Mexico, 
they’re too poor, most of them, to use 
much oil, so they can ship oil to us. 

But notice how Venezuela just domi-
nates the map here in our hemisphere. 
Look at Russia there. They’re really a 
huge country. They go through 11 time 
zones, they go nearly halfway around 
the world. They’re not so big relative 
to oil as they are relative to actual 
land mass, but they’re still a pretty big 
country. They’re a major shipper. Rus-
sia has many fewer people than we, and 
they still are not using near as much 
oil per person as we, so they are in the 
happy circumstance of being able to be 
a major shipper of oil. 

What I really want you to look at for 
a moment here is China and India. To-
gether, they have, what, about as much 
oil as we, which is 2 percent of the 
known reserves. China has 1.3 billion 
people. India has, I guess, a bit more 
than a billion people now. So between 
them they have, what, about a third of 
the world’s population and 2 percent of 
the world’s oil. 

And China’s doing something about 
that by going about and buying re-
serves all over the world. Why would 
they do that? Since in today’s world, it 
doesn’t make any difference who owns 
the oil, he who comes with the dollars, 
buys the oil. It’s impossible to get in-
side their head to know why they’re 
doing this, but one might note that si-
multaneously with buying up all this 
oil, they’re doing two things: one is, 
they’re pleading for international co-
operation. 

I led a codel of nine Members to 
China a year ago this last Christmas/ 
New Year’s break. And we had a chance 
to spend several days with the Chinese 
talking about energy. And they began 
their discussion of energy by talking 
about post-oil. You know, it’s hard for 
us in this country to think much be-
yond the next quarterly report if 
you’re in business, or much beyond the 
next election if you’re in Congress. But 
the Chinese are thinking generations 
and centuries ahead, and there will be 
a post-oil world. And they have a five 
point plan. It ought to be the world’s 
five point plan. 

The first point in this plan is con-
servation. With oil at $110 a barrel, we 
have run out of excess oil to invest in 
alternatives, and we’ve run out of time. 
And you could free up some oil and buy 
some time if you had a really aggres-
sive, worldwide conservation effort. 

Their second and third points were, 
get energy from alternatives, and as 
many of those as you can from your 
own country. 

The fourth one is one that may sur-
prise you, and that is, be kind to the 
environment while you do that because 
now they’re the world’s biggest pol-
luter and they know that. But they 
have 1.3 billion people. They have 
900,000 people in what they call rural 
areas, which, through the miracle of 
information technology, know how the 
rest of the world lives, and they are 
clamoring for the benefits of the indus-
trialized society. And I think that 
China is concerned that if they’re not 
able to provide those benefits, that 
their empire may unravel the way the 
Soviet Empire unraveled. 

The fifth point in that five-point plan 
is a really significant one, inter-
national cooperation. They know that 
if only one country does it, that you 
really could have kind of a Jevons par-
adox, that is, the harder you work the 
worse it gets. 

Let me give you an example from our 
country. I suppose that we, alone, I 
don’t think that we have any alter-
native, Mr. Speaker, we use a fourth of 
the world’s oil. We’re a fourth of the 
world’s economy. We are a role model. 
We’re a leader, whether we like it or 
not, and people are watching us. 

But suppose that we decided that 
what we were going to do was to have 
an aggressive conservation program. 
What that would do is to drop the price 
of oil and gas and coal because energy 
is fungible and those prices will move 
somewhat together. And then that 
would make oil even cheaper for the 
Chinese who are already aggressively 
competing with us economically and 
militarily. So it would make them 
easier to compete with us economically 
and militarily. So maybe from a na-
tional security perspective one might 
argue that, gee, let’s pig it all up as 
soon as possible so there won’t be any 
for the Chinese or anybody else. Of 
course that’s a grossly irresponsible, 
irrational response. 

But this points out Jevons paradox, 
that our unique local situation could in 

fact be made worse if we didn’t seek 
the cooperation of the world, and if we 
unilaterally, and I don’t think we have 
any choice, Mr. Speaker, because we 
are a world leader, and the world is 
headed for some really rough bumps if 
we don’t do something. So I think that 
we’ve got to move and hope that the 
world will follow. But if the world 
didn’t follow, it would simply make 
more oil available at cheaper prices to 
our adversaries, both economic and 
military adversaries. This is known as 
Jevons paradox; the harder you work 
the worse the problem gets. 

Well, this is one thing that China is 
doing is pleading for international co-
operation. But at the same time they 
do that, and I can’t get inside their 
head to know why they’re building, 
very aggressively building a blue water 
navy, but one might suspect that if you 
had all that oil around the world and 
you envisioned that a time might come 
when you would have to say, gee guys, 
I’m sorry, but we have 1.3 billion peo-
ple and the oil is ours and we can no 
longer share it, the only way to make 
that happen is to have a blue water 
navy big enough to protect the sea 
lanes. At the moment we have the only 
blue water navy that’s large enough to 
do that. 

The next chart is one that inspired, 
oh, maybe nearly 3 years ago now, 30 of 
our prominent Americans. Jim Wool-
sey and McFarlane and Boyden Gray 
and 27 others, retired admirals and gen-
erals, sent a letter to the President 
saying, Mr. President, the fact that we 
have only 2 percent of the reserves of 
oil in the world and we use 25 percent 
of the world’s oil, and we import al-
most two-thirds of what we use is real-
ly a totally unacceptable national se-
curity risk. We’ve really got to do 
something about that. That is true, of 
course. That is a totally unacceptable 
national security risk. And the Presi-
dent has mentioned that risk in his 
State of the Union messages. That rec-
ognition, in my view, has not been fol-
lowed by appropriate actions on either 
the part of the administration or of the 
Congress. 

A couple of other interesting num-
bers here. We really represent less than 
5 percent of the world’s population. We 
are one person in 22 in the world, and 
we use a fourth of the world’s energy, 
and that statistic is not lost on the 
rest of the world. As oil becomes criti-
cally short, and the prices rise, they 
will be looking more and more at this 
relatively little land mass across the 
Atlantic and Pacific that’s using a 
fourth of all of the world’s energy. 

This 8 percent is really interesting. 
We have only 2 percent of the world’s 
reserves, and I mentioned that we had 
530,000 functioning oil-producing oil 
wells, so we are pumping our oil down 
about four times faster than the aver-
age in the world. 

This group of people, and they’re a 
sizeable number of them and I com-
mend them, who are really concerned 
about the price of oil and peak oil and 
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its availability and who has the oil and 
who uses the oil, these people are con-
cerned about our national security. 
And their solution to that problem, of 
course, is to use less fossil fuels and 
move to other sources of energy, like 
nuclear and wind and solar. These are 
all electric, by the way, and liquid 
fuels are going to be the real challenge. 
And there it really is a challenge. 
There is no silver bullet. It’s going to 
be a little of this and a little of that. 

And at the end of the day, I was priv-
ileged to spend a week in South Amer-
ica with the chairman of our Agri-
culture Committee. And he believes at 
the end of the day that the world will 
be able to produce about a third as 
much liquid fuels as we are now using, 
and I will tell you that that’s probably 
okay. I think that we could live very 
comfortably with a third of the liquid 
fuels that we now have with appro-
priate conservation and efficiency. So 
this is one group that has common 
cause with those of us who are con-
cerned that the oil just isn’t going to 
be there. 

There’s a second group that has a 
common cause that I wanted to men-
tion because what I think these three 
groups ought to do is stop criticizing 
each other’s premise and simply lock 
arms and march on because all three 
want to do exactly the same thing. 
They want to move away from fossil 
fuels to alternatives. 

This third group are those that be-
lieve that our excessive use of fossil 
fuels and releasing the CO2 that was 
bound there in these ancient sub-
tropical seas a very long time ago that 
produced our oil and gas, and it wasn’t 
seas, but the furnace and stuff that 
produce the coal. They are now releas-
ing that CO2, and this is a greenhouse 
gas and it’s trapping the infrared radi-
ations that come back from the Earth 
after the broad number of bandwidth 
that come in from the sun heats up the 
Earth and it radiates back just in the 
infrared, and these are called green-
house gases because they do for our 
world what the glass in the greenhouse 
does for the greenhouse temperature or 
the glass in your car does for your car 
which may be 140 degrees on an 80-de-
gree day this summer when you open 
the door. 

Now, what the climate change global 
warming group wants to do is exactly 
the same thing. Their solution is the 
same solution as those who are con-
cerned about national security and 
those who are concerned about the fact 
that it just isn’t going to be there. 
They want to use less fossil fuels and 
move to renewables. 

And the question I ask is, Mr. Speak-
er, why do we criticize each other’s 
premise? Since we all have a similar 
path to achieving our goal, why don’t 
we just lock arms and expend our ener-
gies addressing the challenge by mov-
ing away from fossil fuels to sustain-
able renewables? 

The next chart, I wish this could go 
back the 8,000 years that Hyman Rick-

over referred to, but it goes back only 
about 400 years. But it wouldn’t matter 
because if you extend it this way, it’s 
going to be the same. The amount of 
energy used by mankind is going to be 
so small that it hardly shows above the 
baseline. This shows the revolution, 
the Industrial Revolution. The brown 
line is wood, the black line, appro-
priately, is coal, and the red is gas and 
oil. Wow, look what happened. When 
we found gas and oil and we learned 
how to use the incredible amounts and 
quality of energy and gas and oil, the 
use of energy just exploded. And with 
it, by the way, the world’s population. 
If I had a population graph, it follows 
that same curve. It goes from a half a 
billion or so down here to roughly, 
what, 7 billion now, approaching 7 bil-
lion people in the world. 

Notice what happened in about the 
1970s there. And notice the amount of 
trouble we would have been in if that 
hadn’t happened. We had the embargo- 
inspired oil price spike heights in the 
1970s and there was a worldwide reces-
sion. And notice the dip in gas and oil 
consumption. And then when we recov-
ered from that recession, the slope, and 
that will show up better on some fu-
ture graphs where the abscissa is 
spread out, the slope is very much less 
than it is here. 

The slope there, if we’d continued on 
that slope today, we would be above 
the chart there, wouldn’t we? The sta-
tistics there were just stunning. Every 
decade the Earth used as much oil as 
had been used in all of previous his-
tory. What that meant, of course, was 
that had we continued on that path, 
and we’d used half of all the oil that we 
could ever recover, we would have had 
10 years remaining. 

Hyman Rickover, in his speech, and 
in just a moment I’ll have a quote from 
that speech. I just want to note some-
thing here before we put his quote up. 
He recognized that there would be an 
age of oil. That age of oil started back 
here, what, in the late 1800s. They were 
about 100 years into the age of oil and 
gas and coal because you can move this 
back a little bit for fossil fuel energy, 
about 100 years into the fossil fuel era 
because oil and gas have so dominated 
that you could refer to it as the age of 
oil. And he noted that there would be 
an age of oil like there was a stone age. 

Now, I know the cute remark is the 
stone age didn’t end because they ran 
out of stone; and, therefore, the age of 
oil won’t end because we ran out of oil. 
That gets a smile and an applause line. 
But I think if you believe that we can 
just go through business as usual and 
we’re going to come out okay, that you 
probably also believe that you’ll solve 
your personal economic problems by 
winning the lottery, because I think 
the odds of that happening are about 
the same. 

b 1530 

Well, this is the first part of the age 
of oil. As you will see from M. King 
Hubbert’s predictions, the other side of 

this should be a mirror and come down 
like this so we know pretty much how 
long the age of oil will be. We are about 
150 years into this Golden Age, and in 
another 150, it will be gone. 

Now, the quote from Hyman Rick-
over. This is his speech given the 14th 
day of May, 1957, to a group of physi-
cians in St. Paul, Minnesota: There is 
nothing man can do to rebuild ex-
hausted fossil fuel reserves that were 
created by solar energy 500 million 
years ago and took eons to grow to 
their present volume. In the face of the 
basic fact that fossil fuels are finite, 
the exact length of time these reserves 
will last is important in only one re-
spect: the longer they last, the more 
time we have to invent ways of living 
off renewable or substitute energy 
sources and to adjust our economy to 
the vast changes which we can expect 
from such a shift. 

Fossil fuels resemble capital in the 
bank. I love this statement. It so cor-
rectly describes the collective attitude 
of the world. A prudent and responsible 
parent will use his capital sparingly in 
order to pass on to his children as 
much as possible of his inheritance. A 
selfish and irresponsible parent will 
squander it in riotous living, or wanton 
drilling and consumption of oil might 
be substituted there, and care not one 
wit how his offspring will fare. 

I have 10 kids, 16 grandkids, and 2 
great-grandkids. We are going to be-
queath them a horrendous debt, not 
with my votes if you will check the 
record, but they’re going to get the 
debt anyway. 

I tell those who would like me to 
vote to drill in ANWR and offshore 
that wouldn’t it be nice if I left them a 
little oil. By the way, I will vote to 
drill there when I have a commitment 
that they’re going to use all of the en-
ergy and the money that they get from 
pumping those reserves to develop al-
ternatives. 

The next chart, and this may be my 
last chart because the hydrostatic col-
umn that I mentioned I had difficulty 
maintaining is giving me some prob-
lems. This is the second one. There 
were two charts that were very insight-
ful, and this is the second of those 
charts. This shows the discoveries, and 
notice that those discoveries occurred 
a while ago. 

Here we are over here. Huge discov-
eries behind us, very few currently in 
spite of lots of money spent, lots of 
drilling and so forth. 

This solid black curve is the same 
curve we saw before. This is the use of 
energy. A system was compressed and 
the ordinate expanded, and here’s a 
very sharp curve. Here is the recovery 
with much more efficiency after that 
recession in the 1970s as the result of 
the Arab oil embargo. 

Now, where will we go from here? Un-
less we find a lot more oil, we have 
these reserves that we can pump in the 
future. If we pump them very aggres-
sively and bleed them down quickly, we 
may get more for the moment and less 
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for the future. And you can vary the 
slide down the other side of the world’s 
Hubbert’s peak there by some of the 
things you do with aggressive drilling 
and enhanced oil recovery. But remem-
ber, you cannot pump what you have 
not found. 

I want to look at one more chart, and 
then I will have to yield back my time. 

I have been saying for 3 years now 
that we were about to reach peak oil, 
and I started saying that back here 3 
years ago. And at just about that time, 
the two big agencies in the world that 
track the use of oil have found that it’s 
flat. One is the IEA, the International 
Energy Agency. This is a group that 
tracks what is happening in Iran, 
among other things. The other is the 
EIA, the Energy Information Adminis-
tration, a part of the Department of 
Energy. Both of those have the produc-
tion of oil flat for about the last 3 
years. And while that’s been flat, the 
price of oil has gone up, as it should 
with a flat production, and increased 
demand has gone up from $55 a barrel 
to $110 a barrel. You can see that spike 
here. 

Mr. Speaker, I’m very sorry that the 
flu and its effect on my ability to 
maintain a hydrostatic column means 
that I am going to have to yield back 
my time and sit down. 

But I want to reemphasize how im-
portant this subject is. There is a solu-
tion, by the way. That solution will re-
quire the total commitment of World 
War II, the technology focus of putting 
a man on the Moon, and the urgency of 
the Manhattan Project. 

I’m excited about this. It’s exhila-
rating. It’s a huge challenge. There’s 
no exhilaration like the exhilaration of 
overcoming a huge challenge. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time, I yield 
back. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

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

Ms. BORDALLO (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for March 13 and the balance of 
the week on account of official busi-
ness in district. 

Mr. BOUSTANY (at the request of Mr. 
BOEHNER) for March 13 and the balance 
of the week on account of a funeral. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois (at the request 
of Mr. BOEHNER) for March 13 after 1:30 
p.m. and the balance of the week on ac-
count of personal reasons. 

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida 
(at the request of Mr. BOEHNER) for 
today on account of a family medical 
emergency. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

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

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

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MCGOVERN, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. DUNCAN) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. ROHRABACHER, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. DUNCAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. TIAHRT, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. SALI, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BROUN of Georgia, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. CHABOT, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. FLAKE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MCCOTTER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
(The following Member (at her re-

quest) to revise and extend her re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:) 

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

f 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

Ms. Lorraine C. Miller, Clerk of the 
House, reported and found truly en-
rolled a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title, which was thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 1593. An act to reauthorize the grant 
program for reentry of offenders into the 
community in the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act of 1968, to improve re-
entry planning and implementation, and for 
other purposes. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, pursuant to House Concurrent 
Resolution 316, 110th Congress, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 3 o’clock and 35 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until Mon-
day, March 31, 2008, at 2 p.m. 

f 

OATH FOR ACCESS TO CLASSIFIED 
INFORMATION 

Under clause 13 of rule XXIII, the fol-
lowing Members executed the oath for 
access to classified information: 

Neil Abercrombie, Gary L. Ackerman, Rob-
ert B. Aderholt, W. Todd Akin, Rodney Alex-
ander, Thomas H. Allen, Jason Altmire, Rob-
ert E. Andrews, Michael A. Arcuri, Joe Baca, 
Michele Bachmann, Spencer Bachus, Brian 
Baird, Richard H. Baker, Tammy Baldwin, J. 
Gresham Barrett, John Barrow, Roscoe G. 
Bartlett, Joe Barton, Melissa L. Bean, Xa-
vier Becerra, Shelley Berkley, Howard L. 
Berman, Marion Berry, Judy Biggert, Brian 
P. Bilbray, Gus M. Bilirakis, Rob Bishop, 
Sanford D. Bishop, Jr., Timothy H. Bishop, 
Marsha Blackburn, Earl Blumenauer, Roy 
Blunt, John A. Boehner, Jo Bonner, Mary 
Bono, John Boozman, Madeleine Z. Bordallo, 
Dan Boren, Leonard L. Boswell, Rick Bou-
cher, Charles W. Boustany, Jr., Allen Boyd, 
Nancy E. Boyda, Kevin Brady, Robert A. 
Brady, Bruce L. Braley, Paul C. Broun, 
Corrine Brown, Henry E. Brown, Jr., Ginny 
Brown-Waite, Vern Buchanan, Michael C. 
Burgess, Dan Burton, G. K. Butterfield, 

Steve Buyer, Ken Calvert, Dave Camp, John 
Campbell, Chris Cannon, Eric Cantor, Shel-
ley Moore Capito, Lois Capps, Michael E. 
Capuano, Dennis A. Cardoza, Russ Carnahan, 
Christopher P. Carney, André Carson, Julia 
Carson, John R. Carter, Michael N. Castle, 
Kathy Castor, Steve Chabot, Ben Chandler, 
Donna M. Christensen, Yvette D. Clarke, 
Wm. Lacy Clay, Emanuel Cleaver, James E. 
Clyburn, Howard Coble, Steve Cohen, Tom 
Cole, K. Michael Conaway, John Conyers, 
Jr., Jim Cooper, Jim Costa, Jerry F. 
Costello, Joe Courtney, Robert E. (Bud) 
Cramer, Jr., Ander Crenshaw, Joseph Crow-
ley, Barbara Cubin, Henry Cuellar, John 
Abney Culberson, Elijah E. Cummings, Artur 
Davis, Danny K. Davis, David Davis, Geoff 
Davis, Jo Ann Davis, Lincoln Davis, Susan 
A. Davis, Tom Davis, Nathan Deal, Peter A. 
DeFazio, Diana DeGette, William D. 
Delahunt, Rosa L. DeLauro, Charles W. Dent, 
Lincoln Diaz-Balart, Mario Diaz-Balart, Nor-
man D. Dicks, John D. Dingell, Lloyd 
Doggett, Joe Donnelly, John T. Doolittle, 
Michael F. Doyle, Thelma D. Drake, David 
Dreier, John J. Duncan, Jr., Chet Edwards, 
Vernon J. Ehlers, Keith Ellison, Brad Ells-
worth, Rahm Emanuel, Jo Ann Emerson, 
Eliot L. Engel, Phil English, Anna G. Eshoo, 
Bob Etheridge, Terry Everett, Eni F. H. 
Faleomavaega, Mary Fallin, Sam Farr, 
Chaka Fattah, Tom Feeney, Mike Ferguson, 
Bob Filner, Jeff Flake, J. Randy Forbes, Jeff 
Fortenberry, Luis G. Fortuño, Vito Fossella, 
Bill Foster, Virginia Foxx, Barney Frank, 
Trent Franks, Rodney P. Frelinghuysen, 
Elton Gallegly, Scott Garrett, Jim Gerlach, 
Gabrielle Giffords, Wayne T. Gilchrest, 
Kirsten E. Gillibrand, Paul E. Gillmor, Phil 
Gingrey, Louie Gohmert, Charles A. Gon-
zalez, Virgil H. Goode, Jr., Bob Goodlatte, 
Bart Gordon, Kay Granger, Sam Graves, Al 
Green, Gene Green, Raúl M. Grijalva, Luis V. 
Gutierrez, John J. Hall, Ralph M. Hall, Phil 
Hare, Jane Harman, J. Dennis Hastert, Alcee 
L. Hastings, Doc Hastings, Robin Hayes, 
Dean Heller, Jeb Hensarling, Wally Herger, 
Stephanie Herseth, Brian Higgins, Baron P. 
Hill, Maurice D. Hinchey, Rubén Hinojosa, 
Mazie K. Hirono, David L. Hobson, Paul W. 
Hodes, Peter Hoekstra, Tim Holden, Rush D. 
Holt, Michael M. Honda, Darlene Hooley, 
Steny H. Hoyer, Kenny C. Hulshof, Duncan 
Hunter, Bob Inglis, Jay Inslee, Steve Israel, 
Darrell E. Issa, Jesse L. Jackson, Jr., Sheila 
Jackson-Lee, William J. Jefferson, Bobby 
Jindal, Eddie Bernice Johnson, Henry C. 
‘‘Hank’’ Johnson, Jr., Sam Johnson, Tim-
othy V. Johnson, Stephanie Tubbs Jones, 
Walter B. Jones, Jim Jordan, Steve Kagen, 
Paul E. Kanjorski, Marcy Kaptur, Ric Keller, 
Patrick J. Kennedy, Dale E. Kildee, Carolyn 
C. Kilpatrick, Ron Kind, Peter T. King, 
Steve King, Jack Kingston, Mark Steven 
Kirk, Ron Klein, John Kline, Joe Knollen-
berg, John R. ‘‘Randy’’ Kuhl, Jr., Ray 
LaHood, Doug Lamborn, Nick Lampson, 
James R. Langevin, Tom Lantos, Rick 
Larsen, John B. Larson, Tom Latham, Ste-
ven C. LaTourette, Robert E. Latta, Barbara 
Lee, Sander M. Levin, Jerry Lewis, John 
Lewis, Ron Lewis, John Linder, Daniel Li-
pinski, Frank A. LoBiondo, David Loebsack, 
Zoe Lofgren, Nita M. Lowey, Frank D. 
Lucas, Daniel E. Lungren, Stephen F. Lynch, 
Carolyn McCarthy, Kevin McCarthy, Michael 
T. McCaul, Betty McCollum, Thaddeus G. 
McCotter, Jim McCrery, James P. McGov-
ern, Patrick T. McHenry, John M. McHugh, 
Mike McIntyre, Howard P. ‘‘Buck’’ McKeon, 
Cathy McMorris Rodgers, Jerry McNerney, 
Michael R. McNulty, Connie Mack, Tim 
Mahoney, Carolyn B. Maloney, Donald A. 
Manzullo, Kenny Marchant, Edward J. Mar-
key, Jim Marshall, Jim Matheson, Doris O. 
Matsui, Martin T. Meehan, Kendrick B. 
Meek, Gregory W. Meeks, Charlie Melancon, 
John L. Mica, Michael H. Michaud, Juanita 
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