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serve each day. Veterans are the people
I hold in highest regard only to be ex-
ceeded by those individuals who serve
those veterans.

Under the skillful leadership of the
VA Network 15 Director Dr. Peter
Almenoff and hospital director Tom
Sanders, the Dole VA Hospital has
worked to fulfill its mission: “To im-
prove the health and wellbeing of vet-
erans we are honored to serve.” In fact,
the Dole VA has received national ac-
claim in its service to veterans. On a
recent rating of VA hospitals for qual-
ity of veterans’ care, the Dole VA hos-
pital ranked third in the Nation. Our
country is fortunate to have these indi-
viduals who made the commitment to
serve these veterans. What we do in
Washington, D.C., pales in comparison
to what these individuals do each and
every day for our veterans.

On November 16, 1933, the first pa-
tient, a veteran of the Spanish-Amer-
ican War, was admitted to the hospital.
At that time, there were 150 beds. By
the end of 1933, all beds had been filled.
In 2008 over 2,000 admissions were re-
corded at the hospital. The Center now
provides a full range of primary, acute
and extended care services to veterans
from 59 counties in Kansas. Many of
these counties make up the First Con-
gressional District that I represent.
And despite covering more than 57,000
square miles, the First District is with-
out a VA hospital of its own. Veterans
in central and western Kansas rely on
the care and services provided by the
Dole VA. We are blessed to have such
an outstanding facility in Xansas
available to those who have given so
much on our behalf.

Last month, I had the opportunity to
participate in the 75th anniversary ju-
bilee in Wichita attended by the hos-
pital’s namesake, former United States
Senator Bob Dole, a member of the
country’s greatest generation and an
unending advocate for veterans. Also
attending the celebration was the Vet-
erans Department Secretary James
Peake, Kansas Senators PAT ROBERTS
and SAM BROWNBACK, Kansas Congress-
man ToDD TIAHRT, and Wichita Mayor
Carl Brewer.

We listened to Dole speak of his own
military service and recovery from
wounds he received in World War II in
a VA hospital, as well as his leadership
in building the World War II Memorial,
as co-chair of the President’s Commis-
sion on Care for America’s Returning
Wounded Warriors. With his legacy of
service and sacrifice to our country
and its veterans, Senator DOLE is an
appropriate namesake and inspiration
for the hard work and dedication of the
leadership, staff and volunteers at the
Dole VA.

Again, I wish to congratulate the
Dole VA Medical Center for 75 years of
care to our country’s veterans. On be-
half of veterans in Kansas, I thank
them for their service.
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A RED HERRING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Speaker, the
New York Times CBS spring poll has
reported that 68 percent of Americans
favor putting restrictions on what is
called free trade to protect our domes-
tic industries. That is the highest level
of concern since the poll began asking
the question in the 1980s, and a 12 per-
cent rise just since 2000.

Only 14 percent of Americans sur-
veyed last year by the Pew Global Atti-
tudes Project said increase in trade
was very good for our country. And the
American people, by a healthy major-
ity, view NAFTA and NAFTA-like
trade agreements as flawed and costing
our people more job washout every day.
In other words, a majority of people in
our country not only believe something
is wrong with current U.S. trade pol-
icy, enough of them have now been
hurt directly by unfair trade that they
now know personally what a bad trade
deal can yield. When you are almost $1
trillion in trade deficit, something is
fundamentally wrong.

So what does one of America’s pre-
mier newspapers place on its editorial
page this week in response? Do they
look inside the gaping job loss and
trade deficits our Nation is experi-
encing and attempt to reshape the pol-
icy to again produce a better yield in
jobs for our people and Nation? No.
They put their head in the sand. And
they do so in the form of an editorial
that is nothing more than a red her-
ring. Actually, this looks like a herring
to me. A red herring. You’ve heard that
old expression which means someone
distracts attention from the real issue.
They state a half-truth and then wage
a fierce argument against that false-
hood as if the falsehood were true. It is
an old trick.

The New York Times article written
by Eduardo Porter, is a complete red
herring. He said that people who worry
about job loss in America related to
trade want to stop trade. He said that
those people are isolationists. Nothing
could be more untrue.

I say to Mr. Porter the vast majority
of the American people want to fix
what is wrong with these trade deals.
And there is plenty wrong. If he fails to
grasp that, he might, as the old expres-
sion goes, ‘‘fail to see the wall in front
of his face and run right into it.”” Mr.
Porter alleges that the majority of
Americans who favor putting restric-
tions on free trade to protect domestic
industries will push the new President
to be undiplomatic and unreasonable
when it comes to what Porter calls eco-
nomic protectionism.

Mr. Porter, reciprocity is not protec-
tionism. With nearly $1 trillion net
trade deficit sucking more and more
jobs out of this country, he should be
championing balancing our trade
agreement and creating jobs here in
America again. But he opines that
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other countries, like Canada, Sweden
and Germany, in which fewer people
favor such measures, are scared that a
new trade model would bring about
what he calls a trade war. Yeah, you
scare them, right? Try to scare the
American people.

What Mr. Porter does not understand
is that America’s hostility is not to
international trade, but to trade agree-
ments and deficits that cause job
outsourcing, job losses and cuts to mid-
dle-class benefits and health coverage.
Americans support trade that wins for
them and that brings prosperity to
America again. They want trade that
builds a middle class here at home and
abroad. They are tired of being jerked
around by the multinational companies
that trade them for $1 an hour worker
in China who has no hope of a better
life. They want that worker to get a
fair deal too. They support trade that
creates jobs, America used to do that
before we fell into deficit, and exports
American products again to customers
around the world. They broadly oppose
the failed NAFTA model that has
sucked jobs and money away from
America to corrupt and closed markets
that keep their boot on the necks of
workers around the world who have no
rights. Porter claims trade hawks want
to disengage from the world. Wrong
again. Nothing could be further from
the truth. Americans wants to engage.
They want reciprocal trade, balanced
trade and free trade that builds a mid-
dle class, not shatters it.

That is why a number of us intro-
duced a bill he mentions offhand, the
trade act, H.R. 6180 which currently
has over 50 sponsors and sets guidelines
for responsible trade that encourages
free trade among free people. Porter
says that Europe and Germany don’t
share our point of view and we should
be more like them. I will agree with
him on one account. We should be more
like them because they have trade bal-
ances, not trade deficits. They are sit-
ting pretty compared to ours. We have
a $711.6 trade deficit in 2007, and they,
in fact, have surpluses. So Mr. Porter
ought to be fighting for a strong Amer-
ica. And that means free trade among
free people.

Indeed, the latest monthly trade figures from
April show our nation has just gone further in
the hole at $60.9 billion deficit. More red ink
= more lost jobs and more workers falling out
of the middle class. Yet Canada and Sweden
both managed surpluses of about $30 billion
in U.S. dollars. Their trade numbers are mov-
ing in the right direction. Germany com-
manded a trade surplus of more than $185 bil-
lion. | ask Mr. Porter, why shouldn’t America
move its accounts to balance and surplus?
Why does he favor more job washout? More
loss of income for our people? More red ink?
Furthermore, workers in those countries need
not worry about losing their healthcare since
the government provides assistance. Those
countries trade in order to make money, but
our trade policies have resulted in a hemor-
rhage of our resources.

The New York Times and Mr. Porter ought
to be fighting for a strong America—and that
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means a strong economy evidenced by bal-
anced trade accounts, not deficits. A strong
America means keeping and creating good
jobs, with living wages and benefits like
healthcare. And a strong America means trade
relationships that bring strength to our econ-
omy and our trading partners’, not a race to
the bottom or human rights violations.

America ought to be fighting for opening the
closed markets of the world, like Japan’s and
China’s, not putting our heads in the sand
while our competitors levy non-tariff barriers
against America’s goods and services. If we
are not trading with a free country with a free
market and free people, we are not trading
freely at all. We are paying these countries to
continue unfair economic and political prac-
tices at the cost of our own prosperity and
standard of living.

We ought to be fighting for America’s middle
class, not outsourcing their jobs to China,
India, and Mexico. We should not oppose free
trade; we should support free trade among
free people.

[From the New York Times, June 7, 2008]
EUROPE FEARS A POST-BUSH UNILATERALISM,
THIS TIME ON TRADE
(By Eduardo Porter)

The Democrats’ vocal hostility to trade is
starting to scare many of America’s best
friends. As Barack Obama and Hillary Clin-
ton have bashed China and a variety of free
trade agreements, allies who have been
yearning for an end to President Bush’s in-
your-face unilateralism are worried that a
Democratic president may be just as
undiplomatic, and unreasonable, when it
comes to economic protectionism.

“It is very irresponsible, in my view, to
pretend to people that we can disengage from
international trade,” Peter Mandelstam, the
European trade commissioner, warned in a
May interview with the BBC.

It would be a mistake to brush all this off
as mere campaign posturing. The United
States remains as open to trade as its Euro-
pean allies, and in some areas it has even
fewer restrictions. But the question is, for
how long?

Despite economists’ assurances about
trade’s many benefits, American workers in-
creasingly view globalization as a losing bat-
tle against China’s cheap labor and a very
personal threat to their wages and jobs. Ac-
cording to a poll this spring by The New
York Times and CBS News, 68 percent of
Americans favor putting restrictions on free
trade to protect domestic industries. That is
the highest share since they began asking
the question in the 1980s, and 12 percentage
points more than in 2000.

Workers in other rich nations feel less
threatened. Only 14 percent of Americans
surveyed last year by the Pew Global Atti-
tudes Project said increasing trade was
“very good”’ for the country. That’s less than
half the share in Canada, Germany or Swe-
den. Even among the French, who tend to see
capitalism as gauche and occasionally drive
tractors into their local McDonalds, 22 per-
cent said more trade was very good.

The issue isn’t the amount of trade. Euro-
pean countries actually trade much more
than the United States. But their citizens
appear to be more comfortable with the idea
because their governments provide a strong-
er safety net to catch workers undercut by
foreign competition and redistribute the
gains from trade more equitably.

In the United States, public spending on
social programs, from unemployment insur-
ance to health care, amounts to about 17 per-
cent of the overall economy. This is about
half the level in Germany and less than al-
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most every other rich nation. America’s
meager social safety net and its winner-take-
all distribution of riches means workers have
less to gain from trade’s benefits and more
to lose from any disruption.

Most economists agree that trade plays a
small role in the deteriorating fortunes of
less educated American workers. But as
their wages have sagged, their pensions have
shrunk and their health insurance has dis-
appeared, trade has become the scapegoat.
Politicians, especially but not solely from
the Democratic Party, have been eager to
capitalize on those anxieties.

Just this week, Democrats in the House
and Senate proposed a bill that would re-
quire the president to submit plans to re-
negotiate all current trade agreements—Dbe-
fore Congress considered any pending agree-
ments and before the president negotiated
any new ones. In April, House Speaker
Nancy Pelosi decided to change the rules
guiding approval of free trade agreements to
stall the approval of one with Colombia.

The United States has an enormous stake
in maintaining an open global economy.
Trade means export markets for American
products, as well as cheap imports for Amer-
ican companies and consumers. Foreign com-
petition helps spur productivity, which has
driven the spectacular increase in American
living standards since World War II.

Before this country stumbles into a trade
war, all political leaders would benefit from
a careful examination of how other wealthy
democracies have found ways to cushion eco-
nomic blows on the most vulnerable and
make trade more palatable to their workers.

More generous social policies are a far bet-
ter choice than protectionism.

THE PRICE OF GASOLINE

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Madam
Speaker, if you went out to a gas sta-
tion this morning or tomorrow morn-
ing and you asked anybody pumping
gasoline what the number one issue is,
they would tell you without a doubt it
is the price of gasoline because it is
having an impact on their food and on
every other commodity that they deal
with.

The American people want gasoline
prices and energy prices to come down.
And the thing that really amazes me
about my colleagues on the other side
of the aisle, Madam Speaker, is they
won’t listen to the American people.
Eighty percent of the American people,
according to recent polls say that if we
have the resources here in America, we
should drill for them right here. Obvi-
ously, everybody is concerned about
the environment, but we can drill for
oil in the ANWR and off the conti-
nental shelf and use coal shale to cre-
ate a tremendous amount of gasoline
and energy in this country without
even relying on the foreign sources.
The problem is that my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle will not lis-
ten to the American people.

Now I was watching Sean Hannity on
Hannity and Colmes the other night,
and Mr. Hannity said he couldn’t figure
out why the Republicans weren’t talk-
ing about this and making this a big
issue.
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And if he were here tonight, I would
say, ‘‘Sean, we are doing it. We are
screaming from the top of this Capitol
that we ought to drill in the ANWR, we
ought to drill off the Continental Shelf.
We have a 500 year supply of natural
gas. But the Democrats on the other
side will not listen to the American
people, and the price of gasoline goes
up and up and up and the price of en-
ergy goes up and up and up.”

I understand that my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle want to go to
new forms of energy that are environ-
mentally safe, and I think everybody in
this body wants that.

But while we are transitioning to the
new technologies, we still have to live.
We still have to have heating oil. We
still have to have gasoline. We still
have to have energy. And the way we
can get it and not depend on foreign re-
sources is by drilling in the ANWR,
drilling off the Continental Shelf,
using coal shale and using natural gas.
But the environmentalist lobby, and
my colleagues will never admit to this
on the other side of the aisle, but the
environmentalist lobby has them by
throat, and as a result they will not
yield to the America people’s will that
we drill here in this country to reduce
the price of energy.

Now, I believe this will be an issue in
the fall campaign. I know everybody is
talking about OBAMA and MCCAIN and
the presidential race. But the people
who are in this country are really con-
cerned about getting to and from work
and paying their bills. I would just like
to say to my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle, go to any gas station
tonight, go to any gas station tomor-
row, and ask anybody pumping gas this
question: Do you think we ought to
drill for our own 0il? Do you think we
should depend less on foreign resources
like Saudi Arabia or Venezuela? And 80
percent of them will look you right in
the eye and say, you bet. I want the
price of gasoline to go down.

My Democrat colleagues, I want you
to listen to them, because they are
going to get more and more angry with
you because you will not listen. We
could bring the price of gasoline down
immediately if we say we are going to
drill in ANWR, drill off the Continental
Shelf, because our competitors around
the world are going to say, ‘‘oh, my
gosh, there is going to be competi-
tion,” and you will see the price of gas-
oline and oil per barrel go down.

So, tonight, once again I will just say
to my colleagues on the other side of
the aisle, please, please listen to the
American people. They want to drill in
the ANWR. They want an environ-
mentally safe way to drill in the
ANWR, and we have it. They want to
drill off the Continental Shelf. They
want us to drill for our own oil and our
own natural resources, and they don’t
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