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expansion of the Clean Water Act's (CWA)
clearly limited regulatory prerogative by order-
ing pesticides that are already regulated and
permitted under FIFRA to apply for additional
permits not authorized under the Clean Water
Act.

Time after time, we have seen special inter-
ests abuse the court system to try to side-step
Congress in order to get a “pro-environ-
mental” agenda implemented. If left un-
checked, this judicially created rule would im-
pose a substantial regulatory burden on our
farmers and ranchers—starting with requiring
an extra permit for pesticide applications,
thousands of dollars in fines for non-compli-
ance, and an increased risk of lawsuits down
the road. This is not what the authors of the
CWA or FIFRA intended. The CWA is in-
tended to protect our navigable waters—not
prevent economic development.

| urge my colleagues to vote in favor of this
commonsense bill and urge the Senate to im-
mediately take up H.R. 872 and send it to the
President for his signature so that farmers and
ranchers in Eastern Washington can focus on
feeding and powering America—not filing out
duplicative permit applications.

Mr. GIBBS. I urge passage of 872, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. GIBBS)
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 872, as amended.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

Mr. BISHOP of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

————

U.S. HELPING BRAZIL DRILL FOR
OIL

(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, gaso-
line has reached nearly $4 a gallon, and
60 percent of the American people want
the administration to open up offshore
drilling. Yet the administration ig-
nores the will of the people, remaining
defiant in their war on domestic en-
ergy. They continue to block access to
American natural resources, refusing
to issue timely drilling permits, de-
spite a Federal court order to do so.

However, the President has an-
nounced that the U.S. is going to help
somebody drill for oil. We’re going to
send money, billions of dollars, to
Brazil and their state-owned oil com-
pany. They will use American money
to drill off their coast, and then we will
buy the oil back from Brazil. Isn’t that
lovely?

It’s mind-boggling and infuriating
that instead of developing our own do-
mestic energy supply and creating jobs
in America for Americans, the admin-
istration wants to become more de-
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pendent on foreign oil. Instead of prop-
ping up foreign energy companies, we
need to allow American workers to
drill in American water. It is wrong for
the administration to prevent the de-
velopment of our own natural re-
sources while promoting the drilling
off the shores of other countries.
And that’s just the way it is.

NATIVE HAWAITAN GOVERNMENT
REORGANIZATION ACT OF 2011

(Ms. HANABUSA asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Ms. HANABUSA. Mr. Speaker, today,
H.R. 12560 was introduced. Congress-
woman HIRONO, along with Mr. YOUNG
from Alaska, were among those, with
myself, who signed onto this bill. It is
the Native Hawaiian Government Reor-
ganization Act of 2011.

This is a very misunderstood act.
Well, what does it do? It really estab-
lishes us as meeting the fiduciary obli-
gations that we have to the Native Ha-
waiians. This is a trust obligation
that’s been created long ago with the
creation of the Hawaiian Homes Com-
mission Act of 1920—1920, Mr. Speaker.

In addition to that, when Hawaii be-
came a State in 1959, in it was con-
tained really a public trust obligation
for the betterment of Native Hawaiians
as defined by the Hawaiian Homes
Commission Act.

And then, of course, in Public Law
103-150 we created the concept of the
Apology Resolution and, in that, recog-
nized that we owe a special apology to
the Native Hawaiians and a process of
reconciliation.

This is what this act will do. It will
give us the right to make things cor-
rect, and that is why I ask that you,
along with the rest of the colleagues,
support this.
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THE AMERICAN DEFICIT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GARAMENDI) is recognized
for 60 minutes as the designee of the
minority leader.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker,
there is a lot of discussion here on the
floor, around Washington, and across
this Nation about the American finan-
cial situation.

Some people say America is broke.
There couldn’t be anything further
from the truth than that statement.
America is a strong, vibrant economy
that far and away is the largest econ-
omy in the world. We are nowhere near
broke. We do have a problem. We are
running at a current deficit, and that
deficit is expected to grow. But to un-
derstand the deficit and to begin the
process of addressing it, we need to un-
derstand from whence it came. And so
I am going to start this discussion out
with, hopefully, an opportunity to get
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a sense of how it is that the American
deficit has risen to the point where it
is today.

Really, we need to look back to the
Ronald Reagan period. During the Ron-
ald Reagan period, he ended his Presi-
dency with a projected $1.4 trillion def-
icit for the 10 years beyond his Presi-
dency. So we look at these things say-
ing, okay, Ronald Reagan had 8 years.
And then what was projected as a re-
sult of the policies during his Presi-
dency? Well, what was projected was
that the American deficit would grow
by $1.4 trillion.

The first George Bush came into of-
fice, and at the end of his Presidency,
4 years, the projection for the 10 years
after he left office, continuing the poli-
cies that were in place at the end of his
Presidency, the deficit would grow to
$3.3 trillion.

Similarly, the Clinton administra-
tion was in office for 8 years, and the
policies that were put in place during
those 8 years were projected to lit-
erally wipe out the American deficit—
literally gone. A $5.6 trillion surplus as
a result of the policies that were put in
during the Clinton period. Those poli-
cies were tax policies. Those were the
expenditure policies, a policy that we
call today the PAYGO policy. That is,
if you are going to start a new pro-
gram, how are you going to pay for it?
If you are going to cut taxes, what are
you going to reduce in the expenditure
pattern?

So, Reagan, a $1.4 trillion deficit pro-
jected beyond his Presidency. Bush,
add another $3.3 trillion. Clinton comes
along, 8 years, deficits turn into a
whopping surplus and literally paying
off the American debt.

George W. Bush comes in in 2001, and
right off the bat, major tax cuts not as-
sociated with spending cuts but just
major tax cuts. That was in 2001, fol-
lowed up with a second round of major
tax cuts in 2003, and in between a whole
new Medicare entitlement adding a
new expenditure at the same time that
taxes were being reduced.

And for those of you that remember
that period in 2001, we did have 9/11,
and immediately we started the Af-
ghanistan war. I think most of us
would agree that that was the right
thing to do, but it was not paid for. It
was actually borrowed money that paid
for the early Afghanistan war, followed
a couple of years later, 18 months later,
with the Iraq war, which once again
was not paid for but, rather, borrowed
money.

The result of all of that and the total
pullback of the American Government
from regulating the financial industry,
the housing markets, was the Great
Recession. At the end of the George W.
Bush period, it was projected by the
CBO, nonpartisan Budget Office, that
the deficit would grow by $11.5 trillion
if the same policies were left in place.

So where is today’s deficit coming
from? It is coming from the Reagan pe-
riod, the first Bush period, the Clinton
policies terminated, and the George W.
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Bush policies put in place, leaving us
with a projected $11.5 trillion deficit
for the next 10 years.

Now, the rest of the story is that, as
a result of the Great Recession, the
Obama administration came into office
looking at this situation: An economy
that was headed into not a recession
but a depression and a huge deficit.
That was put on Mr. Obama’s plate the
day he took office.

To deal with the Great Recession
that could have become a great depres-
sion, a stimulus program was put in
place, and it was expensive. And a bail-
out of Wall Street was actually put in
place during the last 2 months of the
Bush administration. A combination of
those was somewhere about $1.5 trillion
to $1.6 trillion, a huge whopping sum of
money, but done for a good purpose.

And I don’t know many economists,
in fact I know of none, who would say
it was not necessary. It was necessary
that we deal with the Wall Street col-
lapse and successfully stabilized Wall
Street, the financial industry. It could
have been done differently. Most of
that money has now been repaid.

The money that was spent, about $750
billion, on stimulating the economy
was similarly successful in stabilizing
the economy and causing it to rebound
slowly, but nonetheless rebound.

Here we are today debating the best
way to deal with the deficit. We have a
proposal from the President that over
the next 5 years to 6 years would sig-
nificantly reduce the annual deficit;
not creating a situation such as ended
the Clinton administration, but bring-
ing the deficit back into a situation
that is sustainable. That is the Presi-
dent’s proposal, based upon holding
steady, no growth in the Federal budg-
et over the next 5 years, having the
economy bounce back; ending one of
the tax breaks that was put in place by
George W. Bush back in 2003, that is,
the high income, that is, the million-
aire-billionaire tax break which is still
in place but would end under the Presi-
dent’s proposal.
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It is following along closely the rec-
ommendations of the Deficit Reduction
Commission that was appointed.

Now, that is the President’s proposal.
What we are debating on the floor be-
ginning early this year with H.R. 1,
H.R. 1, a continuing resolution to fund
the government for the remainder of
the year, was a $60 billion reduction in
the discretionary expenditures of this
government. No one believed that that
would have a significant impact on the
long-term deficit problem, but it would
have a very significant impact on vital,
vital programs that are necessary to
continue the operations of this govern-
ment.

So what are we to do? H.R. 1 passed
this House and was rejected by the
Senate. For me, that was the right
thing to do, because H.R. 1 was esti-
mated by two different economists, not
Democratic economists, but inde-
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pendent economists, that it would kill
700,000 jobs across this Nation; imme-
diately increase unemployment in
America, reducing tax revenues—un-
employed people don’t pay taxes—but
simultaneously increasing the expendi-
tures for unemployment insurance,
welfare and the like.

That is not a very wise thing to do,
but that is what our colleagues on the
Republican side suggested we should
do. And it passed, with unanimous Re-
publican support. I think there were
three or four Democrats that voted for
it. I think they were wrong. I think the
Republicans were wrong.

That doesn’t solve the deficit. You
cannot take 14 percent of the Federal
budget, which happens to be the discre-
tionary expenditures that were tar-
geted by our Republican colleagues in
H.R. 1, and expect to do anything
meaningful about the deficit. The def-
icit has to be dealt with over a long pe-
riod of time, and it has to be dealt with
in such a way that we actually put in
place the foundations for strong eco-
nomic growth.

What are those foundations? Well, in
my view, there are six of them. If this
economy is going to grow soon, mid-
term and late, that is, in the years
ahead, we have to have the best edu-
cated workforce in the world. So in the
Republican proposal was an elimi-
nation of funding for higher education,
funding for the Pell Grants that allow
young men and women, and older men
and women, to go into the university
system. Not a wise thing to do.

The second thing, if we are going to
have a foundation of good, solid eco-
nomic growth into the future, we need
to have the best research in the world.
Once again, the proposal, H.R. 1, and
the two subsequent continuing resolu-
tions that have funded the government
cut, cut research, critical research at
our national laboratories. Nearly $800
million of funding for the Department
of Energy research programs would be
eliminated, laying off some 6,000 re-
searchers, Ph.D.’s, scientists at the na-
tional laboratories that are working on
research for energy production.

No one in this Nation would argue
that we do not have an energy crisis.
Check out the price of gasoline. We
have a serious energy crisis. Yet the
proposal would go right at the heart of
the research that we need in order to
solve the energy problem. Conserva-
tion, nuclear, cleanup of nuclear, re-
search into photovoltaic, geothermal,
all of the renewable energy research
largely reduced and in some cases to-
tally eliminated.

Health care. The fastest growing seg-
ment of our economy is health care.
Research at the National Institutes of
Health is wiped out, largely reduced.
What kind of policy is that? If we are
going to have a strong economy, we
need to have a well-educated work-
force. We need the research.

Thirdly, we need to take up the issue
of manufacturing. We need to make the
things that come out of research. Man-
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ufacturing really does matter. If we
were to take the American manufac-
turing sector, as weak as it is today, it
would still rank as the ninth biggest
economy in the world. Manufacturing
in the United States took an enormous
hit during the Great Recession. About
25 percent of the jobs that were lost
were in manufacturing. We hollowed
out our manufacturing sector. If we are
to grow this economy, if we are to have
a serious reduction in the deficit, then
we are going to have to make sure that
manufacturing returns as a principal
part of the American economy.

I am going to move on with the other
three elements and then come back to
manufacturing.

We need to have a very strong infra-
structure. This is everything from
water to sanitation to transportation,
rail systems and air systems. One of
the things that will be brought up on
the floor has to do with the air trans-
portation system in the United States.
That infrastructure is critical. Yet in
the proposal that we have had from our
Republican colleagues, we are actually
weakening the infrastructure system of
this Nation. That is not a wise thing to
do. But, nonetheless, our economy de-
pends upon that infrastructure.

International investments are nec-
essary. We need to export. We cannot
find our economy growing if we con-
tinue to rely on imports. They may be
cheap, but in their cheapness, they de-
stroy the American manufacturing sec-
tor. So we need to keep that in mind as
a principal investment that we need to
make. It doesn’t come cheaply. It re-
quires us to spend money on the De-
partment of Commerce that is out
there helping to open markets for
America. It requires us to finance the
Export-Import Bank and other Federal
Government agencies that actually
support the export of goods and serv-
ices from America.

And, of course, we have got to pay at-
tention to the defense of this Nation.
In the Defense Department, we need to
always strive for efficiency. Now, I
happen to oppose the war in Afghani-
stan. It is costing us about $120 billion
a year. My view is we ought to end that
quickly and spend some money focus-
ing directly on the real threat, and
that is the threat from al Qaeda and
other terrorist organizations. We will
come to that in a different discussion.

But those are the six critical invest-
ments: education, research, manufac-
turing, infrastructure, international
trade, and defense. Are we doing well
at those? Not if my Republican col-
leagues get their way with regard to
the discretionary budget cuts.

There are some things that we can do
that are not expensive. In fact, they ac-
tually will create jobs with no addi-
tional Federal expenditure. Let me
turn to that at this moment.
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My Democratic colleagues and I have
developed a program that we call Make
It in America. Make It in America. If
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America is going to make it, then we
have to make it in America. What are
we making? We need to make all of the
things that this economy and this
world needs for energy security—pho-
tovoltaic, geothermal, the new
biofuels, the advanced biofuels—all of
those things in the energy sector that
allow us to prosper and to address the
energy crisis, including—and I know
the problem of Japan and the nuclear
systems there. But 20 percent of our
energy presently comes from nuclear.
And that’s going to be part of the fu-
ture. So we need to make sure that we
make it well, safely, and that those
systems are made in America.

Manufacturing matters, and we need
to make sure that our manufacturing
sector is up to speed and actually mak-
ing things in America. We cannot
count on the Chinese or the Indians or
any other nation to provide us with our
manufactured goods. And the reason is
that’s where the well-paying middle
class jobs are. It’s been hollowed out
over the last decade by, I think, unwise
policies; but nonetheless we can restore
it.

Let me tell you a couple of ways that
we’re proposing to do this in the Demo-
cratic Caucus. I love these charts. They
seem to actually make a lot of sense
and help display what we’re talking
about.

If we’re going to make it in America,
we need to make sure that we are edu-
cating and researching; and so these
are crucial investments that TI've
talked about before—research, the
health sector, science, a well-educated
workforce with teachers that are capa-
ble of doing what we call the STEM—
the science, technology, engineering,
and manufacturing kinds of education.
And we need to make sure that our
workers are prepared to take on these
jobs. So that’s the first step. That’s the
education and the research step of it.
And these are investments, and we
need to make those investments.

Let me give you a couple of other ex-
amples of where public policy really
becomes important. Photovoltaic, in-
vented in America. Wind turbines, they
have been around a long, long time,
windmills and the like; but many of
the modern technologies that are in
the wind turbine system are American
research. And, of course, transpor-
tation. It turns out that we don’t real-
ly do much of this—or at least a year
ago we didn’t do much of this. We were
importing the solar systems, the pho-
tovoltaic systems, importing many of
the wind turbines that are out there in
the wind farms providing us with en-
ergy and importing from other coun-
tries buses and trains and light rail
systems.

What we say in the Democratic Cau-
cus is each of these are programs that
are subsidized or paid for with your tax
money. There are subsidies for solar,
photovoltaic systems. Good. We’ve
need to do these kind of things for en-
ergy security, and it’s a good place to
spend tax money to encourage the de-
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velopment of those Kkinds of systems.
All well and good.

But where are those solar panels
made? Are they made in America, or
are they made overseas? Our view and
my own personal legislation is if you
want to use American taxpayer moneys
to help you buy a solar system either
on your business or on your home, then
you buy American-made solar systems.
If your transit district wants to buy a
bus using our tax dollars—this is the
excise tax on gasoline—18% cents for
gasoline and 25-plus cents for diesel
fuel—if you want to go buy a bus from
your local transit district—good. We
need public transportation. But if
you’re going to use the public’s tax
money to buy that bus, then you buy a
bus that’s made in America. Make it in
America. If you’re using our tax dollars
as a transit district or as a business or
as a homeowner with a solar panel or a
bus, then you use that tax money to
buy an American-made bus.

Similarly, with wind turbines. This is
a personal thing for me. In 1978, I au-
thored the first State legislation for
wind solar tax credits to get that in-
dustry started. And it did start.
Altamont Hills, California, which I cur-
rently represent, has the oldest wind
farm in America. Good. We’re rebuild-
ing those turbines, putting in new mod-
ern turbines, and we’re expanding the
wind industry in this Nation. Good. We
need to do that. And we’re using our
tax money to subsidize it. That’s good,
too. But where is that wind turbine
built? Is it built in Europe—Spain, Ger-
many, Belgium? Or is it built in Amer-
ica?

Too many of these have been built in
other countries using our tax money.
And I’'m saying with my legislation and
the support of others that if you're
going to use American taxpayer money
to invest in wind turbines, then you
buy American-made equipment, period.
We don’t need to buy Chinese wind tur-
bines when we can make those in
America.

These are ways in which we can re-
build our manufacturing base. It turns
out that in the San Francisco Bay Area
there is the Alameda-Contra Costa
Transit District that has within that
district one of the last remaining bus
manufacturers in America. But until
very recently that transit district re-
fused to buy buses from a bus manufac-
turer in that district that was making
buses that were every bit as good as
buses made anywhere in the world.
They have recently changed that pol-
icy.

Similarly, in the San Francisco Bay
Area, the Bay Area Rapid Transit Dis-
trict, BART, was buying trains and
wanted to continue to buy over $300
million of trains from foreign manufac-
turers. Many of us said whoa, whoa,
whoa. Stop. Time out. Don’t do that.
Let’s buy trains that are made in
America.

So Siemens, a German company, has
established a manufacturing plant and
is upgrading a long-existing manufac-
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turing plant in Sacramento to prepare
itself to successfully bid for the manu-
facture of high-speed trains in Cali-
fornia and around the Nation, as well
as light rail systems, which they are
now and have been for some time pro-
ducing in the Sacramento manufac-
turing plant. Good. That’s how we can
use our tax dollars to rebuild the
American manufacturing base.

As we do that, we rebuild a vital part
of America’s economy, that part of
America’s economy that was tradition-
ally the heart and soul of middle Amer-
ica, the great American manufacturing
sector. This is possible. Does it take
new money? It takes a redirection of
money that we have been spending for
some time.

Let me add one more thing to it. As
we look at the renewable industry, let
us think about where we can find addi-
tional money to enhance the renewable
energy industry. For one century,
America has subsidized through var-
ious tax breaks the oil industry. We did
that for the purpose of creating a very
strong, viable oil industry that pro-
vided us with energy. It was eminently
successful. The oil industry is the most
profitable industry in America, and
probably around the world. Very, very
successful.

Do they need a continuation of tax
breaks? Well, if you ask them, of
course. Everybody wants a tax break.
But do they need it? Not when they’re
running over the last 10 years just
short of a trillion dollars of profit. The
American oil industry in the last dec-
ade has earned $950 billion of profit. Do
they need a tax break anymore? I
think not.

I think we take that tax break,
which, depending upon how much and
whose estimate, is somewhere north of
$10 billion, maybe as much as $20 bil-
lion a year, and use that money to
build our renewable energy sector, sub-
sidizing these kinds of things—photo-
voltaic, advanced biofuels, algae fuels,
wind turbines—and to enhance our
transportation sector.
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These are strategies that we ought to
employ. However, as to what is hap-
pening today, instead of taking the
long-term view and making critical in-
vestments that actually will give us
the foundation and the start to rebuild
the American economy, we are going
the other direction. I should say, my
Republican colleagues are going the
other direction. Many of us think it is
the wrong direction. We should not
shortchange those investments that ac-
tually will create short-term and long-
term economic growth. It’s critical
that we continue to invest in those six
things: education, research, transpor-
tation, manufacturing—obviously, we
have to continue to invest in national
defense, but we’d better be very, very
wise.

As we do these investments—and, in
fact, in everything the government
does—we must always strive for two
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goals: that every program be effective,
which is that it actually achieves its
stated purpose, and that it be done effi-
ciently. I call these the two E’s: effi-
cient and effective. If it’s not efficient,
then change the program so that it
would be efficient. If it’s ineffective
and inefficient, it should be termi-
nated. It’s very simple. But if it is ef-
fective and efficient, then maybe we
ought to continue it.

Now, in this recent week, we’ve had
our Republican colleagues put forth
four bills that literally terminate all of
the Federal Government programs,
save two, to rebuild the housing indus-
try in America and, more importantly,
to help those families that are in des-
perate trouble with their mortgages. Of
those programs, some of them were in-
effective, necessary but not yet effec-
tive and not up to the kind of effi-
ciency that we would want. That
doesn’t mean they should be termi-
nated; that means they should be modi-
fied because the problem continues to
exist.

There is a homeowner mortgage
problem in America of enormous, enor-
mous importance. Some 10 million
American homes are underwater. It’s a
problem. We’ve got to find a way of
dealing with that, not just ignore it
and not just wipe out programs that we
would need. We need to have efficiency,
so we look for not a bill that would
eliminate it but, rather, a bill that
would modify, create more efficiency,
and continue to address the problem.

To this date, our Republican col-
leagues have only moved to terminate,
not to replace, not to rebuild. Simi-
larly, with health care, there has only
been a bill to terminate, not a bill to
improve when we know that we’ve got
an ongoing problem.

I'm going to just wrap this up and let
it go where we are, but let me go back
and review very, very quickly.

There has been a raging debate here
in Congress about the deficit. Where
did it come from? How did we get to
where we are? How do we solve this
problem in the future?

The deficit didn’t start with the
Obama administration. It started way
back, actually, a little bit before the
Reagan administration, the Reagan
and the George Bush I administrations.
It was dramatically altered by Clinton,
which actually would have, if those
policies had continued, created a sur-
plus, almost wiping out the total debt
of America. Then it was run up bigtime
during the George W. Bush administra-
tion.

These are projections 10 years fol-
lowing, if we’d continued the same
policies, as to what would happen.
That’s where it started. Then there was
the great recession and the effort now
to deal with that.

The Obama administration has put
forth a proposal that follows closely,
along with the recommendations of the
deficit reduction commission, that
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says: Don’t—don’t—do anything that
would harm the current recovery, like
make an austerity program, like make
massive cuts. Yet our Republican col-
leagues have done and proposed exactly
that. Fortunately, the Senate has not
gone along with that, but we are nickel
and diming our way towards $30 billion
of cuts that may, in fact, cause us to
see a decline rather than a continued
growth in the economy. We must watch
that very carefully. So that’s the def-
icit piece of it.

Manufacturing matters. We need to
be sure that we rebuild our manufac-
turing sector. There are many different
pieces of legislation, of tax policy. I
didn’t mention this earlier, but one of
the tax policies put forth by the Demo-
crats last December—it actually went
into law—was to encourage investment
by private companies in capital equip-
ment, allowing those companies in the
first year to write off immediately 100
percent of the cost of capital equip-
ment. A good idea. Unfortunately, very
few of our Republican colleagues voted
for that. In the manufacturing sector,
let’s make it in America. Let’s use our
tax dollars to make it in America.
With all of the energy programs, trans-
portation programs, let’s use our tax
dollars to buy American-made equip-
ment.

Finally, research and education. This
is not where the cuts should occur. Yet
our Republican colleagues are sug-
gesting that that’s exactly where it
should happen: major cuts in research,
energy, education, health care. You
cannot make those cuts and expect this
economy to be competitive.

One little fact that I just heard about
today is that it is expected in the com-
ing year that the Chinese economy will
produce more scientific advancements
than will the American economy. This
will be the first time in, perhaps, three-
quarters of a century that the United
States Government will give up its lead
in scientific advancements. This is not
the time for this Nation to make cuts
in our science agenda, whether it’s in
the medical/health care area, the en-
ergy area, or in any of the other kinds
of research in which we have always
been the leader.

Food for thought. Things for us to
consider.

I would like the American people to
be aware of the real deficit story. You
cannot solve it by making massive cuts
in just 14 percent of the budget. Yet
that’s what our Republican colleagues
are doing. We need a long-term plan,
one that is 5 years, 10 years, to bring
our budget back into balance. We can
do it. It was done during the Clinton
period.

This little chart here gives you some
idea of one half of how the Clinton pe-
riod brought about a budget surplus.
This is the spending side, and these are
the expenditures of the American Gov-
ernment as a percentage of the econ-
omy.
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During the Reagan/Bush period, 22-23
percent of the American economy was
for government expenditures. It
dropped down to 21, but it basically
bounced between 21 and 23 percent.
During the Clinton period, as a result
of policies that were put in place dur-
ing his period—PAYGO, reinventing
government, and other governmental
policies—we saw a steady decline in the
percentage of the economy that was
going to the Federal Government. At
the same time, we had very strong eco-
nomic growth. Those are two of the
three things that operate together.
There was also a Clinton tax increase
that took place that basically added an
additional tax burden at the very, very
top of the income categories. So the
combination of those reductions in the
percentage of the economy that was
used, good economic growth, and a tax
increase that occurred in the very
early period, particularly a tax in-
crease on the very wealthy, led to a
surplus. George W. Bush came in in
2001-2002, and things reversed.
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First of all, there’s an increase in the
percentage of the economy that went
to government, principally the Medi-
care drug program and the wars, and
then this very, very steep rise that oc-
curred right at the end of the Bush ad-
ministration as a result of two things:
one, a plummeting of the American
economy as the Great Recession took
hold in 2008 and the effort to deal with
the Great Recession with the stimulus;
and right here at the end of the Bush 2,
the financial bailout. And so that’s
why we saw this extremely high line.

Now, you notice that in the last pe-
riod, which is the 2010-11 period, we’ve
begun to see a decline once again in the
percentage of the government, of the
economy that is government spending;
and, if we follow carefully the budget
that’s been put together by the Obama
administration, this line will continue
to fall back into the 20 percent, 21 per-
cent range, bringing back into balance
the Federal expenditure. It cannot and
will not happen overnight. It’s going to
take us 5 years, maybe even longer, to
bring this thing back into balance.

Keep in mind the words that were
used by the recommendation of the
budget deficit commission: Don’t do
anything immediately to harm the
American economy by making rapid,
unnecessary, unwise cuts in the Fed-
eral expenditure. That will put people
out of work. 700,000 people would lose
their jobs immediately with the pro-
posal that was put forth by the Repub-
licans but fortunately stopped by the
Senate. If that had become law, 700,000
jobs immediately lost and a spike once
again in this ratio of government
spending.

So we’ve got work to do. We can do
this, but we need to take the long vi-
sion, and we need to be very careful
that we make the critical investments.
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REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 658, FAA REAUTHORIZATION
AND REFORM ACT OF 2011

Mr. WEBSTER (during the Special
Order of Mr. GARAMENDI), from the
Committee on Rules, submitted a priv-
ileged report (Rept. No. 112-46) on the
resolution (H. Res. 189) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 658) to
amend title 49, United States Code, to
authorize appropriations for the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration for fiscal
years 2011 through 2014, to streamline
programs, create efficiencies, reduce
waste, and improve aviation safety and
capacity, to provide stable funding for
the national aviation system, and for
other purposes, which was referred to
the House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

———

WHAT’S SO SPECIAL ABOUT
LIBYA?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, always
an honor to come to this floor in these
hallowed Halls and address the issues
of the day.

My colleague from across the aisle
was discussing jobs. That is so impor-
tant to most Americans, and there is
one way we could do a great deal to-
ward immediately putting Americans
back to work, and that would be if we
started utilizing more of our own en-
ergy resources, which is what this Na-
tion has been so blessed with. When
you consider all of the natural re-
sources that are mnatural energy
sources—coal, natural gas, oil, we do
have wind, places where solar works—
but all of the carbon-based energy re-
sources that are so valuable around the
world, the ones for which we keep pay-
ing trillions of dollars to other nations
that could be wutilized here in the
United States and could be utilized to
create jobs right here at home, it does
not make sense to keep sending hun-
dreds of billions and trillions of dollars
to countries that don’t like us. We’re
doing that through the purchase of en-
ergy.

I've listened to all the explanations
about why we’ve gone into Libya that
have been made in the press. Those
press conferences, all kinds of releases
by this administration, and you still
come back to trying to figure out why
Libya was so much more important
than Tunisia or so many of the others,
Iran.

I mean, the people of Iran have at-
tempted rebellions against madman
Ahmadinejad, and this administration
didn’t seem to lend a helping hand, and
that’s a nation whose leader has sworn
to see that the TUnited States,
Ahmadinejad said, will soon no longer
be a Nation. As Ahmadinejad had said,
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we’ll soon be able to experience a world
without the United States and Zion-
ism. So he says he’s going to eliminate
the United States; we’re going to elimi-
nate Israel. That ought to cause con-
cern.

Have we lifted anything other than
trying to prevent people from buying
goods from Iran? Not really. Oh, yes,
and those sanctions are going to work,
and probably in another 15, 20 years
they’ve got a real chance of working.
The trouble is, in 15 or 20 years—and,
actually, the possibility exists in a
whole lot less than 5—if we continue to
persist in sanctions and nothing more
with Iran, they will get nuclear weap-
ons, and then they will give us a
choice: either remove the sanctions or
count on a nuclear blast coming in
your country. That’s why we have to
prevent them from getting nuclear
weapons. But we use them, and they
will certainly threaten to use them so
that they can get what they want. In
fact, they may get more by threatening
the use once they have them than they
would to actually use them.

But Ahmadinejad has made clear in a
number of settings he expects the 12th
Imam, the Mahdi, to be coming, and he
believes he can hasten the return of the
Mahdi, have a global caliphate where
all of us fall on our knees supposedly or
die. Well, we could prevent that, could
have stopped it long before now, but we
haven’t.

So what makes Libya so special? It’s
really interesting, and it’s hard to put
our finger on it. Libya does produce oil.
China, I understand, may be the big-
gest purchaser of Libyan oil but not
the United States. So why should we go
rushing to spend hundreds of millions
or billions of dollars in Libya? Europe,
England are big customers of Libyan
oil. So why would we be running to
help Europe and England with their
Libyan 0il? Well, the President’s made
clear, it’s because they asked us to.
You know, we’ve got a number—and
Secretary Clinton has also said, she’s
made the rounds of the news programs,
the Arab States asked us to, the U.N.
asked us to, Europe and England’s
asked us to, so why would we ever need
to come to Congress.

It’s been made very clear, you know.
The public has heard those comments.
You don’t have to come to Congress
when the U.N. has said that’s some-
thing that needs to be done.

It’s interesting, though, I don’t recall
any of the Cabinet members or the
President raising their right hand and
taking an oath to defend the United
Nations. I was thinking their oath had
to do with our Constitution and our
country.

And it’s also been made clear that
Libya was not a threat to our national
security, not a threat to our vital in-
terests; yet we’'re willing to put our
treasure and our American lives on the
line for something that’s not in our
vital interests. That does not make
sense.
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But then again, as you continue to
piece together the Obama doctrine—we
get it, that apparently intervening,
risking American lives, and spending
American treasure that this adminis-
tration didn’t earn but they are taking
away from taxpayers and then bor-
rowing from others, that’s okay if it
kind of feels like it ought to be some-
thing we do, you know?

If it feels like we ought to go to
Libya and risk American lives and
spend all that American treasure, then
let’s go because, after all, people asked
us to do that. Why would we not go
when people around the world ask us to
do that? Could it possibly be that a
reason for not doing it is because an
oath was taken to this country—not to
the U.N., not to the Chinese or the Eu-
ropean constitutions or the European
Union, but to this country? This is
where the oath was taken. These are
the people in America for whom and to
whom the oath was made.

But then we look at energy again and
we look at spending treasure; and as
more people are finding out, in the last
couple of years this administration has
said, You know what, we’re shutting
down drilling on the gulf coast. We're
not just going to stop the one company
that had around 800 safety violations
while others had one or two during the
same period because, see, that’s British
Petroleum.

And British Petroleum, as we found
out, was poised to come public and be
the administration and the Democratic
Party’s one big energy company that
rode in on a white horse and said, we
support the cap-and-trade bill. We're
going to make money like crazy for BP
on the side trading in carbon. These
stupid Americans. They don’t get it.
It’s a transfer of wealth like nothing
anybody has ever seen before. The
American people lose. Companies like
BP and General Electric, they’ll all win
big. But the American people lose.

They wouldn’t go after BP. It took so
long to go after them. And when you
know that BP was going to be their big
energy company to embrace and en-
dorse the cap-and-trade bill, then it
makes a lot more sense as to why it
took the administration so long to re-
spond. Then of course we will recall the
President sat down with the BP exec
and said, Okay, let’s tell the American
public that you are going to put up $20
billion. They did. Well, that saved some
feelings, but there was never $20 billion
put up.

So isn’t it amazing. We don’t know
what all was discussed. We don’t know
what all quid pro quo was promised for
BP coming in and offering large sums
of money. Obviously, there were a lot
of people on the coast that were dev-
astated and continue to be devastated
who were not compensated by any
money from BP. But nonetheless, it
took the heat off of BP for a while.

So perhaps the administration
thought that after having the morato-
rium and putting tens of thousands of
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