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some of my colleagues’ statements
about trade and what it has done for
this country, to this country. I hear all
the theories. Every country in the
world practices trade according to its
national interests. The United States
of America practices trade according
to an economics textbook that is 20
years out of date.

In my first year in the House of Rep-
resentatives, the Congress passed the
North American Free Trade Agree-
ment, something I know if Senator
CASEY had been here he would have
voted against it. I voted against it. I
remember the promises, the promises
from the free-trade-at-any-cost crowd,
that NAFTA would create hundreds of
thousands of jobs. They said it with
NAFTA. They said it with PNTR with
China. They said it with the Central
American Free Trade Agreement: If
you pass this, it is going to mean more
manufacturing and more high-tech jobs
and stronger communities. Look what
it has meant.

Go to Springfield, OH, go to Ash-
tabula, go to Lima, go to Mansfield, go
to Zanesville, go to Chillicothe, go to
Xenia. Look at these medium-sized cit-
ies of 30,000, 40,000, 50,000, 60,000 people,
and look at what has happened to
them. Often in smaller communities—
the Senator from Montana, the Pre-
siding Officer, knows this—a husband
and wife both work at a plant.

In Jackson, OH, I was walking a
picket line with some workers who
were locked out, and then the plant ul-
timately closed. For a number of the
people I saw, the husband and wife both
worked at this manufacturing plant,
each making about $12 or $13 or $14 an
hour. They were middle class with
their combined income. When this
plant moved overseas, their family in-
come was wiped out.

It happens over and over in small
towns. It happens in Dayton and it hap-
pens in Cleveland and it happens in Co-
lumbus and Philly and Pittsburgh and
Harrisburg. It happens in small towns
and big cities.

Then we see this free-trade-at-any-
cost crowd come to the Senate floor
and say: If we only had trade pro-
motion authority, we could do more of
this because it works so well. Free
trade has worked so well for our coun-
try.

Why have we lost these hundreds of
thousands of jobs? Do you know why?
Because the business plan in this coun-
try, the business plan, never in world
history—I do not think we have seen
this ever in world history—is where a
business plan for a company is to shut
down production in Steubenville, shut
down production in Toledo, move that
company to Shanghai, move that com-
pany to Mexico City, make those prod-
ucts, and sell them back into the
United States. So their business plan is
to shut down manufacturing in this

country, go overseas, hire cheaper
workers, in places where there are
weaker environmental laws, non-

existent worker safety laws, and sell
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the products back into the United
States.

That is what our manufacturing pol-
icy has been. That is why this whole
idea of Korea and Colombia and Pan-
ama—as if Mexico and Central America
and China were not enough—this whole
idea of free trade at any cost is bank-
rupting our country. That is why wages
during the last 10 years, during the
Bush administration and since—since
2001, wages in this country have gone
down. We have lost jobs in this coun-
try, almost. We have not grown jobs in
this country. It is about what we had
in 2001, with a much larger population.

Wages down, job growth flat, and the
trade policy is working? So our answer
is, let’s do more of it, as if NAFTA and
CAFTA and PNTR were not enough?
Let’s do more trade agreements? Let’s
send more jobs overseas? Also, we can
practice trade according to what the
Washington Post and the New York
Times and the rightwing papers and
the leftwing papers and the Harvard
economists and the economic elite in
this country say? Also, they can follow
what they learned in economics 101,
taught with a textbook that is 20 years
out of date? It is not working for our
country.

I was talking on the phone today
with a retiree in eastern Ohio, and she
had just been with her son who was
about to be deployed at his base. She
and her husband went and visited her
son. He is a marine. She went to the
commissary, and do you know what.
She bought a hat that said ‘‘Marines.”
I think it said ‘‘“Marines.”’” She bought a
hat. She bought a bunch of stuff at the
commissary. Where was it made?
Guess. It was not made in Helena. It
was not made in Harrisburg. It was not
made in Columbus. This is insane. We
have American flags that are made
abroad. We have products in com-
missaries that are made abroad. We
have products Senator SANDERS spoke
out against sold here in the U.S. Cap-
itol that are made abroad. Why? Be-
cause we have a trade policy that is
morally bankrupt, politically bank-
rupt, economically bankrupt, and it is
not working for our country.

That is why this whole idea of trade
promotion authority so we can do more
of the same makes no sense at all. But
it is also why we need to pass the
Casey-Brown-Baucus amendment.
When we made the reforms to TAA in
2009, 185,000 additional trade-affected
workers became eligible in every State.
Mr. President, 227,000 workers in 2010
alone participated in TAA. They got
trained for new jobs that employers are
looking to fill. I think we all know
that we have, even in these bad eco-
nomic times, jobs that remain unfilled
because they cannot find workers with
the right skills. This will help to fill
that gap. We should all be for this.

According to the Peterson Institute,
before the recession hit, between 2001
and 2007, two-thirds of TAA partici-
pants found jobs within 3 months of
leaving the program. Ninety percent
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stayed at these jobs for at least a year.
It is a program that works. It helps
people get health care. It helps people
stay in their homes. It helps people get
new skills so they can work.

The last comment I will make: I have
said enough about the bankruptcy of
American trade policy, its moral bank-
ruptcy and economic bankruptcy alike.
Our trade deficit in 2010—I do not like
to come to the floor and use a lot of
numbers—if this is not reason enough,
in 2010 our trade deficit was $634 bil-
lion. You do know what that means.
That means, basically, every day we
buy almost $2 billion more worth of
goods made abroad than we sell
abroad—almost $2 billion a day.

If one-tenth the attention was paid
to the trade deficit as we pay to the
budget deficit, this would be a better
country. We would see more manufac-
turing in places such as Cleveland and
Columbus and Dayton.

Our trade deficit with China was $273
billion in 2010. Ten years before—before
PNTR—our trade deficit with China
was $68 billion. It went from $68 billion
to $273 billion in one decade. That
works so well that we should do more
of it? President Bush said $1 billion in
trade surplus or trade deficit translates
into 13,000 jobs, a $1 billion trade sur-
plus means 13,000 additional jobs, $1
billion trade deficit means 13,000 fewer
jobs.

So our trade deficit with China last
year was $273 billion. You do not have
to be good in math to know that trans-
lates into a lot of jobs. Making prod-
ucts sold at the Capitol, making prod-
ucts sold at commissaries, making
products sold all over—until we figure
this out and pass trade agreements
that are actually in our national inter-
ests, we are simply, pure and simple,
betraying our national interests and
betraying the middle-class families and
the families in our country that aspire
to be middle class.

I support the Casey-Brown-Baucus
amendment and thank Chairman BAU-
CUS again for his work.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

———————

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUESTS—
S. 1094

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I
have come to the floor to pursue a
unanimous consent request on some-
thing that is critical to families in my
home State of New Jersey, which has
the highest rate of autism, but is also
critical to families across the country
who have a loved one who faces—in the
spectrum of autism and other develop-
mental issues—the need to get the
help, so their child, their loved one,
can fulfill their God-given capabilities.

Last Tuesday morning, a full week
ago from today, I sent this bill before
the Senate for unanimous consent, and
that unanimous consent was cleared on
the Democratic side, but it has not
been cleared on the Republican side,
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which has prevented this bill from
passing.

This legislation was reported out of
the Senate Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions Committee on September
7 without amendment and with unani-
mous support, Republicans and Demo-
crats together. This result, the result
of a bipartisan effort with Senator
ENzI, who is the ranking member of the
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions Committee, is vital to ensuring
that the programs created under the
landmark Combating Autism Act of
2006 continue.

That bill was signed into law by
President George W. Bush after passing
the Senate on a unanimous consent.
This long history of bipartisan support
only adds to my confusion as to why
there are colleagues on the other side
of the aisle who are currently pre-
venting the bill from passing.

This legislation has unanimous sup-
port from Democrats and strong bipar-
tisan support throughout the Senate,
including nine Republican cosponsors.

Without Senate approval, the Com-
bating Autism Act will sunset at the
end of next week, leaving countless
families across our Nation without the
support they need in caring for their
children with autism.

This bill provides an additional 3
years of guarantees simply in the con-
text of an authorization. Obviously, we
would have to go through the appro-
priations process and there would have
to be debate and it would be voted on
the floor, but that authorization for 3
years at the fiscal year 2011 appro-
priated levels for the programs for the
Centers for Disease Control and Pre-
vention, the National Institutes of
Health, and the Health Resources and
Services Administration is vital to
continuing our efforts on diagnosing
autism spectrum disorder, advancing
behavioral therapies to improve social
abilities with those with autism, pro-
viding families with education and sup-
port services to better understand au-
tism, and to coordinating Federal ef-
forts on researching autism.

I have worked closely with Senator
ENZzI, who has been a cochampion in re-
gard to this legislation and addressing
all concerns. Since it cleared the
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions Committee with full bipartisan
and unanimous support, I thought we
had succeeded in addressing those con-
cerns. I have not been approached or
heard a single objection from any Re-
publican as to why they might hold
this bill, and I have been open in my
willingness to work with the other side
in addressing their policy concerns.
Having not heard a single objection to
the merits of this legislation—which,
by the way, is an exact replica of what
is being offered by the Republican ma-
jority in the House—I have to assume
this is for reasons other than policy.

We have had a week to bring this for-
ward. It has caused incredible uncer-
tainty and unnecessary worry for the
parents of children with autism as they
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wait anxiously to learn if the govern-
ment is going to continue to reauthor-
ize the very essence of the programs
that have helped their children be able
to fulfill their God-given potential to
the maximum ability they can. I have
met family after family who tell me
this legislation has made an enormous
difference in their lives. So I don’t un-
derstand any reason, considering all
the work that has been done, consid-
ering the bipartisan support, consid-
ering the House Republican majority is
offering the same legislation, why we
have not been able to pursue this.

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate proceed to the consid-
eration of Calendar No. 163, S. 1094, the
Combating Autism Reauthorization
Act; that the bill be read a third time
and passed, and the motion to recon-
sider be laid upon the table, with no in-
tervening action or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself and several colleagues, 1
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I wish to
commend my colleague for his atten-
tion to this issue. Autism is a very dif-
ficult issue for many families, and the
incidence of autism in our country is
growing. I am thankful Congress, in its
wisdom, a number of years ago, estab-
lished agencies such as the Centers for
Disease Control and the National Insti-
tutes of Health, where we have sci-
entists and physicians and many others
who are dedicating themselves to re-
searching not just autism but cures for
many diseases.

I appreciate again my colleague
bringing this up, but I am afraid this is
another example of political good in-
tentions having many unintended con-
sequences. The lobby to support autism
is definitely very strong, and we appre-
ciate that, but there are many diseases
that children and people throughout
our country face. We have put experts
in place to determine where we can
spend the money we allocate for med-
ical research, and we need to leave that
to the experts.

We have seen unintended results
when our government tries to pick win-
ners and losers. We tried to do it in the
solar business 1 year or so ago. There
are many companies in the solar busi-
ness, but we picked one, and we didn’t
exactly know what we were doing. We
gave $% billion dollars to an effort that
turned out not to be the best place to
send taxpayer money.

Autism research will continue, and I
think that is something we need to
make very clear. The people we have
put in charge of doing medical research
will continue to do that medical re-
search. The Congress does not have to
decide how much we are going to spend
on all the different diseases that affect
Americans. There are many children
facing diseases we don’t understand,
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and they do not have the lobby many
other diseases have. We cannot, from a
political perspective, in an attempt to
demonstrate our compassion, try to di-
rect all the scientific and medical re-
search from the floor of the Congress.

So I wish to make it clear that all of
us who object support autism research.
We will continue to try to make sure
the funding for medical research is
there. But it makes absolutely no sense
for us, from where we sit, to try to play
scientists and physicians and to know
where the best outcomes will be and
where we get the most for our money.
If we are going to do that, we might as
well decide what kind of medical equip-
ment is going to be used or what kind
of drugs are going to be used, and we
certainly don’t have that capability.

I am very thankful Dr. COBURN has
taken up this issue for years and urged
us to leave the decisions for medical
research in the hands of those who un-
derstand it. Our job, as a Congress, is
to continue to appropriate the money,
which we will, for medical research.
Autism research will continue, as well
as research for many other diseases.
Hopefully, we can make sure that fund-
ing is there because many families are
suffering and we need to make sure we
do our part in the research area.

So I welcome my colleagues in the
majority bringing this bill to the floor
for debate. We certainly are not block-
ing debate on this issue. But passing
something such as this, without any
debate and without any open vote, is
not what Congress should be doing
right now.

I thank the Chair, and I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair for the recognition, and I
wish to recognize the good work my
colleague, the Senator from New Jer-
sey, has done on this issue.

I have been in the Senate a little
over 6 years and I was cajoled into al-
lowing this to pass the last time it
passed. I have blocked every other dis-
ease-specific piece of legislation, and
there is a reason for that. Both the last
Director of the NIH and the current
one caution against us being specific in
what we demand them to do. There is a
reason for that. Our science is chang-
ing enormously—enormously. We are
now at the molecular level, at the ge-
netic level, and at the immune level of
thousands of diseases. What we re-
search in diabetes now has prevalence
for neurosciences. What we research in
neurosciences now has prevalence for
tons of other diseases. Dr. Zerhouni has
said: Please don’t do this.

I am known in this body to be a
stickler on spending, but if there were
two areas I would increase spending in
our budget it would be to the NIH and
to the National Science Foundation—
both of them—and I recently reported
out a report that was somewhat crit-
ical of some of the spending on the Na-
tional Science Foundation. We can do
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everything better. But the important
aspect is no one who is opposing the re-
authorization of this bill right now is
opposed to autism research or the ideas
behind it. What we are opposed to is
tying the hands of the researchers and
the Directors at NIH and telling them
what they should do and how they
should do it.

I would also dispute the fact the
money will go away. The CR we are
going to consider this week will con-
tinue this funding at the level it is
until November 18, which gives us plen-
ty of time to work with Senator
MENENDEZ to work out some of our
problems with this piece of legislation.
So we come to this debate in good
faith. We recognize the emotional ties
associated with such a devastating dis-
ease. As an obstetrician and pediatri-
cian, I have diagnosed it. I have treated
it. I have sat with the families as they
have suffered through the consequences
of this disease. I don’t take it lightly.
But I also don’t take lightly our inabil-
ity to make the clear choices and
ratchet around the moneys for the NIH.

What we should do is say: NIH, here
is your money. Go where the science
helps the most people in the quickest
way and where the science leads us. At
a time when our country is desperate
to get our fiscal house in order, what
we want is the most efficient NIH.
What we want is nonduplicative grants
at the NIH. What we want is no fraud
in the grants associated with autism,
which have been published and which
people are now in jail for. We want that
eliminated. We want the oversight on
the NIH to be across the board in every
area. Are they doing what we are ask-
ing them to do to spend the money
wisely and what the science would tell
them to do, not what any one par-
ticular interest group would tell them
to do?

So I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the immediate con-
sideration of S. 1094, the Combating
Autism Reauthorization Act, and that
my amendment at the desk related to
requiring the Secretary of HHS to iden-
tify and consolidate duplicative and
overlapping autism funding throughout
the Federal Government be agreed to,
the bill, as amended, be read a third
time and passed, the motions to recon-
sider be laid upon the table with no in-
tervening action or debate, and any
statements related to the bill be print-
ed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I ob-
ject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. COBURN. I understand that. My
commitment is to work with the Sen-
ator from New Jersey to try to solve
this problem before any funding would
change, and I don’t think it is going to
change.

I would also note for my colleagues
that last year we had over $450 billion
appropriated by the appropriators that
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was not authorized for anything. There
were no authorizations at all. So this
money isn’t going to go away. There is
no hurry. There is no tragedy. We can
continue, and we can work as col-
leagues to try to solve our problems as
well as meet the demands the Senator
from New Jersey thinks must be met.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. MENENDEZ. First of all, I appre-
ciate my colleague’s offer and cer-
tainly we will take him up on it—to
have a discussion to see if we can come
to a common understanding because
the issue is far more important than
anyone’s ideological views. I look for-
ward to working with him and others
who are concerned.

Let me say, however, there are some
inconsistencies. If you do not believe
there should be a disease-specific reau-
thorization, then the CR does exactly
that. It will be for a more limited time,
but it will, in fact, reauthorize this bill
but only to November 18. So whether
that debate is about reauthorizing a
disease-specific allocation, which is
what I was trying to accomplish, or
whether in the CR, I assume it will be
the thinking of my colleagues to object
to the CR on the basis it has a disease-
specific reauthorization for a much
smaller period of time, until November
18. I am not quite sure how that logic
follows at the end of the day.

Secondly, I think it is rather cruel to
use an analogy that talks about loan
guarantees to some energy entity and
talking about autism and families.
When I hear the word ‘‘lobby,”” that, of
course, creates a pejorative descrip-
tion. What is the lobby here? The lobby
here is parents—American citizens,
husbands and wives, taxpayers who ad-
vocate for their children before their
representatives. I thought, in a rep-
resentative democracy, citizens have
the right to go to their elected rep-
resentatives and advocate for a point of
view—even if, admittedly, that point of
view is on behalf of the welfare of their
child.

So I have a problem when I hear, in
this context, the word ‘‘lobby,” as if it
is a negative when a universe of par-
ents in our country who pay taxes are
simply trying to accomplish getting
their government’s attention on a dis-
ease that afflicts their children and
their ability to function in this society
to the maximum potential their God-
given abilities give them. I don’t care
about listening to a lobby. The last
time I checked, this is what democracy
is all about.

Finally, I would simply say there is
no guarantee—I know my colleague
suggested there is a guarantee—that
research into autism will continue.
There is no guarantee of that. There is
no guarantee of that. The reason why I
objected to the other unanimous con-
sent by my colleague from Oklahoma is
because, in fact, we have a set of cir-
cumstances, if we read that unanimous
consent request, where there would be
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a diminution of funds at the end of the
day. So we either believe in a disease-
specific reauthorization, which to some
degree would be allowed, but then we
take away all the funds.

The whole reason this legislation
came to being was to coordinate the
very efforts of the Federal Government
together to, in essence, meet the chal-
lenge of autism.

Even when we listen to debate on dis-
ease-specific legislation and the opposi-
tion to disease-specific legislation, I
would emphasize that while the name
would suggest this is only about au-
tism, this improves services for chil-
dren with many different develop-
mental disorders and conditions—from
autism, yes, but Down syndrome, cere-
bral palsy, spina bifida, intellectual
disabilities, and epilepsy.

So it is a program that involves a
number of efforts, broadly based, to
prevent and detect and improve the
health infrastructure for all children
who might face any of these develop-
mental disabilities, not just autism.

Every year this program trains thou-
sands of professionals to better care for
individuals with a broad range of devel-
opmental disabilities, including but
not limited to autism spectrum dis-
orders. Given the long waiting lists
that families often endure to receive
diagnostic and treatment services,
these programs are essential in ad-
dressing an urgent national health
need.

So, Mr. President, I don’t quite un-
derstand the opposition. It boggles my
mind. They are against disease-specific
legislation even though this has passed
by voice vote in the past? Even though
this passed unanimously out of the
committee? Even though a disease-spe-
cific provision will be in the CR, which
I assume they would oppose if they
don’t want legislation to move for-
ward? Then they tell families they are
lobbyists, and they have no right to
lobby, that we shouldn’t listen to their
voices? Then they say there will be—
don’t worry, there will be money for re-
search, when there is no guarantee?
That is cruel, in my view, and there is
no reason for it.

I would only hope we can have a
change of heart so we can have families
who have an incredible challenge and
who love their children and want to do
everything they can to help them ful-
fill the maximum of their potential to
be able to do so. That is what we have
done for several years now under this
legislation.

My God, if we can’t get things like
this passed, I don’t know where we are
headed in the Senate. But I hope for a
better day, and I am going to continue
and insist until we achieve this.

I yield the floor.

———

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
in recess until 2:15 p.m.
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