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MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Ms. 
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate has passed a bill of the 
following title in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested: 

S. 1335. An act to amend title 49, United 
States Code, to provide rights for pilots, and 
for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
4348) ‘‘An Act to authorize funds for 
Federal-aid highways, highway safety 
programs, and transit programs, and 
for other purposes.’’. 

f 

GLOBAL WARMING AND AMERICAN 
FREEDOM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER) for 30 minutes. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 
have a policy in my office that every 
time anyone from my district actually 
comes to the Capitol, they have a right 
to see me and talk to me, especially 
young people. And I have, over the 
years, seen hundreds and hundreds, 
maybe thousands of young people from 
my home district in southern Cali-
fornia. And I let them talk to me and 
ask any questions that they would like 
to ask. 

And I have a question that I always 
ask them, and I thought it would be in-
teresting for my colleagues and per-
haps any of those who are watching C– 
SPAN or reading this in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD to know the answer 
that I get when I ask a question of the 
young high school students from my 
district. 

Mr. Speaker, when our kids come in 
to my office and are talking to me, I 
note that I was actually in high school 
in southern California 47 years ago. 
And I always ask the kids, is the air 
better quality today, or is it worse 
today than when I was going to high 
school in southern California 47 years 
ago? 

And 90 percent of the students, over 
the years, whom I’ve asked that ques-
tion to have had exactly the wrong an-
swer. Their answer is, oh, you were so 
lucky to live at a time when the air 
quality in southern California and 
around the Nation was so good, and it’s 
so terrible that we have to put up 
today with air quality that’s killing us. 

They’ve been told that the air qual-
ity when I was in high school was so 
much better than it is today, which is 
180 degrees wrong. But this is a general 
attitude among today’s young people 
because our young people are being lied 
to. They are intentionally being given 
misinformation. 

Now, their teachers may not be in-
tentionally lying to them, but their 
teachers maybe are given information 

from scientists and other sources that 
is an exact lie from people who know 
that, yes, the air quality back when I 
went to school, and I go into descrip-
tion about how the air quality was so 
bad at times we couldn’t even go out 
on the playground. They wouldn’t even 
let us out of the classroom on to the 
sports field because the air was so bad. 
Today that happens maybe once a year 
or twice a year in southern California. 
Back then it happened once a week at 
times during the summer and during 
the school year. 

So our kids have this view that their 
generation is being poisoned, and 
they’re willing to accept stringent 
measures in order to protect the envi-
ronment that take away a great deal of 
the opportunity that they should have 
in their lives in order to correct this 
horrible problem that they’re told that 
they’ve got. 

Well, when I tell them it’s just the 
opposite, they’re so surprised. Well, the 
truth is, our Nation’s environment is 
no longer the disaster that it was 50 
years ago. And 50 years ago we did have 
a problem. Fifty years ago I remember 
that when my dad was a Marine down 
in Quantico, when I was a child I came 
up here several times and my dad 
would say, whatever you do, don’t put 
your finger in the Potomac River or 
your finger will fall off. Well, it wasn’t 
quite that bad, but it was really bad. 

We’ve made tremendous progress 
over the years on the Potomac River. I 
can’t help but notice there are people 
water-skiing and sailing and fishing in 
the Potomac now. 

Well, we don’t live in the same time 
of 50 years ago. The air today has never 
been cleaner than at any time in my 
lifetime. The water has never been 
cleaner in any time in my lifetime 
than it is today. And I am hopeful that 
my children will never have to experi-
ence the pollution that was rampant 
when I was their age. 

So, let’s take a look and give credit 
where credit’s due. That progress is, in 
large part, because of the efforts of the 
government, well, and the EPA, yes, 
which came in under President Nixon, 
and others who have used science to 
fight for environmental reforms and to 
improve the quality of life of our peo-
ple. 

And while I am thankful, I also 
would like to heed the warning that 
President Eisenhower left with us in 
his farewell address. And I quote, ‘‘that 
public policy could itself become the 
captive of a scientific technological 
elite.’’ 

He was warning us about govern-
ment-funded research becoming so 
intertwined with public policy and the 
creation of regulations it would com-
promise the integrity of both. 

Well, in recent years, we’ve seen po-
litical agendas being driven by sci-
entific-sounding claims being used to 
frighten the general public again and 
again and again. 

b 1510 
An unjustified fear has been used, for 

example, to ban DDT. I remember when 

I was a kid, and I used to run through 
these clouds of DDT—again, when my 
father was in the military down in 
North Carolina. Yes, it was killing mil-
lions of mosquitos in North Carolina, 
but when they banned that DDT, I 
seem to remember it had something to 
do with the thickness of shells of cer-
tain birds. Well, they banned DDT, and 
because of that we have had millions of 
deaths due to malaria in Africa. Mil-
lions of young African children, be-
cause they don’t have a good diet, suc-
cumb to a disease like malaria and die 
because of it. These children are dead— 
make no mistake about it—because we 
were frightened into an irrational posi-
tion on DDT, banning that and thus de-
stroying the lives of millions of chil-
dren in the Third World. 

We’ve seen alarmism with ‘‘The Pop-
ulation Bomb.’’ Do you remember that 
in 1968? It was a book claiming that in-
creasing populations and decreasing 
agricultural yield would lead to canni-
balism and global warfare over scarce 
resources by the mid-1970s. Here we are 
a long way from the 1970s, and I’m 
afraid Malthus, who 150 years ago 
started this type of scarism, was 
wrong, wrong, wrong. Right now, there 
are a lot of scientists, unfortunately, 
who are molding themselves after the 
Malthus mistakes that were made 150 
years ago. 

Today’s environmental alarmists use 
faulty and, in some cases, deceitful 
computer models to ‘‘prove’’ that the 
world is being destroyed one way or the 
other, quite often, in the ones they’ve 
been using in the last 10 years, of 
course, was that the world was being 
destroyed by manmade carbon emis-
sions. This is proven by their computer 
models, even though the Earth has 
seen significantly higher atmospheric 
carbon levels many times before. Those 
were not necessarily bad times for this 
planet, but those computer models 
were suggesting, because of carbon 
emissions, we were going to face a ca-
tastrophe. In fact, I remember very 
well the predictions of 10 and 15 years 
ago that, by now, we would have 
reached a tipping point in the tempera-
ture of the world—that we’d have 
reached a temperature of about now— 
and then it would go up 5 to 10 degrees, 
which is a big jump, but we haven’t 
seen that big jump. 

The alarmists, of course, are not in-
terested when they make mistakes, 
and they’re not really interested in 
solving real problems. They are part of 
a coalition that wants to change our 
way of life—that’s their goal—with 
their computerizations showing that 
just horrible times are ahead of us un-
less we change. The idea isn’t to stop 
those horrible times, because those 
horrible times are just a product of 
what they put into their computers. Of 
course we all know what ‘‘garbage in, 
garbage out’’ means. If you put into a 
computer that you’re going to have 
some kind of disaster, that’s what 
you’re going to get out of your com-
puter, but what they have in mind, of 
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course, and what they want to do is to 
change the way of life—our life—which 
requires us to acquiesce, or better yet, 
they frighten us into submission. 

Make no mistake: manmade global 
warming, as a theory, is being pushed 
by people who believe in global govern-
ment. They have been looking for an 
excuse for an incredible freedom-bust-
ing centralization of power, and this 
global warming is just the latest in a 
long line of such scares. 

This was recently acknowledged by 
the godfather of the global warming 
theory, a man who over the years has 
been given such credit for laying the 
intellectual foundation and the sci-
entific foundation for the theory of 
manmade global warming. His name is 
James Lovelock. James Lovelock, how-
ever, has changed his mind. James 
Lovelock now concedes—and after a 
longtime dialogue with Burt Rutan, 
one of the great engineers of our day— 
has come around to understand that he 
was not being totally honest about 
things when he was accepting informa-
tion that bolstered his position, and 
was rejecting the consideration of 
other information. He has changed his 
mind about the real threat that global 
warming poses to the Earth—not that 
there wouldn’t be any global warming 
but that it has been totally exagger-
ated by the scientific community, and 
that he, himself, played a major role in 
that exaggeration. 

Dr. James Lovelock is in an article 
in the Toronto Sun, which is entitled, 
‘‘Green ’drivel’ exposed: The godfather 
of global warming lowers the boom on 
climate change hysteria,’’ which is 
what we have been hearing over these 
last few years. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to intro-
duce for the RECORD this article that 
was just recently in the Toronto Sun, 
and I would like to put this in the 
RECORD at this point. 

[From the Toronto Sun, June 23, 2012] 
GREEN ‘DRIVEL’ EXPOSED 

THE GODFATHER OF GLOBAL WARMING LOWERS 
THE BOOM ON CLIMATE CHANGE HYSTERIA 

(By Lorrie Goldstein) 
Two months ago, James Lovelock, the god-

father of global warming, gave a startling 
interview to msnbc.com in which he ac-
knowledged he had been unduly ‘‘alarmist’’ 
about climate change. 

The implications were extraordinary. 
Lovelock is a world-renowned scientist and 

environmentalist whose Gaia theory—that 
the Earth operates as a single, living orga-
nism—has had a profound impact on the de-
velopment of global warming theory. 

Unlike many ‘‘environmentalists,’’ who 
have degrees in political science, Lovelock, 
until his recent retirement at age 92, was a 
much-honoured working scientist and aca-
demic. 

His inventions have been used by NASA, 
among many other scientific organizations. 

Lovelock’s invention of the electron cap-
ture detector in 1957 first enabled scientists 
to measure CFCs (chlorofluorocarbons) and 
other pollutants in the atmosphere, leading, 
in many ways, to the birth of the modern en-
vironmental movement. 

Having observed that global temperatures 
since the turn of the millennium have not 

gone up in the way computer-based climate 
models predicted, Lovelock acknowledged, 
‘‘the problem is we don’t know what the cli-
mate is doing. We thought we knew 20 years 
ago.’’ Now, Lovelock has given a follow-up 
interview to the UK’s Guardian newspaper in 
which he delivers more bombshells sure to 
anger the global green movement, which for 
years worshipped his Gaia theory and apoca-
lyptic predictions that billions would die 
from man-made climate change by the end of 
this century. 

Lovelock still believes anthropogenic glob-
al warming is occurring and that mankind 
must lower its greenhouse gas emissions, but 
says it’s now clear the doomsday predictions, 
including his own (and Al Gore’s) were incor-
rect. 

He responds to attacks on his revised views 
by noting that, unlike many climate sci-
entists who fear a loss of government fund-
ing if they admit error, as a freelance sci-
entist, he’s never been afraid to revise his 
theories in the face of new evidence. Indeed, 
that’s how science advances. 

Among his observations to the Guardian: 
(1) A long-time supporter of nuclear power 

as a way to lower greenhouse gas emissions, 
which has made him unpopular with environ-
mentalists, Lovelock has now come out in 
favour of natural gas fracking (which envi-
ronmentalists also oppose), as a low-pol-
luting alternative to coal. 

As Lovelock observes, ‘‘Gas is almost a 
give-away in the U.S. at the moment. 
They’ve gone for fracking in a big way. This 
is what makes me very cross with the greens 
for trying to knock it . . . Let’s be prag-
matic and sensible and get Britain to switch 
everything to methane. We should be going 
mad on it.’’ (Kandeh Yumkella, co-head of a 
major United Nations program on sustain-
able energy, made similar arguments last 
week at a UN environmental conference in 
Rio de Janeiro, advocating the development 
of conventional and unconventional natural 
gas resources as a way to reduce deforest-
ation and save millions of lives in the Third 
World.) 

(2) Lovelock blasted greens for treating 
global warming like a religion. 

‘‘It just so happens that the green religion 
is now taking over from the Christian reli-
gion,’’ Lovelock observed. ‘‘I don’t think 
people have noticed that, but it’s got all the 
sort of terms that religions use . . . The 
greens use guilt. That just shows how reli-
gious greens are. You can’t win people round 
by saying they are guilty for putting (carbon 
dioxide) in the air.’’ 

(3) Lovelock mocks the idea modern econo-
mies can be powered by wind turbines. 

As he puts it, ‘‘so-called ’sustainable devel-
opment’ . . . is meaningless drivel . . . We 
rushed into renewable energy without any 
thought. The schemes are largely hopelessly 
inefficient and unpleasant. I personally can’t 
stand windmills at any price.’’ 

(4) Finally, about claims ‘‘the science is 
settled’’ on global warming: ‘‘One thing that 
being a scientist has taught me is that you 
can never be certain about anything. You 
never know the truth. You can only ap-
proach it and hope to get a bit nearer to it 
each time. You iterate towards the truth. 
You don’t know it.’’ 

For those who are listening or who 
are reading this specifically in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD, I would like to 
quote from that article now. That arti-
cle reads: 

Having observed that global temperatures 
since the turn of the millennium have not 
gone up in the way computer-based climate 
models predicted, Lovelock acknowledged, 
‘‘The problem is we don’t know what the cli-
mate is doing. We thought we knew 20 years 
ago.’’ 

The sign of a very intelligent person, 
really, is to admit the things that he 
doesn’t know. I mean I’ve always said 
I’m not the smartest guy on the block, 
but I know what I don’t know. Thus, 
when I’m talking to people, I can have 
an honest discussion to try to expand 
my knowledge. We’ve had too many 
people claiming that they know it all 
and that we have to give up our free-
dom because they know it, and they 
don’t even have to engage in a debate 
with us over the details of something 
like global warming. 

Let me know who has heard the 
words ‘‘case closed.’’ I mean, 3 years 
ago, that’s what they were saying here. 
What does that mean? When you hear 
people in government and when you 
hear scientists saying, ‘‘the case is 
closed,’’ well, that must mean there is 
going to be no further debate on this 
issue. 

I’ve been here as a Member of Con-
gress for 24 years. Before that, I served 
in the White House for 7 years under 
President Reagan. I have never seen a 
time when there was such an effort 
made to cut off debate on an important 
subject than has been done on global 
warming. Never have I heard over and 
over again people being told to shut up 
and that the case is closed. Never have 
I seen so many research projects can-
celed because they in some way chal-
lenged the theory of global warming. 
Never have I seen so many scientists 
fired from their positions because they 
believe that the global warming theory 
may not be accurate. 

So what we need to do is to make 
sure that we have an honest discussion 
of the issue, when even some of the 
promoters—some of the people who 
have been the strongest advocates, like 
the individual, the doctor, I just 
quoted—have changed their positions, 
if not totally reversed them. At least 
they’ve been open to have said, We 
really don’t know what we’ve been ad-
vocating for these last few years. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to intro-
duce into the RECORD a letter from an 
esteemed physicist, Gordon Fulks. This 
is a letter and some communication be-
tween this physicist and aerospace pio-
neer legend Burt Rutan. I would like to 
put that into the RECORD at this point. 

JUNE 23, 2012. 
Re Bravo on your courage! 

DEAR BURT: I think you deserve much of 
the credit for helping James Lovelock under-
stand the AGW phenomenon. You patiently 
provided him with the pertinent data and 
logic. As with most of us, it took some time 
to digest the enormity of the necessary shift 
in perspective. He had to give up a faith in 
the honesty of government agencies and 
most of the scientists they are supporting. 

For Jim Lovelock the transition appar-
ently involved two steps. That lessened the 
need for a complete about face. He first fig-
ured out the Chlorofluorocarbon-Ozone Hole 
scam by discovering that some scientists 
were cheating on the data, apparently to fur-
ther their careers. He probably also knew 
that the chemists who received the Nobel 
Prize for their work had overestimated the 
effect by a large factor. It was not such a 
huge step to then realize that climate sci-
entists might be doing the same. But 
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Lovelock, to his credit, wanted to be sure 
and took his time examining the information 
that you and others sent to him. 

My own recognition of what was going on 
was likewise a two step process. During the 
‘‘Nuclear Winter’’ scare about 25 years ago, 
we redid Carl Sagan’s original calculations 
to discover that he had carefully chosen the 
inputs to his climate code to produce the re-
sult he wanted. When we realized that a 
highly respected physicist would prostitute 
himself to support his politics, his stature, 
and his income, we, in principle, understood 
all the other scams of the post World War 
Two era. 

From 1946 Nobel Laureate Hermann Joseph 
Muller hiding evidence of a threshold phe-
nomenon in human radiation exposure to 
Rachael Carson promoting half truths about 
DDT, to unfounded scares about Acid Rain, 
Ozone Depletion, Magnetic Fields, Global 
Warming, Ocean Acidification, Diesel Partic-
ulates, and more, we have been victimized by 
continuous hysteria that has led to disas-
trous public policies. Far too many sci-
entists and their fellow travelers have sup-
ported a grand bilking of American tax-
payers for their own selfish and political in-
terests. 

Many thanks for your efforts to convince 
one very important individual to re-examine 
the logic and evidence. Now we need to fig-
ure out how to avoid falling victim to these 
scams in the first place. As you know, that 
must involve fundamental reform of the re-
ward process that funnels vast amounts of 
money to those who play along. 

GORDON J. FULKS, PHD (PHYSICS), 
Corbett, Oregon USA. 

Now let me read, in part, what that 
letter says: 

During the ‘‘Nuclear Winter’’ scare about 
25 years ago, we redid Carl Sagan’s original 
calculations to discover that he had care-
fully chosen the inputs to his climate code to 
produce the result he wanted. When we real-
ized that a highly respected physicist would 
prostitute himself to support his politics, his 
stature and his income, we, in principle, un-
derstood all the other scams of the post 
World War II era. 

b 1520 

Whoever looked up to Carl Sagan, 
and when they realized he was cheating 
on the information and the analysis, 
they realized that this was so wide-
spread it was something to be con-
cerned about. And I continue: 

From 1946 Nobel Laureate Hermann Joseph 
Muller hiding evidence of a threshold phe-
nomenon in human radiation exposure to Ra-
chel Carson promoting half-truths about 
DDT, to unfounded scares about acid rain, 
ozone depletion, magnetic fields, global 
warming, ocean acidification, diesel particu-
lates, and more, we have been victimized by 
continuous hysteria that has led to disas-
trous public policies. Far too many sci-
entists and their fellow travelers have sup-
ported a grand bilking of American tax-
payers for their own selfish and political in-
terests. 

That is the end of that quotation 
from that letter to Burt Rutan from 
this world famous physicist. 

It’s clear that our current system, 
fueled by the horrific waste of bor-
rowed money, isn’t working. Perhaps 
it’s time that we acted on President Ei-
senhower’s warning and find a better 
way to separate research and the cre-
ation of regulations. Otherwise, we will 
find ourselves held truly captive with 

no access to inexpensive energy, re-
duced access to food and water, and we 
might find ourselves also with none of 
our basic freedoms because we’ve given 
them away because someone has fright-
ened us into giving away our freedom 
and giving away the opportunity for a 
better life for our children. 

Mr. Speaker, I am someone who is 
very optimistic about the future. We 
have great possibilities. There are 
other people who look to the future 
and think that the technological revo-
lutions that we have faced are actually 
a detriment to humankind. People did 
not live good lives 100 years ago. As I 
mentioned, my father was a marine. 
Before that, he grew up on a dirt-poor 
farm in North Dakota, as did my moth-
er. In those days, ordinary Americans 
did not live well. It was a struggle. The 
longevity of these people was not that 
long because of the struggle they were 
in. 

We need to make sure that we con-
tinue our technological development so 
that we can have, yes, a clean environ-
ment, which I have indicated was a 
product of the good technology and, 
yes, the research that came from hon-
est and hardworking scientists and en-
gineers, quite often on a government 
contract. But we need to make sure 
that we don’t back off, because we 
know there is a group of people in our 
society, and perhaps around the world, 
who for some reason believe that back 
before the industrial age that people 
lived better than they live today. Some 
of them have tried their best to fight 
modernism. They have declared war, 
for example, on the internal combus-
tion engine. This global warming 
thing, that was the motive here. The 
internal combustion engine is sup-
posedly putting out carbon dioxide, and 
carbon dioxide they believe is changing 
the climate of the planet. 

I told you what I have asked young 
students who come into my office. I 
asked: Is the air better or worse than it 
was 50 years ago? I even ask Members 
of Congress and I ask people all the 
time, the ones who buy into global 
warming, who are saying they’re advo-
cates of global warming caused by 
mankind—basically the internal com-
bustion engine—what percentage of the 
Earth’s atmosphere is carbon dioxide, 
is CO2. I hope that everyone who is fo-
cusing on these comments now ask 
themselves how much CO2 there is, be-
cause CO2 is being blamed for changing 
the entire climate of the planet. It 
would be an enormous undertaking to 
change the climate of the whole planet, 
so it must be a pretty good part of our 
atmosphere. 

With that question, Members of Con-
gress tell me that they believe it’s 25 
percent. Some people say 10 percent. 
Others say 20 percent. I have never had 
a Member of Congress come anywhere 
close to what it really is. It’s not 10 
percent or 20 percent. It’s not 5 per-
cent. It’s not 1 percent. It’s less than 
one-half of one-tenth of 1 percent. Have 
you got that? It’s not just 1 percent. 

It’s less than one-half of one-tenth of 1 
percent. Of that, humankind is only re-
sponsible for 10 percent of that CO2. 
That makes it so minuscule that it 
would be like putting a string across a 
football field and believing that was 
going to create changes in the entire 
football field. 

The fact that people are unaware, 
even at this level, of how small the CO2 
impact is causes them to buy onto 
these scare tactics. This is a challenge 
for those of us here because that 
threatens our freedom. It threatens us 
and our children in being able to have 
the opportunities that we had and that 
we hope that all Americans and all peo-
ple throughout the world will have. 

Let us go back on one thing. I am 
planning a trip this year across the 
country, even though the gas prices are 
pretty high. I’m hopefully going to 
drive across the country with my chil-
dren. It’s a wonderful thing. What a 
wonderful vacation. We’re going to 
have 2 weeks to do it. I’m really look-
ing forward to that. We’re going to go 
in an automobile, and it will cost us. 
The price of gas is up and I’m not a 
wealthy man, but we do have this op-
portunity, and it’s a wonderful thing. 

What about 150 years ago? Did people 
have an opportunity like this? No. 
What was the biggest challenge that we 
faced to the health and safety of the 
people of this country 150 years ago? 
Or, let’s say just at the beginning of 
the last century, when we turned from 
the 19th to the 20th century. Do you 
know what it was? It was horse ma-
nure. Horse manure and horse urine 
was enveloping our cities and the water 
and created health hazards for people. 
And the flies and the stench and the in-
ternal combustion engine came along, 
and it has been a great factor in pro-
viding health for human beings. All 
over the world we got rid of the mas-
sive animal droppings that were a 
threat to our health. 

Also, there is the fact that we 
couldn’t produce a lot of wealth based 
on animal strength and we couldn’t go 
on long trips with our families and we 
didn’t have a good quality of life, but 
the internal combustion engine pro-
vided that for people of the United 
States and humankind. There is no 
doubt that we have needed to improve 
the efficiency of the internal combus-
tion engine, and we have. 

Here’s the thought we’ll leave with. 
In southern California, when I was a 
kid, there was so much pollution—al-
though our young people don’t know 
about that today. But today, when 
they think the air is polluted in south-
ern California, we have twice as many 
cars on the road and we’ve reduced pol-
lution into the 90s. It’s probably 95 per-
cent. This is a tremendous accomplish-
ment. And yes, some of the regulations 
that we have had from the Federal 
Government have motivated this 
change. We need to accept that. But we 
need to also accept that it is our tech-
nological advances, and it has been not 
cancelling out technology for fear of 
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things like CO2, which are not a threat 
to our health. That’s how we have kept 
America on an upward course, even 
though we’ve been dragged down scare 
after scare after scare. 

b 1530 
I remember when we had Meryl 

Streep come to this Congress and tes-
tify about Alar in apples. What hap-
pened was, for 2 years apple farmers 
went broke throughout the United 
States. There were thousands of fami-
lies who suffered because their product 
was not being bought because they 
were afraid of Alar. What happened to 
that? Alar, it was found 2 years later 
that it was all a scare. There was noth-
ing to it. The same thing with cran-
berries. When I was a kid, we couldn’t 
eat cranberries for Thanksgiving. 

The gentleman that I quoted here, 
that I mentioned, who is the godfather 
of the global warming theory, James 
Lovelock, he is also the man who dis-
covered fluoro hydrocarbons, which 
gave people the analysis of the ozone 
hole. Well, guess what? The ozone hole, 
as we have found out—and as it was 
mentioned in passing there—the ozone 
hole was overrated as a threat. In fact, 
it went away, and it’s a natural cycle. 

What we have had on this planet is a 
natural cycle of weather, of tempera-
tures, and that will continue. But 
what’s happened is, we’ve had people 
step forward, trying to create hysteria 
for their own political ends, trying to 
frighten people into accepting policies 
they otherwise would never accept. 

So today, I’m hoping that as we cele-
brate the Fourth of July, we, again, re-
affirm that we will never give up our 
liberty. We will never be frightened out 
of our liberty by foreigners who threat-
en us with weapons, and we will not be 
frightened out of our liberty by people 
who do not believe in the same type of 
freedom that we believe in but are 
using scare tactics to create hysteria 
among our people that are phony scare 
tactics to try to frighten us into giving 
up our freedom. 

So on this Fourth of July, I hope we 
all reconfirm that guarantee of our 
commitment in this Nation to freedom, 
to opportunity for ordinary people so 
that ordinary people can live decent 
lives with liberty and justice, pros-
perity for all. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would inform the House that, 
pursuant to House Resolution 711, the 
Speaker has certified to the United 
States Attorney for the District of Co-
lumbia the refusal of Eric H. Holder, 
Jr., to produce certain papers before 
the Committee on Oversight and Gov-
ernment Reform. 

f 

RECESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 

declares the House in recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 3 o’clock and 34 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 

f 
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AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. FLEISCHMANN) at 4 
o’clock and 5 minutes p.m. 

f 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 

A further message from the Senate 
by Mr. Curtis, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed a 
concurrent resolution of the following 
title in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. Con. Res. 51. Concurrent resolution pro-
viding for a conditional adjournment or re-
cess of the Senate and an adjournment of the 
House of Representatives. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR A CONDITIONAL 
ADJOURNMENT OR RECESS OF 
THE SENATE AND AN ADJOURN-
MENT OF THE HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following privileged 
concurrent resolution: 

S. CON. RES. 51 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That when the Sen-
ate recesses or adjourns on any day from Fri-
day, June 29, 2012, through Monday, July 2, 
2012, on a motion offered pursuant to this 
concurrent resolution by its Majority Leader 
or his designee, it stand recessed or ad-
journed until 12:00 noon on Monday, July 9, 
2012, or such other time on that day as may 
be specified by its Majority Leader or his 
designee in the motion to recess or adjourn, 
or until the time of any reassembly pursuant 
to section 2 of this concurrent resolution, 
whichever occurs first; and that when the 
House adjourns on any legislative day from 
Friday, June 29, 2012, through Friday, July 6, 
2012, on a motion offered pursuant to this 
concurrent resolution by its majority leader 
or his designee, it stand adjourned until 2:00 
p.m. on Monday, July 9, 2012, or until time of 
any reassembly pursuant to section 2 of this 
concurrent resolution, whichever occurs 
first. 

SEC. 2. The Majority Leader of the Senate 
and the Speaker of the House, or their re-
spective designees, acting jointly after con-
sultation with the Minority Leader of the 
Senate and the Minority Leader of the 
House, shall notify the Members of the Sen-
ate and House, respectively, to reassemble at 
such place and time as they may designate 
if, in their opinion, the public interest shall 
warrant it. 

The concurrent resolution was con-
curred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Edwin 
Thomas, one of his secretaries. 

EXTENDING LEAST-DEVELOPED 
BENEFICIARY DEVELOPING 
COUNTRY BENEFITS TO SEN-
EGAL—MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 112–120) 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-

fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and referred to 
the Committee on Ways and Means and 
ordered to be printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
In accordance with section 

502(f)(1)(B) of the Trade Act of 1974, as 
amended (the ‘‘1974 Act’’) (19 U.S.C. 
2462(f)(1)(B)), I am notifying the Con-
gress of my intent to add the Republic 
of Senegal (Senegal) to the list of 
least-developed beneficiary developing 
countries under the Generalized Sys-
tem of Preferences program. After con-
sidering the criteria set forth in sec-
tion 502(c) of the 1974 Act (19 U.S.C. 
2462(c)), I have determined that it is ap-
propriate to extend least-developed 
beneficiary developing country benefits 
to Senegal. 

BARACK OBAMA.
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 29, 2012. 

f 

TERMINATING DESIGNATIONS OF 
GIBRALTAR AND THE TURKS 
AND CAICOS ISLANDS AS BENE-
FICIARY DEVELOPING COUN-
TRIES—MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 112–121) 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-

fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and referred to 
the Committee on Ways and Means and 
ordered to be printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
In accordance with section 502(f)(2) of 

the Trade Act of 1974, as amended (the 
‘‘1974 Act’’) (19 U.S.C. 2462(f)(2)), I am 
providing notification of my intent to 
terminate the designations of Gibraltar 
and the Turks and Caicos Islands as 
beneficiary developing countries under 
the Generalized System of Preferences 
(GSP) program. Section 502(e) of the 
1974 Act (19 U.S.C. 2462(e)) provides 
that if the President determines that a 
beneficiary developing country has be-
come a ‘‘high income’’ country, as de-
fined by the official statistics of the 
International Bank for Reconstruction 
and Development (i.e., the World 
Bank), then the President shall termi-
nate the designation of such country as 
a beneficiary developing country for 
purposes of GSP, effective on January 1 
of the second year following the year in 
which such determination is made. 

Pursuant to section 502(e) of the 1974 
Act, I have determined that it is appro-
priate to terminate Gibraltar’s des-
ignation as a beneficiary developing 
country under the GSP program, be-
cause it has become a high income 
country as defined by the World Bank. 
Accordingly, Gibraltar’s eligibility for 
trade benefits under the GSP program 
will end on January 1, 2014. 
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