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We were allowed to continue that 

partnership after I got elected because 
you can’t avoid having a campaign of-
fice because you’ve got to keep raising 
money. It’s part of getting reelected. 
You’ve got to keep campaigning basi-
cally for the whole 2-year period be-
tween each election. So we kept my 
wife on for the same thing she had been 
making at teaching. 

After 2 years of a true partnership— 
I mean, we were true partners. I was 
fighting the battles here in Washington 
and she was taking care of things in 
our district, going to all events that I 
couldn’t attend, as my partner. And 
then when Speaker PELOSI took the 
gavel, our friends across the aisle de-
termined that we wouldn’t allow things 
like that because there were some peo-
ple who, in a corrupt manner, had over-
paid family members to do nothing. 

So, the message went back clearly 
that my wife could no longer be my 
partner and take care of the campaign 
issues. I could no longer pay her the 
same thing she got as a teacher, that 
she had to go back. And since we had 
cashed in all our assets, and since I did 
not want my children to be coming out 
of college completely encumbered with 
massive debt from loans, and since the 
money that we had tried to save for 
college had been expended, we still 
needed her to work. We’ve still got col-
lege loans to be paid even now. But 
she’s no longer my partner as far as 
this enterprise because this Congress 
said, under Speaker PELOSI, we don’t 
want wives working as the campaign 
partner of a Member of Congress. So it 
seems like, over and over, the message 
keeps coming back that Congress 
wants to be an enemy of marriage. 

Then we get the President’s Jobs Act 
last fall. And although the President 
said he was going after millionaires 
and billionaires, if you looked at the 
pages that concerned the increased 
taxes, the President revealed his true 
heart, and that was that he considered 
you to be a millionaire or a billion-
aire—and obviously you’re not—if you 
make $125,000 a year, because under the 
President’s Jobs Act, if you make 
$125,000 a year, you’re going to get 
popped not merely with an alternative 
minimum tax, you’re going to get 
popped with an extra tax on top of 
that. 
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And that didn’t matter if you were 
married, filing singly, or married filing 
jointly. Either way, a married person 
could only claim $125,000 as income be-
fore he got popped with President 
Obama’s extra tax. Not exactly a mil-
lionaire or billionaire; but, apparently, 
the President felt if you are going to 
have the inappropriate conduct such 
that you would get married, then you’d 
have to get taxed more than others. 

How do you know that? Because in 
the President’s same section, if you’re 
not married and you are filing, you 
could claim either a $200,000 exemption, 
or a $250,000 exemption. Therefore, if 

you were single and lived together, 
then you could claim either a $400,000 
or $500,000 exemption under the Presi-
dent’s Jobs Act. 

And I was always wondering, and I 
hope some day the President will make 
clear, why he had such animus toward 
marriage between a man and a woman. 
He seems to be happily married. He 
seems to have a wonderful wife. Why 
would he want to penalize others in the 
country simply because they are mar-
ried? 

I didn’t understand it. I still don’t 
understand it. And I’m hoping before 
this year is up that enough people 
across America will make their voices 
heard that, you know what, we’ve got-
ten away from it, but the studies keep 
making it impossible to avoid admit-
ting marriage between a man and a 
woman is a good thing. It is the build-
ing block of a stable society. 

And as those who took an oath to up-
hold our Constitution, in essence, do 
all we could for this country, we owe it 
to the country to do what we can for 
marriage. I do appreciate my friend, 
Mr. NUNNELEE, so much for taking the 
whole hour and for giving some of the 
rest of us a chance to come speak with 
him with one voice. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. Thank you, Mr. 
GOHMERT. 

As we wrap up this hour, recognizing 
the importance of National Marriage 
Week, I want to conclude, recognizing, 
first of all, my own life’s partner. 

February 13 will mark the day, a lit-
tle over three decades ago, that I 
thought I was going out to eat dinner 
for a blind date. What I was doing was 
being introduced to a friend, a lifelong 
friend. As we talked that night, we 
found out that the things we shared we 
wanted to share with one another. 

And I’ve learned so much from my 
now bride of 30 years, Tori, but I think 
one of the things that I’ve learned from 
her that applies to National Marriage 
Week, I’ve heard her say, time and 
time again, love’s not a feeling, it’s an 
action. You can’t help how you feel 
about something. You can help how 
you act. 

There’s another young family that 
I’m reminded of as we celebrate Na-
tional Marriage Week, a young couple 
that, a little under 6 years ago, I sat at 
a church, watched their families smile 
with excitement, watched them ex-
change promises to one another. And 
here, in their early years of marriage, 
they’ve had words introduced to their 
vocabulary that they didn’t think 
would be part of their everyday con-
versation, words like ‘‘biopsy,’’ ‘‘radi-
ation.’’ 

As I talked to that young bride over 
the Christmas holidays, I told her, I 
said, you didn’t sign up for this, did 
you? She looked at me and smiled and 
she said, yes, sir, I did. But I com-
mitted for better or for worse, in sick-
ness and in health. I did sign up for 
this. No, I wouldn’t choose it, but I’m 
here, and I’m committed. 

So, Mr. Speaker, as we conclude our 
recognition of National Marriage 

Week, I’m reminded of the observation 
of old, the observation that God saw it 
was not good for man to live alone, so 
God put us in families. I thank God for 
those families. 

I hope and I pray that the policies of 
this government will continue to sup-
port marriages and families so that we 
can have a strong America. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

f 

MAKE IT IN AMERICA: 
MANUFACTURING MATTERS 

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, 
thank you very much for the oppor-
tunity to share with those folks that 
are watching C–SPAN—and hopefully 
there are many—some of the issues 
that really confront America today. 

We just heard an hour discussion on 
the fate of the American family, and it 
comes at that issue from one specific 
point of view and one specific section 
of the total problem, and that has to do 
with the issue of marriage and how we 
define marriage here in the United 
States. 

But there’s also another way to, and 
other very, very important issues that 
define the fate of the American family. 
And I’d like to take that issue up to-
night in the context of the economy. 

The American family is faced with 
many, many challenges. One of the 
most significant challenges is income, 
jobs. How can the American family 
make it in America today? What does 
it take for an American family to 
make it? 

One of the most compelling charts 
that I’ve seen over these last several 
months is this one, which really de-
scribes the fate of the American family 
compared to the fate of the top 1 per-
cent of Americans. We’ve seen an enor-
mous shift in the income and the 
wealth in America over the last 30 
years, largely because of governmental 
policies. 

This blue line indicates how well the 
superwealthy are doing. They’ve seen 
nearly a 370 percent increase in their 
annual income. Their wealth would see 
a similar enormous increase. 

Down here on the bottom are the rest 
of Americans, the other 99 percent. If 
you took all of this together, you 
would see that the bottom 50 percent 
have seen very, very little increase in 
their annual income; and most of that 
increase is due to both husbands and 
wives working simultaneously. 

This is the challenge for the Amer-
ican family. How do they make it in 
America when, in America, we’ve seen 
an enormous decline in the great 
American manufacturing sector, where 
the middle class really, really suc-
ceeded? 

And so, tonight, what I’d like to talk 
about with my colleagues who will 
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shortly be joining me is how we can 
make it in America by, once again, 
‘‘Making it in America.’’ We can do 
this. In America, manufacturing mat-
ters. 

American manufacturing has been in 
deep trouble for the last 20 years. That 
trouble has been caused by a variety of 
issues, some of which are beyond the 
control of anybody in this Nation, and 
certainly any Member of Congress or 
the Senate and the Presidency. 

b 1750 

But a far greater part of the Amer-
ican manufacturing issue has been gov-
ernmental policy. 

Let’s see if we can lay the foundation 
for a discussion on what it takes to 
once again make it in America. This 
charts shows what has happened to 
American manufacturing since 1975. In 
the seventies, American manufacturing 
peaked out somewhere just under 20 
million American jobs. Those were the 
good days. That’s when the American 
middle class was at its peak, when 
more Americans were enjoying the 
greatest share of the wealth in this 
country. That was the time when 
America was at its ultimate strength, 
when we had the greatest economy 
anywhere in the world. 

Beginning in that year in the mid- 
seventies, we’ve seen a steady decline 
of the American manufacturing base. 
We’ve seen that decline for a number of 
reasons. What we need to understand is 
that through the seventies and into the 
eighties, and even into the nineties, 
even though there was a slight decline 
from some 19 to 17 million manufac-
turing jobs, it was in the century of 
2000–2010 that the great decline took 
place. We are now down to just over 11 
million manufacturing jobs in this 
country. Why did this happen? Why did 
we see this great decline? 

As we try to answer that question, 
we need to also understand that there 
was a great increase in one, two, and 
three sectors of the American econ-
omy, but it was not matched by the 
manufacturing sector. The manufac-
turing sector was headed downward 
from 19 million to just over 11 million 
jobs. At the same time, the American 
economy was on fire. The finance, in-
surance, and real estate economy took 
off in the United States. 

I think all of us have heard the term 
‘‘financial engineering.’’ I am a grad-
uate of Harvard Business School. Fi-
nancial engineering was their schtick. 
That’s what they wanted to do. It 
wasn’t over at the engineering or the 
nuclear engineering or the chemical 
engineering schools, it was across the 
river at the business school, and at 
every other business school in Amer-
ica. If you wanted to make it in Amer-
ica, you had to be a financial engineer. 

We saw the economy grow in the 
areas of Wall Street finance, insurance, 
real estate. And throughout the nine-
ties, it peaked out. The best and the 
brightest of America decided that they 
didn’t want to be in manufacturing. 

After all, that was some sort of dirty, 
greasy job. They wanted to be financial 
engineers in real estate, insurance, and 
Wall Street finance. We know where 
that got us. What that did to us was 
get us into the great bubble of 2000– 
2007, and the great crash that occurred. 
Financial engineering turned out to be 
nothing but paper. We’re not talking 
about dollars here; we are talking 
about worthless paper. That worthless 
paper nearly crashed the world econ-
omy. So there we have it. We became 
financial engineers rather than chem-
ical engineers, manufacturing, and the 
rest. Where did our money go? Where 
did the American wealth go? 

As we saw the decline of the jobs in 
manufacturing, we also saw the rise of 
imports. If you go back to the year 
1976, you will see that we were running 
a very small trade deficit. We were im-
porting and exporting approximately 
the same amount. What we were ex-
porting was American-made equip-
ment. We were exporting food that had 
been processed, food that had been 
grown. We were exporting machinery, 
machine tools, and airplanes. We were 
the great exporter of the world. Then 
Government policy began to shift, and 
we wound up here in 2008, the great ex-
porters of American money, the great 
exporters of American wealth. We need 
to turn this around. 

We’ve seen a slight improvement 
here in the most recent years, but all 
of this red is basically China. What’s 
happened is that the United States has 
given up its manufacturing power to 
China, and to a few other countries. We 
can see this in certain industries, for 
example, the automobile industry. 
Thankfully, as a result of laws that 
were passed by the Democrats and 
signed by President Obama giving him 
the power, through the stimulus pro-
gram, the American Recovery Act, to 
bail out the American automobile in-
dustry, he did. The President said, On 
my watch, I will not allow the Amer-
ican auto industry to die. And he took 
action. He bailed out General Motors 
and Chrysler. In so doing, he saved the 
American auto industry and the tens of 
thousands of small businesses that rely 
upon that industry for their jobs. How-
ever, that’s only part of the story. 

Here is the rest of the story. Other 
countries that are automotive manu-
facturers have been able to increase 
their supply chain. And while we still 
have an automobile manufacturing sec-
tor in the United States, we heavily de-
pend upon imported parts for the as-
sembly of automobiles here in the 
United States. So other countries actu-
ally manufacture the parts, and assem-
ble the autos. But not in the United 
States. We assemble, but we also im-
port many of the parts. 

We can change this, and here is what 
the Democrats want to do: We want to 
change the trend line. We want to re-
build the great American manufac-
turing sector. And we can, with good, 
wise, public policies. We say make it in 
America so that America and Ameri-

cans can make it once again. Manufac-
turing matters. 

As my colleagues begin to join me, I 
want to share with you some of the 
ways in which we can do that. Here are 
the policies that we want to put in 
place: We want to seek manufacturing 
within the United States. We want jobs 
and income within the United States. 
We are targeting specific industries, 
and we want to align the trade and tax 
policies in the United States so that we 
can once again reignite the American 
Dream. We’re going to go into these in 
somewhat more detail as my good 
friend from New York (Mr. TONKO) 
takes over for a moment. 

b 1800 
Mr. TONKO. I’m always willing to 

help a sore throat get soothed. 
Mr. GARAMENDI. Thank you. 
Mr. TONKO. Representative 

GARAMENDI, thank you for bringing us 
together in a manner that allows us to 
look closely at the American economy, 
the American Dream, and the decline 
of manufacturing, which represents a 
serious concern for workers across the 
country and which represents a serious 
concern for communities as we engage 
in this effort to grow jobs and retain 
jobs. It’s important to look at the sta-
tistics out there. 

Where was the focus? Where was the 
emphasis on job creation and job reten-
tion? Could we do a better sort of stew-
ardship, if you will, of our resources 
and our policies? I believe the answer is 
a resounding, yes, we can do better. 

As was made mention by Representa-
tive GARAMENDI, it is important for us 
to acknowledge that the work done 
here—the challenges, the crises that 
face us—can also be transformed into 
opportunities. The opportunity here for 
this great Nation—for the powerful 
force that we are in the global econ-
omy—is to reignite the American 
Dream, to reignite that dream with the 
underpinnings of support that come 
through three separate dynamics. 

The first is engaging in a small busi-
ness comeback, inspiring that come-
back because small business, the pulse 
of American enterprise, is replete with 
a history of mom-and-pop operations, 
of ancestors that built their American 
Dreams into an ideas economy, into a 
service economy that enabled small 
business to become that very prom-
ising enterprise. 

The second leg of the stool would be 
that of entrepreneurs—those movers 
and shakers, those builders, the dream-
ers, if you will—in our society who con-
stantly inspire us with job creation 
that is driven by ideas and by the mov-
ing of ideas into a product and enabling 
us to again create that engine of inge-
nuity and creativity. 

Then, finally, there would be a thriv-
ing middle class. 

These are the basic principles: a 
thriving middle class that is driven to 
have additional purchasing power sim-
ply by policy that is done so that there 
is tax fairness, tax justice, in our out-
come. Reigniting the American Dream 
is driven by those principles of small 
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business, entrepreneurship and of a 
thriving middle class. 

It is a basic, simple approach that we 
have embraced as Democrats in the 
House, driven by a set of policies and 
goals that will enable us to look at all 
sectors of the economy and to under-
stand that the manufacturing sector 
was grossly ignored. We focused pri-
marily on service as a sector of the 
economy—ignored agriculture, ignored 
manufacturing. When the focus was on 
the service sector, it was primarily on 
financial services, which, when they 
were given free rein—when we turned 
our backs and said ‘‘do as you like’’— 
we found that that drove America’s 
economy to its knees. 

Now we look at the results. We look 
at the history of the last decade or 
two. The precipitous loss of manufac-
turing jobs from 1997 to 2009—a 12-year 
run—produced a loss of 6 million jobs 
in manufacturing alone, Representa-
tive GARAMENDI. What that meant—in-
dicated, reflected, personified—was the 
largest such loss in world history. That 
is unacceptable. 

So, when we talk about reigniting 
the American Dream, there is work to 
be done. There is work to be done, and 
it’s time for us to engage in a set of 
policies, of resource advocacy and 
goals that are established to create 
those ladders of opportunity and to en-
able people to climb up the economic 
ladder as we had done from our humble 
beginnings as a Nation, where rags-to- 
riches scenarios were commonplace 
and where immigrants saw this land as 
the promised land. That’s history that 
ought to speak to us, and we can bring 
it back through the appropriate advo-
cacy here—a climate that creates man-
ufacturing jobs and makes us competi-
tive in a global economy. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. TONKO, thank 
you very much for joining me. I needed 
a break. 

Mr. TONKO. Yes. 
Mr. GARAMENDI. Beyond that, let’s 

talk about the specific policies that 
we’ve been discussing here in the 
House—legislation that has been intro-
duced—that will bring back the Amer-
ican manufacturing sector because, in-
deed, it was specific laws that were 
written here over the years that were 
largely, in my view, responsible for 
that outsourcing of jobs. 

It’s an interesting word, ‘‘outsourc-
ing.’’ Until December of 2010, an Amer-
ican corporation could receive a tax 
cut for every job it outsourced. That’s 
largely over. There is a little bit more 
to be done, but most of those tax 
breaks have been eliminated by a law 
that was passed by the Democrats—not 
one Republican voted for it—elimi-
nating the tax break for the outsourc-
ing of American jobs. 

The President said it so very well in 
his State of the Union. He said that we 
should not reward companies for send-
ing jobs overseas; rather, we should re-
ward them for bringing those jobs back 
to the United States. That can be done 
by some of the policies that we’re talk-

ing about. The President signed a bill, 
authored by Democrats and voted on 
by all Democrats and a few Repub-
licans, that actually encouraged that 
by giving companies a 100 percent im-
mediate expensing of all capital equip-
ment that they would invest in the 
United States. 

Those are two examples. I know 
you’ve got some that you’ve been in-
terested in, that you’re actually au-
thoring, and you may want to talk 
about those. Then we’ll come back and 
talk about the specific things that we 
can do. 

Mr. TONKO. Absolutely. 
I think my response to some of those 

changes that you just shared is that it 
creates this sea change. It creates the 
U-turn in the road, if you will, and it 
gets everyone’s attention. People un-
derstand that. 

Now we’re operating under a dif-
ferent set of principles—you need to in-
vest in America, invest in her work-
force and in the job opportunities that 
will follow. That’s what it basically 
says. When you look at machine tool 
operations and activity and when you 
look at it over the last, again, decade 
or so, you will find, in both categories, 
Representative GARAMENDI—of the con-
sumption and production of machine 
tools—that we’re not in the top three. 
That ought to be a flag that goes up 
that draws our attention, hopefully, 
expressing a dire sense of urgency. 
When you see Japan and China and 
Germany not only producing the ma-
chine tools but also consuming, it tells 
you where the activity is, and it is ro-
bust. That’s all a matter of policy. 
Those are intentional outcomes that 
were driven by a very focused agenda 
in these nations, and America—the 
United States—needs to get back to 
that agenda. 

I applaud the President for setting 
the tone in his recent State of the 
Union message. I applaud the leader-
ship in this House, which is coming 
under the banner of the Democratic 
leadership, that has engaged in ‘‘Make 
It In America’’ as our mantra. Re-
igniting our American Dream is within 
our grasp if we begin to advocate a 
stand that brings back a robust quality 
to manufacturing opportunities in this 
country. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. I’ll give you an-
other example of how policy can 
change what has happened. 

For a long, long time, we would send 
our tax dollars overseas to buy buses, 
railcars, light rail, ferryboats, and the 
like. Every one of us who buys gasoline 
or diesel fuel pays a Federal tax on 
that—181⁄2 cents for gasoline and 25 
cents for diesel fuel. That money is 
used to build transportation systems— 
roads, bridges and the like. 

And where does it go? 
The Buy American laws were largely 

ignored. However, in the American Re-
covery Act, in the stimulus bill, money 
was provided for the additional pur-
chase of railcars, buses, and ferryboats. 
Somehow, wisely, the Democrats, who 

authored the bill, put in a clause that 
said that that money could only be 
used—only be used—to buy American- 
made equipment. So what happened in 
Sacramento, California, is that Sie-
mens, the large German manufacturing 
company, decided that they would like 
to have some of that stimulus money. 
They wanted to build streetcars, light- 
rail systems, so they opened and ex-
panded their manufacturing plant in 
Sacramento to manufacture the street-
cars for Austin, Texas, and San Diego— 
made in America because of a law that 
was passed. It is a prime example of 
what can be done when we pass the 
right law that says that our tax money 
must be used to buy American-made 
equipment. 
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Mr. TONKO. I agree that those are 
great incentives. If we can provide for 
employment-linked investments in 
R&D, in tax credits, that’s a feather in 
the cap; that is a catalyst that draws a 
great response, a great reaction. Your 
indications here of procurement, with 
regard to Buy America, is very impor-
tant as one of the cornerstones of our 
agenda. But also, I think we need to 
focus on the investments in infrastruc-
ture and energy and the investments in 
a different order of infrastructure, the 
human capital, the human infrastruc-
ture, making certain that we move for-
ward with the training and retraining 
of the American worker, advancing 
higher education, certainly looking at 
pre-K through 12, and providing career 
path opportunities. 

Now I mention that because the em-
ployment-linked investments in R&D— 
bringing back R&D here because where 
research is, manufacturing follows. So 
I mention that. But I will use the real- 
life example of Wynn Kintz, and I have 
mentioned this before on the floor, but 
it’s a recent example that is worth re-
peating. 

Wynn Kintz of Kintz Plastics in 
Schoharie County in the 21st Congres-
sional District in New York State—— 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Who represents 
that district? It is TONKO? 

Mr. TONKO. Oh, I think it’s PAUL 
TONKO. 

But I use that as an example because 
in order for Kintz Plastics to compete 
effectively in a global market, they 
needed to move to an automated por-
tion of their assembly operations. They 
worked with the local higher ed infra-
structure. And we have the partner-
ships in this country that have existed 
for a long time. There is this intellec-
tual exchange of creative genius com-
ing from campuses, working with the 
private sector, public sector. It hap-
pens. It happens to a great degree. 

And while they developed this auto-
mated assembly process for his indus-
try, they also needed to train the 
workers on this new equipment so that 
it brought with it an employment link. 
And it did that through one of the local 
community colleges, did an RPI auto-
mation design, and then did a Hudson 
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Valley Community College-driven 
training process so that you developed 
the workers you needed. 

Now, these are the investments that 
then produce these very tangible re-
sults and very lucrative dividends that 
enable us to prosper. And that’s just 
one small example, but I see it over 
and over again in the 21st Congres-
sional District. We’re a hub of innova-
tion jobs that are coming: green collar, 
high-tech jobs, clean energy jobs. 
That’s happening because there is a 
partnership with government, a part-
nership where government assumes 
some of the risk, as we do with ARPA- 
E, a Department of Energy program 
which has advanced research project 
moneys. They expedite some of the 
ideas, innovation concepts, move them 
along in much quicker stead so that we 
can develop the jobs associated with 
that. 

So when you talk about the toolkit 
here, it’s an investment in employ-
ment-linked R&D and tax credits; and 
it’s an investment in procurement pro-
cedures that link themselves with Buy 
America; and then it’s the work invest-
ing in infrastructure of a routine kind: 
wiring communities, wiring the busi-
nesses, making certain that our roads, 
bridges, and rail are state of the art; 
and then the human infrastructure: 
creating programs that train, retrain, 
and educate workers of the future. You 
need that in a cutting-edge fashion 
where we can maintain world leader-
ship. 

It takes investment. Other nations 
have shown us that when they in-
vested, they were able to be the giants 
in the machine operations, the ma-
chine tool operation. So it’s possible. 
It’s within our reach, and it’s all about 
reigniting the American Dream. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Well, that re-
igniting of the American Dream will be 
dependent upon two factors, that is, 
the public, the small businesses, the 
entrepreneurs putting together their 
businesses. And at the same time, it’s 
going to be dependent upon public poli-
cies. 

You mentioned education. For the 
last 2 years, the Democrats have been 
proposing and pushing a series of pieces 
of legislation to enhance the ability of 
Americans to go to school. The Work-
force Investment Board, very, very im-
portant. I suspect that that was one of 
the programs that your plastics com-
pany took advantage of in retraining. 
Our Republican friends last year, in the 
budget and in the appropriations, tried 
to reduce the workforce investment, 
but we wouldn’t have that, and we’ve 
been able to at least maintain it. 

We were able, on the Democratic 
side, to increase the Pell Grants so 
that kids can go to college. Now, I 
would hope they would go to college to 
be chemical engineers, process engi-
neers, and not financial engineers, 
which I discussed early on. But I think 
that if we can just continue to support 
the educational system, including such 
things as vocational education—we 

used to do vocational education in 
America. We let it go. And as it went, 
we saw more and more dropouts. So 
supporting the educational system. 

You mentioned—and I think we need 
to drive this point home tonight—the 
research side of it. This is something, 
Mr. TONKO, that you know a great deal 
about. You headed up, as I recall, an 
organization in the State of New York 
that was specifically looking at how to 
enhance the research within the State. 
Share that and then also share about 
our policies, as Democrats, for enhanc-
ing research. 

Mr. TONKO. Sure. Before my involve-
ment here in the House of Representa-
tives, I served as president and CEO of 
NYSERDA, the New York State Energy 
Research and Development Authority. 
And it was there that I got to see pol-
icy put into action. I had worked in the 
State assembly. I had represented the 
105th Assembly District in the State of 
New York for nearly 25 years, the last 
15 of which I served as Energy chair. So 
I got to see that energy policy put into 
action at NYSERDA where there were 
very meaningful partnerships with the 
private sector, where they would ret-
rofit machine operations, manufac-
turing assembly lines with energy-effi-
ciency outcomes. 

Number one, we’re the most glut-
tonous user of energy, as a commodity. 
It is so important for us to become 
more resourceful. That should be a so-
cial economic goal that is embraced by 
the Nation. But beyond that, it saves 
money when we enable these compa-
nies to embrace these new technologies 
in a way that creates a more competi-
tive outcome for them, especially as we 
move more and more to a global mar-
ketplace that is the competing ground. 

Also, in so doing, there were opportu-
nities to invest in research. Now, not 
every story in research is a success 
story; but the wonderful outcomes, 
when they are a success story, produce 
the sort of savings of the environment, 
savings of our energy supply, and sav-
ings of the green, the dollars. Those are 
quantifiable benefits that ought to be 
encouraged by policy. And here, what I 
see is us walking away. 

We had a hearing the other day on 
ARPA-E, on the Energy Department’s 
programs that model themselves after 
DARPA, with the Defense Department, 
that gave us a lot of strength for our 
military, that brought about the appli-
cation of science and technology, high 
tech. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. The Internet came 
directly from DARPA. DARPA is a de-
fense research agency. 

Mr. TONKO. Exactly. Right. And 
ARPA-E is the mimicking of that in an 
advanced research area of energy. 

Now we’re going to sit there and bat-
tle over—perhaps denying dollars to 
concepts like this when we found out 
at the hearing that it is expertly man-
aged, very tight-fisted, very laser-sharp 
in its focus, and has outstanding re-
sults. 

b 1820 
We should produce additional re-

sources for a program like that that 
enables us to stay ahead of the curve, 
and that ought to be government’s mis-
sion. If we are going to reignite the 
American Dream, if we’re going to do 
it through the support of small busi-
ness, which is the economic engine of 
our recovery and our comeback sce-
narios, if we’re going to do it by 
partnering with entrepreneurs, who are 
the dreamers who develop the ideas for 
the future that grow into job opportu-
nities, if we’re going to do it through a 
thriving middle class, that takes in-
vestment. It takes focus, it takes pol-
icy, and it’s what we’re asking to have 
done here—reignite the American 
Dream, create the ladders of oppor-
tunity, the ladders that build us to suc-
cess. It happened in generations past. 
We saw it driven by groups that came 
here seeing this Nation as the land of 
opportunity, a promised land. Why not 
bring that pioneer spirit back into the 
front line of our thinking, front and 
center of our thinking so that what we 
witnessed in the 21st Congressional 
District in the humble beginnings of 
this Nation—my district was the donor 
area to the Erie Canal that inspired the 
birth of a necklace of communities 
called mill towns that became 
epicenters of invention and innovation, 
inspired a westward movement—that’s 
what we can achieve here if we stay fo-
cused and we believe in reigniting the 
American Dream. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. The reigniting of 
the American Dream is going to depend 
upon, once again, those small busi-
nesses out there, the entrepreneurs 
who are willing to take the risks, will-
ing to take their concept and their idea 
and put it into a business. 

Along the way, the history of Amer-
ica, as you well described it with the 
Erie Canal, we can look at all of the 
other great industrial advances that 
have been made. There has always been 
a partnership between the government 
and the individual companies and the 
entrepreneurs that are out there. 

For example, the oil industry has en-
joyed for more than a century over $13 
billion a year of tax subsidies to en-
courage the production of oil. And 
there is an incredibly successful part-
nership between the government, not 
only with tax subsidies but making the 
public lands available for the explo-
ration and the extraction of oil over 
the last 100 years, creating the wealthi-
est industry in the world. 

Now once an industry has matured, 
as has the oil industry, we should re-
move those subsidies and use those 
subsidies for the new industries that 
we need. 

We’ve been discussing since Carter 
and the first oil embargo the need for 
American energy security. Most people 
now believe that American energy se-
curity is going to be based upon the 
continuation of the oil industry and 
the coal industry at some level, using 
the natural gas that we now find is 
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more plentiful than we once thought as 
a bridge, let the oil and the coal indus-
tries wane while we build the renew-
able industry. 

So if we took those tax subsidies that 
the oil and coal industry have enjoyed 
for a century, shifted them to the new 
industries, we could then see a blos-
soming of the green industries. 

In California today, the solar and 
wind and biofuel industries employ 
some 320,000 people. It is a growing sec-
tor of the American policy. The poli-
cies that emanate from Washington, 
D.C., can either help or hinder that 
growth. That growth is not only new 
jobs here in the United States, but it’s 
also energy independence. 

The sun shines on the United States. 
Well, not at night, but it does shine 
during the day in most parts of the 
United States. So solar. The wind 
blows—and I’m not just talking about 
the wind in this Chamber, but across 
the Nation. Now, we have to couple 
that with public policies, and I want to 
speak to one specific policy, and that is 
shifting the subsidies that the oil in-
dustry has had for a century, shifting 
those subsidies over to the renewable 
side of it. Here again on the renewable 
side, this bill, H.R. 487, I happen to be 
the author, I’m kind of pleased with 
this piece of legislation. This bill 
would require that the subsidies be 
used to buy American-made solar and 
wind and other renewable energy 
equipment. 

We should never use our tax dollars 
to buy a solar panel made in China. We 
should never use our tax dollars to buy 
a wind turbine manufactured in Ger-
many. If somebody wants to go out and 
buy a solar panel using their own 
money, buy whatever you want. But if 
it’s our tax dollars, buy American. Use 
our tax dollars to buy American-made 
equipment. Use that to reignite the 
American Dream, to build those ma-
chines, those solar panels, in the 
United States. Use our tax money to 
buy American-made equipment, wheth-
er it’s a bus, a train, a plane, or a solar 
panel or a wind turbine. These are pub-
lic policies that emanate from this 
House. We can change what’s going on 
in the American manufacturing sector. 

Mr. TONKO. Representative 
GARAMENDI, as you toss out pieces of 
the puzzle there, it conjures up all 
sorts of responses that I think we need 
to provide and share. 

You talk about the intermittent na-
ture of renewables. The sun not shining 
at night, the wind ceasing to blow, you 
name it. The hydro facilities perhaps if 
you have a dry season, whatever. We 
need to advance the notion of the bat-
tery as the linchpin to move forward 
aggressively with a sustainable agenda 
which renewables can provide. And so 
the advanced battery manufacturing 
that I see taking hold in the 21st Con-
gressional District in Schenectady 
with the GE operation. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. TONKO, why do 
we keep coming back to the 21st Con-
gressional District? 

Mr. TONKO. It seems to be the one 
that I know the best. But what I see 
happening there is, again, a great intel-
lect being poured into design and the 
concepts of advanced batteries. Not 
only can these batteries move heavy 
freight, heavy equipment, they can 
also deal with storage of renewable, 
intermittent power. Once you do that, 
now you’ve solved the reliability issue, 
which is so important for our oper-
ations of energy. 

But to your point, not only is it sus-
tainable and not only does it create en-
ergy independence, it speaks to our 
policies from a national security per-
spective. We are purchasing from some 
of the most troubled spots in the world. 
If we’re not doing that at the moment, 
we inspire, we cause the world market 
to do that, and a cartel controls our 
destiny. Is that smart? We are sending 
hundreds of billions of dollars into 
treasuries of unfriendly nations that 
can then use that to train troops 
against our own American forces. So it 
speaks eventually and very directly to 
our national security issues. 

And beyond that, when you talk 
about job creation, when we go energy 
independent, when we become more re-
sourceful, which we ought to pledge to 
do simply because no matter how it’s 
generated, no matter what the mix of 
our supply of energy resources, we need 
to steward those resources in a very, 
very deliberate fashion, in a way that 
is resourceful and not wasteful. So we 
build alternative technologies, we 
build into a renewable market, and we 
do the linchpin activity with the ad-
vanced battery design and manufac-
turing all in the U.S., and then we also 
provide for the training of the work-
force. 

When we at NYSERDA had invested 
in our annual conference on workforce 
development, green collar job develop-
ment, in one seminar we had the pres-
entation of how they were training 
plumbers in Germany in a solar hot 
water agenda where they were able to 
put together the training that enabled 
homes in a very aggressive fashion to 
use solar panels on their house simply 
for their hot water purposes. What that 
could do for a State like California or 
a State like New York, and en masse 
cumulatively for the Nation, is an in-
credible savings to our environment, to 
our job creation, and to energy costs. 
Absolutely important. Households will 
do well. Jobs will be created. The envi-
ronment will be better addressed, and 
isn’t that the goal of a think tank like 
the House of Representatives? 

Instead, why did we ignore manufac-
turing for a decade and a half? Why did 
we avoid dealing with agriculture? Why 
did we not get into sound energy pol-
icy? 

I ran for this seat simply driven pri-
marily by the lack of a comprehensive 
energy plan for this Nation. How can a 
Nation as great as the United States 
with all of its small business, all of its 
manufacturing, its industrial sector, 
its households demanding a better out-

come for energy, how could we not de-
velop a comprehensive energy plan? 

b 1830 

It’s what the President has asked us 
to do. He has challenged us, he’s chal-
lenged us with fairness in the Tax 
Code, he has challenged us in a way 
that will inspire the reigniting of the 
American Dream driven by that notion 
of small business support, entrepreneur 
nurturing, and a thriving middle class. 
It’s achievable, and what I would say, 
we have the format out there, we have 
the plan, we have work to do. Let’s 
move forward. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. There are so many 
pieces to this puzzle. You’ve talked 
about the research; you’ve talked 
about the support of new businesses, 
particularly in the clean energy sector. 
As we discuss those things, I keep 
thinking about what is happening, I 
think very unfortunately, in this de-
bate. It’s a political year, and we’ve 
got our elections. We have the election 
of the President and the Senate, all of 
those things are up, and so we take 
issues, and we may take a specific 
problem and drive that problem to the 
point of destroying other good pro-
grams that are under way. 

This is happening right now. The 
Solyndra case, three times on the floor 
today I heard the word Solyndra come 
up. This was a problem, this was a 
company that was supported by a loan 
guarantee, and it failed. It largely 
failed because of China’s policy of 
dumping—dumping on to the American 
market underpriced solar cells. That’s 
why the company failed. 

Now we have the opportunity to deal 
with this; but before I get to how we 
can deal with that China problem, I 
want to just ask my Republican col-
leagues to be very, very careful as they 
drive this political issue because they 
may succeed in making this a big polit-
ical issue for this country; but by doing 
so, they may cause America to turn its 
attention away from renewable en-
ergy—the very issue you raised, Mr. 
TONKO. 

We have to have energy security, and 
renewable energy of all kinds is going 
to be part of that. So we must be very 
careful. Whatever political advantage 
there may be to the Solyndra case, be 
aware, America, that underlying this is 
an extremely important policy in the 
United States to achieve energy inde-
pendence, to free ourselves from the 
slavery of the oil barons and dictators 
around the world so that we can have a 
secure energy system in the United 
States. 

It will, by necessity, involve renew-
able energy. Solyndra is a problem. 
Make it into a political problem, okay, 
but don’t turn Americans’ view and 
hopes away from the renewable, clean 
energy sector. It is vital, and we have 
to have policies in place to support 
that, just as we have supported the oil 
industry for more than a century. 

Put that same support behind the 
batteries that you talked about, Mr. 
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TONKO; put that same support behind 
the bio-fuel industry; put that same 
support behind the solar, wind, and 
also the smart grid. Right now, in my 
district, Lawrence Livermore Labs is 
looking at developing a research pro-
gram on how to integrate these renew-
able and variable energy systems into 
the grid so that they all mesh and pro-
vide the energy that is needed by 
America as it changes hour by hour 
across the United States—a very, very 
important research project. All of 
these things come back to government 
policy and support. So we must be very 
careful about that. 

I do want to take up the China cur-
rency issue and the dumping of, in this 
case, solar cells on the American mar-
ket. Would you like to start that dis-
cussion, Mr. TONKO? 

Mr. TONKO. Just on the grid thing, I 
would like to make a comment because 
sometimes it’s like we’re challenged so 
that we can walk away from the chal-
lenge of the moment, and it’s not the 
best thing for us. In 2003, this Nation 
witnessed the blackout from Ohio right 
through southern Canada into the 
great Northeast, New England, New 
York and some of the eastern sea 
coast, all driven by failure in the grid 
system. 

Now, never in that year that elapsed 
was there much discussion about public 
policy, and that was a Presidential 
year that befell the Nation. And it just 
does not get talked up. Now, finally, 
historic amounts of investment 
through the Recovery Act were made 
in the grid system and challenging us 
to step it up, do what’s required to use 
state-of-the-art opportunities for smart 
grid, smart thermostats, and smart 
meters enabling people to have more 
control, more destiny over their energy 
usage and over their energy bills, mak-
ing certain that, again, we pour our-
selves into an investment of a unique 
type, a historic investment that en-
ables us to go forward with the sorts of 
responses that we need. 

We need the arteries and veins: the 
transmission and distribution system 
to wheel the electrons to the workplace 
and the home place as it’s required. 
And in New York, again, in our bor-
dering of Canada, if we want to import 
hydropower from another nation and 
wheeling now, we’ve moved well be-
yond the monopoly setting where you 
had regional situations. Now you wheel 
from region to region, State to State 
and nation to nation. We need upgrades 
in the system just to transport the 
electrons that are required. 

It’s not if we’re going to do it; it’s 
when we’re going to do it. And the 
chance that we have right now is to 
move us forward in a way that 
strengthens this economy, cuts energy 
costs, provides for more wise use of 
those energy supplies, enables us to 
produce the energy ideas if it’s alter-
native technology or energy efficiency 
or what have you, but this Nation is re-
plete with a history of invention that 
has come through very thoughtful ap-

plication of what is needed out there 
by society. 

For us to have walked away from 
those challenges is unacceptable. And 
that’s what the grid is telling us right 
now. You can lay back and say, hey, 
you don’t need an upgraded train sys-
tem, you don’t need an upgraded grid 
system, you don’t need broadband, you 
don’t need all this technology, and you 
don’t need the investment in R&D. 
Well, that complacency or the content-
ment that people might feel with the 
status quo will get us nowhere. In fact, 
it will push us farther behind as na-
tions bulk up, invest and stretch their 
opportunities simply by committing to 
a progressive agenda. And that’s what 
we call for here, to reignite the Amer-
ican Dream. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Well, that Amer-
ican Dream is going to be held back by 
unfair trade policies that are seriously 
harming the American economy. Early 
on, I put this up. I don’t know that you 
were here at the time. This is the 
American trade deficit. Much of this 
deficit is a deficit in trade with China. 
A lot of that deficit is caused by Chi-
nese currency manipulation. The Chi-
nese currency is undervalued some-
where around 20 to 25, maybe 27, per-
cent, which gives their manufacturing 
sector a 20, 25 percent advantage be-
cause of the currency manipulation. 

Mr. TONKO. Representative 
GARAMENDI, would you yield to a point? 
I believe I saw earlier a chart that you 
had on manufacturing jobs. Could you 
just put that one up on the easel over 
that pattern there and point to the ’97 
to 2009 curve? And it’s a startling mim-
icking; those two graphs absolutely 
mimic each other. I think you can 
draw a correlation there that deals 
with the loss of manufacturing jobs as 
it relates to the trade deficit. I think 
that is something that ought to guide 
our discussions, guide our policy devel-
opment and actually address the sort 
of response we need in terms of job cre-
ation and job retention. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Thank you. I real-
ly hadn’t noticed, but they almost par-
allel. One is right on top of the other. 
You can put that blue line, and it cop-
ies the red line that is the growth in 
the American trade deficit. 

I want to just deal with this China 
thing quickly. We only have another 7 
minutes here before we yield the floor. 
A year ago, this House, with both Re-
publican and Democrat support, passed 
the China currency legislation that 
would require the Department of Com-
merce to put a countervailing tariff on 
imported Chinese goods if that cur-
rency manipulation were to continue. 

b 1840 

It went over to the Senate. It did not 
pass the Senate. This year—I should 
say, this session, in 2011, the Senate 
passed a similar bill that would impose 
a countervailing tariff on Chinese 
goods as long as China maintained its 
currency manipulation. It came over to 
the House nearly 7 months ago. The 

Speaker and the Republicans have re-
fused to take up that bill—the very 
same bill that a previous year we voted 
on bipartisan. 

This is an important piece of legisla-
tion because it would deal with two 
issues: the loss of American manufac-
turing jobs and the extraordinary trade 
deficit, that is, the export of American 
money to China. 

It is the policy behind many of the 
problems in the manufacturing sector, 
and it is policy changes that we have 
the power to put in place to reignite 
the American manufacturing sector, to 
rebuild it, and, simultaneously, put in 
place the ladders of success—education, 
research, entrepreneurship, support of 
the small businesses—all of those 
things that actually do reignite the 
American Dream. 

Mr. TONKO, why don’t you take the 
last 2 minutes and then we can wrap 
up. 

Mr. TONKO. Right. 
Well, what I hear here is that an elec-

tion outcome is more important than 
the outcome for the American worker. 
And when political party benefit 
trumps the American worker or trumps 
America’s manufacturing base and 
trumps hope into the future, that’s a 
regrettable outcome. 

What we need to focus on is the big 
picture. If there is upset and upheaval 
because we’re coming back from what 
was a very long and deep and painful 
recession, if that’s upsetting news to a 
political scene, then we have lost the 
spirit that is required right now to 
bring America back and to reignite the 
American Dream. 

That reigniting of the American 
Dream I believe is what people want to 
see in action. They keep asking Wash-
ington to work together in a bipar-
tisan, bicameral, spirited way, work in 
a way that will engage the policies and 
advocate for the resources that will 
build the hope back into the fabric of 
America’s families, her individuals. 
And it’s within our grasp. 

These ladders of success, these rungs 
of opportunity, they are a very achiev-
able goal. We saw what happened when 
you ignore manufacturing. We saw 
what happened when you avoid sound 
agriculture policy. We saw what hap-
pened when you didn’t get aggressive 
about an innovative agenda for energy 
generation, energy alternatives, energy 
efficiency. These are the things that 
people are asking us to do as leaders. 
They say, We asked you to lead, not to 
sit content with the status quo, not to 
watch others pass us by. 

Our best days lie ahead of us. I’m 
filled with optimism about reigniting 
that American Dream. I saw what hap-
pened in my district when there was a 
commitment. You know, the Erie 
Canal itself, that came about in re-
sponse to tough economic times. The 
leadership then said, Let’s do this. 
Let’s wed the waters. Let’s build a port 
on the coast out of New York. Let’s 
wed it to the Great Lakes. Let’s inspire 
progress. 
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And look what happened. That re-

sponse to troubling economic times 
drew upon the leadership. It produced 
the leadership. It gave it a face and it 
gave it a voice. The message was: We’re 
going to build. We’re not going to cut 
our way to prosperity, cut our way to 
opportunity, cut hope. We’re going to 
build hope. We’re going to build and in-
vest in America, her workers. 

Our best days lie ahead of us, Rep-
resentative GARAMENDI. Thank you for 
the chance of joining you this evening. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Thank you, Mr. 
TONKO. 

I notice that we still have a minute. 
I see my Republican colleagues are 
going to take the floor in a few mo-
ments. If I recall last week when they 
did this, they said the answer lies in 
doing away with regulations. Clearly, 
regulations are a piece of the issue. 

Mr. TONKO. Were those regulations 
the same regulations we wanted to 
take away from Wall Street? 

Mr. GARAMENDI. I would hope that 
they don’t want to eliminate the regu-
lations that we put in place to bring 
Wall Street under control. But regula-
tions are a small part of the overall 
problem. 

There is a large number of other 
issues, some of which we’ve talked 
about today, others of which we will 
bring up as we discuss, for example, in-
frastructure, which will be our next 
piece. But those regulations that are in 
place today are there for the protection 
of key parts of the American econ-
omy—worker safety, the pollution reg-
ulations so that our streams and rivers 
are not polluted, our air is not pol-
luted, so there’s not mercury and other 
carcinogens in the air, and regulations 
dealing with the way in which business 
operates. Now, they can be modified; 
but be very, very careful if that is your 
only solution to the demise of the man-
ufacturing sector, because it is but a 
small part of the overall issue. 

We’ve discussed many of the other 
parts here today. We ought to be, all of 
us, Democrat and Republican, alike in 
dealing with the twin problems: the 
trade deficit, and the extraordinary 
and disastrous loss of manufacturing 
jobs. This is where the American mid-
dle class lost it when the American 
manufacturing sector declined. We can 
rebuild it with wise public policies. 
Wise public policies are what we ought 
to be doing, rebuilding the American 
manufacturing sector and reigniting 
the American Dream as we do that. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

f 

SOLUTIONS FOR AMERICA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
YOUNG of Indiana). Under the Speaker’s 
announced policy of January 5, 2011, 
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) is 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, it is 
my privilege and honor to be recog-
nized by you to address you on the 
floor of the House of Representatives. 

It’s also my privilege to be here to lis-
ten to the presentation of the gentle-
men from essentially the east coast 
and the west coast present their 
version of solutions for the United 
States of America. 

If I can just take that, Mr. Speaker, 
and roll it backwards from bottom to 
top rather than top to bottom. I hear 
their concern—and I share concerns— 
about the loss of American manufac-
turing and the loss of American trade 
and the trade deficit that we do have. 
I hear the advice, which is we should 
have wise public policies that we 
should advance going forward that 
would be good for American manufac-
turing, good for American trade, that 
would bring about the refurbishment 
and the renewal of American manufac-
turing and bring about a balance in 
trade and perhaps a surplus in exports, 
which is good for this country because 
we would rather collect IOUs than 
issue IOUs. 

I agree with the gentleman on both 
of those points, and I suspect we don’t 
agree on how to get there to those 
points, Mr. Speaker. But I would make 
this point, that the United States has 
been a very strong, industrial Nation. 
In fact, at the end of World War II, we 
were the only industrialized nation in 
the world that had an established, 
globally competitive industry that had 
not been devastated by the war. We had 
a surplus of exports because here in the 
United States we could produce things, 
we could make things, we could export 
them to the rest of the world, and we 
did. We did it with military supplies. 
We did it with all kinds of industrial 
supplies. The United States of America 
was the industrial powerhouse of the 
world. Much of the rest of the industry 
had been destroyed, and we had built 
ours up in that period of time in order 
to supply the global World War II war 
effort. So the United States’ industry 
was the preeminent industry in the 
world. 

Why was it? 
Because of the reasons I’ve said, plus 

we were competitive. We had a wage 
and a salary and a benefit package that 
was competitive. We had American 
workers that were more productive 
than any other workers in the world. 
We had a well-educated workforce. We 
had a work ethic. We had a work ethic 
where we took great pride in being able 
to go to work. If we punched the clock, 
we produced more per hour that we 
were out there on the floor of that fac-
tory than anybody else in the world be-
cause of a number of reasons: American 
ingenuity, American industriousness, 
and America’s work ethic. We did those 
things, and we set the standard for the 
world. That carried us beyond World 
War II, through the fifties, through the 
sixties, through the seventies, into the 
eighties, and actually into the nineties. 

Over a period of time, as the gentle-
man’s charts show, America’s industry 
began to lose its competitive advan-
tage with the rest of the world, and the 
rest of the world began to catch up. 

b 1850 
I saw the signs of that. I saw the 

signs of it in the fifties, when we would 
get close to New Year’s—and just think 
of Japan, Japan devastated in World 
War II. A lot of their production facili-
ties were in homes, not in factories. 
And they had factories too. And they 
were bombed, and they were burned, 
and they were destroyed, and the trag-
edy, all that is part of history that I 
don’t care to address here tonight, Mr. 
Speaker. 

But in the aftermath they needed to 
start up something. They needed to 
produce goods and services that had a 
marketable value, both in Japan and 
abroad, and they did. And the things 
that showed up here were paper goods, 
little things like when it came time to 
celebrate New Year’s, there would be a 
little Japanese whistle that would blow 
out like the tongue of the dragon and 
roll back up again. That way we got 
those paper products coming from 
Japan because that’s what they could 
do. They could make them. They could 
produce them. They could sell them. 
They could make a little money selling 
those things to Americans. And that 
would be in the fifties. 

In the early sixties, what came 
along? Well, transistor radios. And 
there would be the Toshiba radio, Japa-
nese-made, portable transistor radio 
that you could carry around with you 
out on the farm and listen to the radio. 
How about that? What an idea of an in-
vention. 

I didn’t mean that that was a Japa-
nese idea. It was a Japanese-produced 
idea that could compete with the 
American production. And so they sold 
radios, made in Japan, into the United 
States, and a lot of young American 
kids carried those Toshiba radios 
around, and other portable radios, in 
order to listen to rock music of the 
time. They didn’t have talk shows at 
that time, not that I remember any-
way. 

And so slowly the Japanese began to 
ramp up their industry. They went 
from paper toys to radios, to optical 
equipment. Some of the best optical 
equipment in the world was produced 
in Japan. It still is, for that matter. 
And so they made binoculars and cam-
eras, and they created a culture of peo-
ple that love their cameras, and they 
evaluate those cameras made in Japan 
and how they compete with the rest of 
the world. And if you watch the Japa-
nese tourists, they’re here using their 
cameras on a regular basis. 

Now, all the ways they’ve ramped up 
to be able to compete with the rest of 
the world, here we sat in the United 
States thinking that somehow or an-
other this wave that we had caught 
would forever carry us, and our indus-
try slowly began to atrophy, slowly 
began to lose its competitiveness. 

And it reminds me of a study that 
was done by a Russian economist who 
was commissioned by Lenin back in 
the second decade of the 20th century, 
when Lenin decided that he wanted to 
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