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the bill (H.R. 2496) to extend the au-
thorization for the replacement of the
existing Department of Veterans Af-
fairs Medical Center in Denver, Colo-
rado, to make certain improvements in
the Veterans Access, Choice, and Ac-
countability Act of 2014, and for other
purposes, and ask for its immediate
consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. COFFMAN)?

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Reserving the
right to object, I do not object, but I do
want to thank my colleague from Colo-
rado concerning what will be a short
time to continue negotiations to finish
our hospital in the Denver area.

As we come into this Memorial Day
weekend, veterans in the Rocky Moun-
tain West have waited 15 years for this
hospital to be built. Substantial con-
struction has taken place. Any further
delay just delays delivering good serv-
ices—great services—to our veterans.

We need to continue to move this
along. The fact that we are moving be-
yond Memorial Day, Kkeeping this
project going forward, without
mothballing it, is a step in the right di-
rection; but, Mr. Speaker, I ask the
majority and the Republican leadership
to work with the VA to get this fin-
ished, so that we can provide the best
medical care possible, similar to what
Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS was talking
about at her hospital in Washington.
We want that same thing in Denver,
Colorado.

We need to finish this hospital as
soon as possible.

I withdraw my reservation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman withdraws his reservation.

Is there objection to the original re-
quest of the gentleman from Colorado
(Mr. COFFMAN)?

There was no objection.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 2496

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Construc-
tion Authorization and Choice Improvement
Act”.

SEC. 2. EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATION FOR
MAJOR MEDICAL FACILITY CON-
STRUCTION PROJECT PREVIOUSLY
AUTHORIZED.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs may carry out the replacement
of the existing Department of Veterans Af-
fairs Medical Center in Denver, Colorado, in
fiscal year 2015, in an amount not to exceed
$900,000,000.

(b) LIMITATION ON OBLIGATION OF FUNDS.—
Notwithstanding section 8104(c) of title 38,
United States Code, or any other provision of
law, funds may not be obligated or expended
for the project described in subsection (a) in
an amount that would cause the total
amount obligated for that project to exceed
the amount specified in the law for that
project (or would add to total obligations ex-
ceeding such specified amount).
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SEC. 3. CLARIFICATION OF DISTANCE REQUIRE-
MENT FOR EXPANDED AVAILABILITY
OF HOSPITAL CARE AND MEDICAL
SERVICES FOR VETERANS THROUGH
THE USE OF AGREEMENTS WITH
NON-DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS
AFFAIRS ENTITIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 101(b)(2) of the
Veterans Access, Choice, and Accountability
Act of 2014 (Public Law 113-146; 38 U.S.C. 1701
note) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ‘‘(as
calculated based on distance traveled)’’ after
‘40 miles’’; and

(2) in subparagraph (D)(ii), by striking sub-
clause (II), and inserting the following new
subclause (1I):

““(IT) faces an unusual or excessive burden
in traveling to such a medical facility of the
Department based on—

‘‘(aa) geographical challenges;

‘“(bb) environmental factors, such as roads
that are not accessible to the general public,
traffic, or hazardous weather;

‘“(cc) a medical condition that impacts the
ability to travel; or

‘“(dd) other factors, as determined by the
Secretary.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on
the date of the enactment of this Act and
apply with respect to care or services pro-
vided on or after such date.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

———
HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW

Mr. COFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 10 a.m. tomorrow.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Colorado?

There was no objection.

———

BENGHAZI ATTACK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2015, the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. WESTMORELAND) is recognized
for 60 minutes as the designee of the
majority leader.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Speaker,
nearly 3 years, on September 11 and 12,
2012, the TUnited States facilities in
Benghazi, Libya, were the target of ter-
rorist attacks. These attacks resulted
in the deaths of four Americans: Sean
Smith; Tyrone Woods; Glen Doherty;
and the U.S. Ambassador to Libya,
Chris Stevens, as well as two other
Americans critically injured.

It comes at a time close to Memorial
Day, when this country can honor
these individuals that gave their life
and their service not just for this coun-
try, but for the freedom and democracy
around the world of others.

The gravity of the attacks raise seri-
ous questions regarding the U.S. pres-
ence in Benghazi, Libya, particularly
as those questions related to the poli-
cies, decisions, and activities of the ad-
ministration and relevant executive
branch agencies before, during, and
after the attacks.

For nearly 2 years, Congress sought
answers to these questions. However,
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the administration’s valid response has
exposed the limits encountered by our
standing committees.
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These responses revealed a less than
competent or transparent accounting
about the attacks. Consequently, the
House created, with the support of our
Democratic colleagues, the Select
Committee on the Events Surrounding
the 2012 Terrorist Attacks in Benghazi,
Libya.

Everywhere I go, Mr. Speaker, I have
people ask me: What is taking so long?
What is taking so long for us to get the
facts about what happened in
Benghazi?

We are going to do our best today to
explain to the American people and to
the public and to you, Mr. Speaker,
why it has taken so long, why it is re-
quiring us to continue to subpoena and
beg and plead for the information that
we need to be able to deliver this re-
port to this body and to the American
people.

The Speaker appointed me and six of
my Republican colleagues to this com-
mittee. The minority leader appointed
five of our Democratic colleagues. We
have been directed by the House to
conduct a complete investigation
across the spectrum of all, A-L-L, all
relevant executive branch agencies and
issue a definitive final report on the
events surrounding the September 11-
12, 2012, terrorist attacks in Benghazi,
Libya.

Specifically, we are directed to inves-
tigate and report on: all policies, deci-
sions, and activities that contributed
to the attacks on United States facili-
ties in Benghazi, Libya, on September
11 and 12, 2012, as well as those that af-
fected the ability of the United States
to prepare for those attacks; number
two, all policies, decisions, and activi-
ties to respond to and repel the attacks
on United States facilities in Benghazi,
Libya, on September 11 and 12, 2012, in-
cluding efforts to rescue United States
personnel; number three, internal and
public executive branch communica-
tions about the attacks on the United
States facility in Benghazi, Libya, on
September 11 and 12, 2012; number four,
accountability for policies and deci-
sions relating to the security of facili-
ties in Benghazi, Libya, and the re-
sponse to the attacks, including indi-
viduals and entities responsible for
those policies and decisions; number
five, executive branch authorities’ ef-
forts to identify and bring to justice
the perpetrators of these attacks on
the U.S. facilities in Benghazi, Libya,
September 11 and 12, 2012; number six,
executive branch activities and efforts
to comply with congressional inquiries
into the attacks on the United States
facilities in Benghazi, Libya, on Sep-
tember 11 and 12, 2012; recommenda-
tions for improving executive branch
cooperation and compliance with con-
gressional oversight investigations; in-
formation related to lessons learned
from the attacks and executive branch
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activities and efforts to protect United
States facilities and personnel abroad;
and any other relevant issues relating
to the attacks, the response to the at-
tacks, or the investigation by the
House of Representatives into the at-
tacks.

I think that number nine is a par-
ticularly relevant point. It says ‘‘all
other relevant issues.” That is one of
the questions that we have been receiv-
ing: Are we stepping out of bounds on
what this committee was supposed to
do? The answer is absolutely not.

Using these instructions as a guide,
the committee requested and reviewed
a substantial volume of information
that was previously produced to the
House, and new information never be-
fore produced to Congress.

The committee has reviewed more
than 20,000 pages of emails and docu-
ments produced by the State Depart-
ment never before released to Congress.
This new material includes emails that
were sent to or received by the former
Secretary of State relevant to
Benghazi, as well as documents and
emails that were part of the State De-
partment’s Accountability Review
Board proceedings.

In addition, hundreds of pages of
emails never before seen by Congress
have been produced by the White
House. The Department of Justice and
the intelligence community have also
produced documents never before seen
by Congress.

Further, the committee has inter-
viewed executive branch personnel, in-
cluding survivors of the Benghazi ter-
ror attacks, none of whom have ever
been interviewed by previous commit-
tees. The committee has also inter-
viewed others who have been able to
provide indispensable firsthand details
of the TU.S. presence in Benghazi,
Libya.

We know that this is not a complete
universe of information held by the ex-
ecutive branch. Our investigation has
uncovered new witnesses, new docu-
ments, and new facts related to the
Benghazi terror attacks.

Ironically, the largest impediment to
getting this investigation done in a
timely manner and being able to write
a final, definitive accounting of what
happened before, during, and after the
terrorist attacks in Benghazi is the ex-
ecutive branch itself.

The committee has issued letters,
subpoenas, has threatened to hold and
has held public compliance hearings,
with slow to little to no action at all.

Take the State Department, for ex-
ample—the State Department is a nec-
essary focus of this investigation; yet
their compliance posture with the com-
mittee and Congress has proved unpre-
dictable at best.

When this committee was formed 1
year ago, the State Department had
yet to fully comply with two out-
standing subpoenas issued in 2013 by
another committee. One subpoena
dealt specifically with documents per-
taining to the State Department’s Ac-
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countability Review Board, known as
the ARB.

The other subpoena dealt with docu-
ments that had previously undergone
limited congressional review, where
Members’ access to the documents and
information was restricted to certain
dates and times set by the State De-
partment. These subpoenas were still
legally binding on the State Depart-
ment when this committee was cre-
ated; yet the Department had not ful-
filled them.

In an effort to expedite the Depart-
ment’s fulfillment of these subpoenas,
the select committee prioritized the
Department’s production of documents
under these two subpoenas, as opposed
to issuing new requests.

In addition, by directing the Depart-
ment to identify documents under
these existing subpoenas, the com-
mittee was better positioned to receive
new documents in a more expeditious
manner while, at the same time, judi-
ciously reviewing the work of past
committees.

These negotiations resulted in the
State Department providing 15,000
pages of new documents to the com-
mittee in August and September of last
yvear. This production also fulfilled the
Department’s obligation for one of the
two subpoenas.

The review of these documents was
enlightening, both in what it disclosed
and what it did not. Here is what it did
disclose. For the first time, the Depart-
ment produced eight emails, eight to or
from former Secretary Clinton.

Additionally, the committee became
aware that former Secretary Clinton
had used a private email account to
conduct official State Department
business. Importantly, the committee
did not release the existence of the pri-
vate email account because of its com-
mitment to investigate all the facts in
a fair and impartial manner.

Here is what it didn’t disclose. From
the review of the 15,000 pages, however,
the committee recognized that there
were significant omissions in the docu-
ments. Notably, there were very few
emails between and among former Sec-
retary Clinton’s senior staff and the
Secretary.

As a result, last November, the com-
mittee requested the State Department
produce specific documents and emails
related to Benghazi and Libya for the
Secretary and 10 of her senior staff. In
the 2 months following the commit-
tee’s request, committee staff consist-
ently relayed to the Department that
its new top priority was all of Sec-
retary Clinton’s emails.

Almost 3 months later, on February
13, 2015, the Department produced ap-
proximately 300 emails to and from the
former Secretary during her time as
the head of the State Department. Re-
member, these are emails of which the
State Department never possessed and
didn’t have to look for; yet it took that
length of time.

They didn’t produce a single docu-
ment to the committee related to the
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remaining portions of the November re-
quest. What was the State Department
doing during the time the former Sec-
retary was going through her emails?

After they produced these emails, the
State Department asked what our pri-
ority was. We continued to inform
them that the 10 senior officials identi-
fied in the November request were our
priority, including Cheryl Mills, Jake
Sullivan, Huma Abedin, and Susan
Rice. The State Department told com-
mittee staff that this request was too
broad and that it was unable to search
for these documents.

On March 4, 2015, the committee
issued a subpoena for the documents
and emails first requested in Novem-
ber. This subpoena sought documents
and emails for the 10 senior State De-
partment officials, including those
named previously.

Despite the committee indicating
emails and documents from the sub-
poena were its top priority, the Depart-
ment informed the committee that it
would instead begin producing docu-
ments pursuant to the outstanding
ARB subpoena. Remember, this sub-
poena was first issued in August of 2013
and reissued on January 28, 2015, since
it expired at the end of the previous
Congress.

I would also point out that the law
requires that these records—and this is
the records from the ARB—and, Mr.
Speaker, it is very important that you
understand this, that the law says that
these ‘‘records shall be separated from
all other records of the Department of
State and shall be maintained under
appropriate safeguards to preserve the
confidentiality and classification of in-
formation.”

This means the records should have
been sitting on a shelf somewhere, eas-
ily identifiable. Unfortunately, it took
them 2 years to find where this ARB
report was supposed to be segregated
and put up. The committee continued
to indicate that its priority was for the
emails from the senior State Depart-
ment personnel that were first re-
quested in November.

The Department’s response: it could
not search for these documents. In-
stead, the Department ignored the
committee’s request; and, on April 15,
2015, nearly 2 years after Congress first
issued a subpoena for the ARB’s docu-
ments, the State Department finally
produced more than 1,700 pages of docu-
ments related to the ARB.

Again, instead of responding to the
committee’s request, on April 23, 2015,
the Department produced an additional
2,600 pages of documents related to the
ARB. The Department has said that,
with minor exceptions, it has now ful-
filled the requirements of that sub-
poena.

Notwithstanding the ARB produc-
tion, the committee continued to press
the Department. Its top priority is the
documents from the original November
2014 request and the March subpoena.

The State Department, however, has
done little but talk about the breadth
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of the subpoena and the inability to
adequately search for documents.

The Department continues to state
that it does not have the technical ca-
pabilities to do such a wide search
without specific search terms; yet the
Department never used any search
terms to conduct in its search, nor has
the Department ever suggested any
search terms to the committee.

To help the committee better under-
stand the Department’s technical capa-
bilities—or lack thereof—the com-
mittee has taken several different
steps. We asked the State Department
to bring its technology expert and its
records officer to a meeting to discuss
how records were kept, retrieved, and
produced.

Specifically, we requested a meeting
“with the relevant people from within
the State Department who can explain
in detail how the State Department
maintains its records and how it has
researched for documents pursuant to
this committee’s November request
and further detail the limitations of
the Department’s ability to fully re-
spond to the Chairman’s document re-
quest. These people would likely in-
clude individuals from Legislative Af-
fairs, Office of the Legal Adviser, Bu-
reau of Information Resource Manage-
ment, and possibly the records officer
and any other individual who will be
able to answer detailed questions on
the topic. This meeting will help us
further sequence and prioritize the in-
formation and issues in the commit-
tee’s request, as you suggested we do in
your letter of February 13 to Chairman
Gowdy,” that the State Department
sent us.

We also included a list of 13 questions
to the Department to help guide the
discussion. Samples of these questions
include ‘‘the size of the universe of po-
tentially relevant hard copy and/or
electronic field for each person from
the data range period, keyword or
phrase searches the Department plans
to use for production,” and ‘“‘any limi-
tations imposed on the type of data to
be searched.”

These are some Dpretty
forward questions.
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When the State Department appeared
for the meeting, they did not only
bring those subject matter experts
with them, the staff they did bring
could not answer these basic questions.
In fact, it was during this meeting for
the first time that the committee
learned that the State Department was
not in possession of the former Sec-
retary’s emails. However, there was no
mention of her use of a private server.

The committee again asked the De-
partment to meet with these individ-
uals. Again, the Department did not
provide them. At an April 10 meeting
between committee staff and the De-
partment, the State Department
brought in an individual. Yet when
pressed by committee staff on these
specific questions, the Department re-
fused to provide the specific answers.

straight-
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Last week, we continued the pres-
sure. We told the Department that
members of the committee, including
myself, would travel to the State De-
partment to view firsthand how they
search for documents and have a dis-
cussion about the shortcomings they
claim to have.

But what did the Department do
when we told them that we were com-
ing? They scrambled and did every-
thing possible to deter our visit.

Earlier this week, however, we did
learn more about the Department’s in-
ternal process for identifying and re-
viewing documents, but we didn’t get
this information from the Department.
Instead, we had to learn it from a law-
suit.

This past week, on May 18, the State
Department’s Acting Director for its
Information Programs and Services
filed a sworn declaration in a FOIA
lawsuit, the Freedom of Information
lawsuit. That declaration outlined the
steps the State Department had taken
since it received approximately 55,000
pages of emails from former Secretary
Clinton in December of 2014 to review
those documents for public release
under the Freedom of Information
rules.

Also, in that sworn statement, the
State Department asserted that it had
dedicated, on a full-time basis, a
project manager, two case analysts,
and nine Freedom of Information re-
viewers to review all 55,000 pages of
emails since April. These 12 individuals
are precisely the 12 FTE positions that
were recently funded by the State De-
partment’s $2.5 million reprogramming
request.

Let me say that again. The State De-
partment repeatedly complained to the
committee that a lack of staff and
other resources prevented it from mak-
ing more timely production of docu-
ments to the committee, so the com-
mittee supported a reallocation of
funds to enable the State Department
to hire additional staff to work on doc-
ument production to provide to this
committee.

However, we continued to press the
State Department for answers. Last
month, we went so far as to put in
writing 27 specific questions that the
State Department needed to answer re-
garding its ability to produce docu-
ments to the committee and the use of
the private email account by Secretary
Clinton.

These were simple questions that fell
into three simple categories. These
categories are: the State Department’s
initial approval, if any, of Secretary
Clinton’s email server arrangement;
the State Department’s knowledge
about this email server arrangement,
its attempt to retrieve her email, and
the lack of candor by the Department
towards the committee about this, de-
spite the committee’s persistent re-
quests for these emails; and number 3,
details of the Department’s review of
her emails to ensure the Department is
properly marshaling resources to re-
spond to our requests.
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Yet here we are, more than 1 month
later, and the Department hasn’t even
been able to answer a single one of the
27 questions in writing.

In addition, we have attempted on
multiple occasions to direct the De-
partment toward specific key docu-
ments that we are after. We have
prioritized our subpoena from 10 names
down to 4 names, and then again down
to 3 names. We have prioritized dates
of documents from 2 years, down to 1
year, down to 3 months.

But again, here we are, 2% months
after we issued a subpoena and 6
months after we first sent the letter,
and the Department has still not pro-
duced any of these priority documents.
First, we moved a foot, then we moved
a yard, and now we have moved our po-
sition one mile, but the State Depart-
ment has not budged 1 inch.

Mr. Speaker, I would just like to
show a little chart that shows the non-
compliance that the State Department
has done so far:

On 11/18 of 2014: The committee re-
quests from the Secretary 10 senior of-
ficials’ documents and emails—re-
sponse, nothing.

On 12/17, we got a response: Let’s
meet. No documents produced.

2/13/2015: State produced Clinton
emails acquired from her attorney.

3/4/2015: We subpoenaed the docu-
ments and emails of the 10 senior offi-
cials.

The State Department response:
Let’s meet. No documents produced.

3/26/2015: Three outstanding requests,
ARB documents, 10 senior official docu-
ments and emails and server questions.

4/10: Briefing on document retention
policies and procedures. No documents
produced.

4/14: Compliance needed on both sub-
poenas.

4/15: Part of ARB documents pro-
duced 2 years after requested.

4/18: Two subpoenas outstanding. Full
ARB compliance and documents.
Emails of 10 senior officials.

4/22: Subpoenas outstanding for full
ARB compliance and documents and
emails of 10 senior officials.

State response: Just beginning to as-
sess volume of emails. No documents
produced.

4/24/2015: Response, second part of
ARB documents produced 2 years after
requested.

4/27/2015: Reminder of priority of 10
senior officials.

4/29: Response: Estimate given for
volume of emails for 2 of the 10 senior
officials. No documents produced.

5/4/2015: Lack of compliance on docu-
ment request is unacceptable.

Response from the State Depart-
ment: State responds but fails to iden-
tify any steps taken to produce docu-
ments. No documents produced.

Mr. Speaker, we have done every-
thing we know to do to get these docu-
ments so we can finish this investiga-
tion. I don’t know that anybody has
any more right to know what has gone
on than the American people and espe-
cially those families of those four great
Americans that lost their lives.
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The only thing holding us up from
getting a definitive report of those ac-
tions before, during, and after those at-
tacks is this executive branch and
their Department of State. We are beg-
ging them. And as we have said before,
we have moved an inch, we have moved
a foot, we have moved a yard, we have
moved a mile, and they have not moved
one iota.

So our request to them is to listen,
to give us the documents and let us fin-
ish this report.

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

———

CONGRESSIONAL ROLE IN TRADE
POLICY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2015, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. LEVIN) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, it has been
over 12 years since the last debate over
trade promotion authority, the last
time we considered the role of Congress

in trade negotiations. Much has
changed since then: the world has
changed; trade negotiations have

changed; and the role of Congress in
trade negotiations has changed.

We all recognize that trade can be
beneficial. The issue is not whether
Congress could pass an Econ 101 class,
as President George W. Bush’s chair of
the Council of Economic Advisers,
Gregory Mankiw, recently put it. The
issue is whether we are going to face up
to the fact that our trading system
today is much more complex than the
simplistic trade model presented in an
Econ 101 class.

A growing number of prominent
economists today recognize those com-
plexities, from Nobel Laureate econo-
mists like Joseph Stiglitz and Paul
Krugman, to Columbia professor Jef-
frey Sachs, former IMF chief econo-
mist Simon Johnson, and former White
House adviser Jared Bernstein. But too
many want to pretend the question of a
trade agreement is a ‘‘no-brainer,” as
Professor Mankiw suggests; or that the
benefits of trade ‘‘flows from the clas-
sic theory of trade gains first ex-
pounded by David Ricardo in 1817°—
from a Council of Economic Advisers
report in May 2015—because, as Charles
Krauthammer recently wrote: ‘‘The
law of comparative advantage has held
up nicely for 198 years.”

What do David Ricardo and Adam
Smith have to say about the inclusion
of investor-state dispute settlement in
our trade agreements? Nothing, to my
knowledge. What do they have to say
about providing a 12-year monopoly for
the sale of biologic medicines? about
the need to ensure that our trading
partners meet basic labor and environ-
mental standards? How about the issue
of currency manipulation? What does
the theory of comparative advantage
have to say about those issues? Abso-
lutely nothing. And yet those are the
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issues at the crux of the TPP negotia-
tions today.

So how do the old ideas on trade fall
short? Let me mention a few examples:

First, as Joseph Stiglitz pointed out
recently, 19th century economics and
the theory of comparative advantage
assumed a fixed level of technology—
no technological changes—and full em-
ployment. Those assumptions don’t fit
very well in today’s world.

Second, one of the most critical eco-
nomic issues facing our country today
is growing inequality and a stagnant
middle class. Many trade economists
believe that trade contributes to that
inequality. But some try to downplay
that fact by pointing out that other
factors may contribute more to the
problem, as if that means we should
not worry about the impact trade is
having. Consider this from Dani
Rodrik, a Harvard University econo-
mist: “The gains from trade look rath-
er paltry compared to the redistribu-
tion of income . . . In an economy like
the U.S., where average tariffs are
below 5 percent, a move to complete
free trade would reshuffle more than
$50 of income among different groups
for each dollar of efficiency or ‘net’
gain created . . . We are talking about
$50 of redistribution for every $1 of ag-
gregate gain. It is as if we give $51 to
Adam, only to leave David $50 poorer.”

David Rosnick of the Center for Eco-
nomic and Policy Research expects
TPP will have a very small but positive
impact on U.S. economic growth—0.13
percent of GDP by 2025. However, he
notes that economists today generally
agree that trade contributes to grow-
ing economic inequality in the United
States, with estimates ranging from 10
to 50 percent of the total inequality
growth. When he combines these two
concepts, GDP growth but rising in-
equality from trade, he concludes:
‘“‘under any reasonable assumptions
about the effect of trade on inequality,
the median wage earner, and therefore
the majority of workers, suffers a net
loss as a result of these trade agree-
ments.” In other words, the economic
pie may grow slightly as a result of our
trade agreements, but the average
American worker gets a smaller slice
of that pie.

Similarly, in September The Brook-
ings Institution published an economic
research paper by three economists,
two affiliated with the Federal Reserve
system, that found that trade and
globalization accounts for the vast ma-
jority of labor’s declining share of in-
come in the United States over the
past 25 years. Specifically, they found
that ‘‘increases in import exposure of
U.S. businesses can explain about 3.3
percentage points of the 3.9 percentage
point decline in the U.S. payroll share
over the past quarter century.”’

This underscores that the substance
of the trade agreements, the inter-
national rules, matter. Our trade
agreements must be designed to shape
trade, to spread its benefits more
broadly.
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Third, we need to stop pretending
that trade only has benefits and few
costs. We need to stop talking exclu-
sively about exports and downplaying
the negative impact that some imports
have, as the Council of Economic Ad-
visers did in a recent paper.
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Of course, imports can help to lower
prices for manufacturers and con-
sumers. But lower prices don’t do you
much good if you have lost your job or
seen your wage decline or stagnate.
Again, as Jeff Sachs has said, ‘It is
true that the benefits outweigh the
costs, leading to the argument that
winners can compensate losers. But in
America, winners rarely compensate
losers; more often than not, the win-
ners attempt to trounce the losers.”’

Mr. Speaker, the old economics mod-
els are based in part on trade between
countries with similar economic struc-
tures. This is no longer the case.

The 12 parties involved in the TPP
negotiations—accounting for 40 percent
of the world GDP—include economies
ranging from some of the world’s larg-
est market-oriented economies to some
of the smallest, least developed com-
mand economies. We have never been
able to establish a level playing field
with Japan—after decades of trying,
and multiple ‘‘agreements’” to solve
various problems—and the Japanese
market stands virtually closed today
in key areas like agriculture and auto-
mobiles. We have never negotiated a
free trade agreement with a communist
country like Vietnam where state-
owned enterprises are a major concern
and the Communist Party and the once
so-called labor union are one and the
same.

The issues involved in trade negotia-
tions have also changed dramatically.
We are no longer simply negotiating
tariff levels. As Professor Jeff Sachs of
Columbia University said recently,
“Both TPP and TTIP would be better
described as multinational business
agreements involving three distinct
areas: international trade, cross-border
investment, and international business
regulation.

The TPP negotiations cover a range
of subjects far beyond those negotiated
in any previous multilateral negotia-
tion, concerning everything from intel-
lectual property and access to medi-
cines, to financial regulations, food
safety measures, basic labor and envi-
ronmental standards, cross-border data
flows, and state-owned enterprises. So
the economics of trade have changed,
and the trade negotiations themselves
have changed, and so too has the con-
gressional role.

In recent years some of us have had
to take it upon ourselves to rewrite the
rules of trade negotiations. In 2006
when the Democrats took the majority
in the U.S. House, we made it clear to
the Bush administration that we were
not going to consider the Peru, Pan-
ama, Colombia, and Korea Free Trade
Agreements as mnegotiated. Each of
them would need to be fixed.
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