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frightening to me is the chance that 
my son might get sick or my baby 
might be born with expensive com-
plications while we are uninsured. 

‘‘I am not naive. I know that funding 
public health care is an issue. But is it 
wise to sacrifice the health and well- 
being of American citizens to avoid the 
challenge of implementing a change? I, 
for one, would be satisfied to pay more 
for goods and services if I could rest as-
sured that my family’s basic health 
care needs were being met.’’ 

David from Cross Plains, Wisconsin 
writes, ‘‘My wife and I have been self- 
employed for over 18 years and have 
paid thousands of dollars for health in-
surance premiums. As of a few months 
ago, we had to drop out and are now 
without health insurance. The cost is 
completely out of reach; in fact, it’s 
nuts. Now that I am 50 years old, it’s 
not a matter of if I will ever have 
health problems, it’s when. Tammy, we 
will lose everything we have ever 
worked for. So much for the American 
Dream. Now we look forward to dying 
broke and possibly homeless.’’ 

Victor from Stoughton, Wisconsin 
writes, ‘‘My wife can only work part- 
time because of her health. Her em-
ployer offers a generic policy that costs 
$3.97 a week and requires no back-
ground check. This policy covers basi-
cally nothing. Medical supplies, check- 
ups, doctors visits necessary on a rou-
tine basis for my wife to survive are 
now not covered. My wife is uninsur-
able because of her health, and we have 
been turned down for health insurance 
that we have applied for. We cannot be-
lieve that this is happening to us.’’ 

Ronald from Deerfield, Wisconsin 
writes, ‘‘I was on COBRA insurance for 
3 years, which ended this past fall. I 
spent from March until September try-
ing to get private insurance, but could 
not because of my neck injury. I was, 
in effect, looked at and dismissed by 33 
private insurance companies because of 
my preexisting condition with my neck 
injury. Just imagine how you would 
feel after being dismissed by this many 
companies. I was finally insured 
through disability and Medicare. The 
sad reality of it is that if I want to try 
to work full-time again, I cannot, be-
cause in doing so, it would cost me the 
only insurance option I have left. 

‘‘The truth is that many other coun-
tries can and do provide equitable 
health insurance to all of their citizens 
no matter what preexisting conditions 
they have or their ability to pay or 
what income level they have. I believe 
this country does have top-notch med-
ical facilities, but not decent or equi-
table insurance for poor and middle-in-
come families.’’ 

b 1730 

Susan, from Baraboo, Wisconsin, 
writes, ‘‘I’m writing you today regard-
ing health insurance coverage for sin-
gle people with no children. As of this 

time, I feel that I am left out of the 
loop in regards to this topic. I am 42, 
and last September, I was diagnosed 
with breast cancer. In January of this 
year, the company that I worked for 
informed us that they would be closing 
down. I was laid off in December while 
I was out due to my cancer treatments. 
I have been searching for health care 
everywhere because my COBRA will be 
going up, and I am on unemployment 
and am barely able to pay the $244.76 
for the coverage now. I cannot get in-
surance because of the breast cancer. 
The high-risk insurance program in 
Wisconsin is too expensive for me to 
get coverage since they want 4 months 
of premiums up front, and they only 
cover some things. What are single peo-
ple supposed to do? We don’t qualify for 
any government assistance because we 
are single. We cannot go without insur-
ance. There are no programs to help us 
out. So, when you are working on 
health care in the House of Representa-
tives, please remember that there are 
other single people out there also in 
my shoes. I am at a crossroad because 
I have no avenue for assistance when it 
comes to health care. Come November, 
I will be unable to get coverage when I 
need it at this point in my life.’’ 

Janet from Portage, Wisconsin 
writes, ‘‘I have a 53-year-old brother 
who has psoriasis all over his body and 
arthritis that is caused by this. Three 
weeks ago, he fell and needs surgery on 
his shoulder to repair it. He has no job, 
no money and no insurance. We started 
looking for a program to help him. 
There are none that we can find. There 
is nothing to help him get his shoulder 
fixed, but after it heals wrong and he is 
disabled because of it, then there are 
programs to help him. They will not 
help get it fixed so he could find a good 
job. Instead, they would rather support 
him for the rest of his life instead of 
trying to help him now.’’ 

Gail from Janesville writes, ‘‘My hus-
band recently lost his job. He applied 
for over 100 positions only to be told 
that he lacked a college degree or he is 
overqualified or they can only pay $8 
an hour. I was diagnosed with breast 
cancer in June of 1998 and again in 2003. 
I have gone through breast cancer 
twice and have undergone a mastec-
tomy and reconstructive surgery. 
COBRA has run out, and without a sta-
ble income, we cannot afford to pay the 
premiums of our own health care pol-
icy. My husband is 59 years old, and I 
am 58, and we have no medical cov-
erage. I have looked at every insurance 
company and get turned down because 
of my medical history. All our lives we 
have paid into these insurance compa-
nies only to be turned away when we 
need coverage the most.’’ 

Lastly, Madam Speaker, I want to 
relay a story that was shared with me 
by Laurie, a fourth grade teacher in 
Madison, Wisconsin. Laurie recently 
had a student fall during recess and 
break his foot. Laurie writes me. 

‘‘As he was waiting in extreme pain 
and cold for the school nurse to get to 
him, he cried to an assistant, waiting 
with him, ‘I can’t go to the doctor. We 
don’t have insurance.’’’ That a 9- or 10- 
year-old child should even think some-
thing like this is an atrocity. 

Madam Speaker, I hope that my col-
leagues will join me in recognizing that 
obtaining comprehensive, affordable 
health care presents a very real chal-
lenge for millions and millions of 
Americans. We can not turn a deaf ear 
on our constituents’ pleas for help. I 
invite my colleagues to join me in 
working on this most pressing domes-
tic priority—to provide quality, afford-
able health care for all Americans. 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. I yield 
back my remaining time. 

f 

AMERICAN ENERGY 
INDEPENDENCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from Utah 
(Mr. BISHOP) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority 
leader. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Madam Speak-
er, I appreciate the recognition and the 
opportunity to say a few words on the 
topic that has been talked about here 
on the floor repeatedly as well as by 
our constituents on almost a daily 
basis. 

For those of you who may not have 
heard it originally earlier this morn-
ing, I want to harken back once again 
to that old movie, ‘‘The Natural.’’ As 
you will remember, the fictional 
team—the New York Knights—in an ef-
fort to try and stop their losing streak, 
brought in a psychologist to speak to 
them, to the team. 

As he was sitting there, talking to 
them, he simply said, ‘‘The mind is a 
strange thing, men.’’ 

We must begin by asking what is 
‘‘losing.’’ ‘‘Losing’’ is a disease as con-
tagious as syphilis. ‘‘Losing’’ is a dis-
ease as contagious as the Bubonic 
plague, attacking one but infecting all. 
Now, imagine, if you will, you’re on a 
ship at sea on a vast ocean, gently 
rocking, gently rocking, gently rock-
ing, gently rocking. 

At that stage, Roy Hobbs, not being 
able to take it anymore, realizing the 
possibility that actually winning a 
game has nothing to do with talking to 
a psychologist or to a psychiatrist at 
the team meeting but that it has ev-
erything to do with performance on the 
field, just bolted out of the room and 
ran up there because he couldn’t take 
it anymore. 

What Roy Hobbs realized is, if you 
are going to be successful, it has got to 
take action. You have to do something. 
There are too many people on this floor 
who have been talking and talking 
about energy. There are too many peo-
ple who have tried to find scapegoats 
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to blame for the energy situation we 
are in. They blame Big Oil. They tell 
you we’re in an energy bubble of some 
kind. Yesterday, someone even sug-
gested that Enron was the reason. The 
only thing we have done under the aus-
pices of the majority party so far here 
is allow attorneys to go and sue OPEC 
countries so they’ll give us more oil. 
Now, that is like talking to them and 
simply saying, ‘‘Lack of energy is a 
disease.’’ 

Imagine you’re on a ship, on a vast 
ocean of oil, gently rocking, gently 
rocking, but are not doing anything to 
get the job done. Indeed, if we continue 
on that pattern, we can be living in re-
ality the words of the book, which are 
simply ‘‘how we get along by freezing 
in the dark.’’ 

See, what Roy Hobbs understood in 
the movie was that, if you want to win, 
you don’t get there by talking about it. 
You have to get out and do something. 
He went out on the field; he was given 
a chance to play, and he pounded the 
crap out of the ball. In so doing, he was 
able to be successful, and the New York 
Knights started to win, to win more 
than they ever had again. 

One of the things this party is talk-
ing about is, if given the chance to play 
one more time on the field, we will go 
out there, and we will do things. We 
will promote action. We will not be sat-
isfied with simply the psychology of 
saying, ‘‘We will freeze in the dark and 
accept it and be happy about it.’’ We 
will produce energy to eliminate the 
need for the consumption. Because you 
see? It is, indeed, an attitude. Our atti-
tude should be that we are not accept-
ing the status quo and that we are not 
going to be satisfied until we have a 
new goal in this country, which is to be 
energy-secure and energy-independent. 
That has to be our goal and that we are 
going to do things now to do it. 

I hate to say this, but I am one of 
those who strongly supports American 
energy production. There was a time, if 
you actually admitted that in public, it 
was kind of like you’re in favor of 
drowning kittens, but with gasoline’s 
now costing $4 a gallon and being like-
ly to rise, people’s attitudes have now 
been changing. Some people used to 
say, if you were for American energy 
production, you were merely a shill for 
Big Oil. Unfortunately, there are still 
people who are saying that, but that’s 
not the reality. 

Who I am fighting for are the people 
who are being impacted by our energy 
crisis. I am fighting for the thousands 
of natural gas users in my home State 
of Utah who are going to be asked to 
pay next winter to heat their homes at 
an increased cost of around 36 percent. 
It will be the largest increase in their 
ability to heat their homes in the his-
tory of this country. 

I am fighting for 1,100 citizens who 
lost their jobs last week and for the 
countless others who are going to pay 

increased ticket prices with the air-
lines because United Airlines an-
nounced it was cutting 1,100 jobs and 
was removing 100 airplanes from its 
fleet because it could not contain the 
spiraling oil fuel prices. 

I am fighting for an Ethiopian-born, 
Washington, D.C. cab driver who for 
the first time since his kids started 
school was unable to greet them when 
they came home from school because, 
every day, he now has to work 2 hours 
longer just to make the same daily in-
come he was making before this en-
ergy, gas price spiked. 

I am fighting for people like Chris-
tine of Utah, who is actually selling 
her plasma now to make ends meet 
with this high-energy demand. 

I am fighting for dozens of citizens in 
my State who are reportedly selling 
their jewelry, electronics—even one 
gold tooth—in order to cover the high 
cost of gasoline. 

I am fighting for a young father in 
Virginia who was not able to attend his 
father-and-son outing last month be-
cause the cost of the gasoline to go 
there was too excessive. 

I am fighting for the students in Ne-
vada’s Clark County School District 
who are facing a 62 percent budget 
overrun solely because of the amount 
of gas it takes to run the school buses 
in that county’s district. 

I am fighting for citizens in my home 
State who choose to risk imprisonment 
in order to fill up their tanks. One 
Utah minivan and truck driver, a 
minivan and truck that belong to the 
Alpine Medical Equipment Company, 
had his gas tank drilled, and the sole 
motive was to steal the gas in his tank. 
Because of that, there were 30 needy 
people who did not receive their sched-
uled deliveries of oxygen tanks, wheel-
chairs and beds at their homes on that 
particular day. 

Now, to my Democratic colleagues, I 
want you to notice there was no men-
tion in that litany of people of Exxon 
or of Shell or of Conoco or of BP or of 
Chevron or of all of the other Big Oil 
scapegoats that we often hear about. 
But let me make no mistake. I do sup-
port these entities because I am for a 
fair and level-headed recognition that 
our main focus, that our main mission 
in this country, must be to deliver and 
to develop cheap, affordable energy for 
American citizens. They are not public 
enemy number one nor should we try 
and push off on scapegoats the inabil-
ity to do that. We have the ability. We 
have the resources. That’s why we’re 
fighting today, and I will not cower in 
support of average Americans who need 
this kind of support. 

Now, in so doing, the Western Cau-
cus, of which I am a member, will be 
introducing a bill that is trying to do 
what needs to be done, which is to 
make sure that we have a comprehen-
sive approach to energy development. 
Conservation is a key element in meet-

ing our energy needs, but that alone 
will not solve the problem. Production 
of all means of energy because there is 
no one, single, silver bullet is a key 
element. That alone will not meet the 
needs. Innovation is also needed, inno-
vation in some kind of effort that, 
when we have the new sources of en-
ergy that we can develop, we need to be 
able to deliver those sources of energy. 

So the three elements that have to be 
in any particular bill and will be in a 
comprehensive American energy act 
are the concepts of pushing conserva-
tion, of pushing production and of 
pushing innovation, not necessarily in 
any particular order. All three of them 
have to be there if we are ever going to 
meet the needs of the American people. 
It has to be there. 

There are some who would like to try 
and single out some particular area. 
There is a city in France that is kind 
of going back to the future. In fact, 
what the city in France did is they got 
rid of their entire municipal fleet, and 
instead of their municipal fleet of 
automobiles, they bought horse-drawn 
carriages. They are called eco-friendly, 
horse-drawn carriages. Each one of 
those fleets costs $17,000. They feature 
disk brakes, signal lamps, removable 
seats. That’s how they’re trying to 
solve their energy problem. 

Now, the only thing I will caution 
once again, when we try to go back-
wards into history to try to solve our 
problems rather than using modern 
technology, is that, in 1900 in New 
York City, just before the automobile 
was introduced and everything was 
once again with those eco-friendly, 
horse-drawn carriages, New York City 
produced 90,000 tons of horse manure 
every year, not to mention the millions 
of gallons of horse urine every year. 
I’m sorry. That had to be disposed of, 
most of it in the water. 

What they found in New York City is 
that it was impossible to get rid of all 
of the horse droppings, and therefore, 
there was on the streets a fine mist, a 
mist that was always in the air, and 
there was an endemic tuberculosis 
problem to the point where environ-
mentalists in New York City, when 
automobiles were finally introduced, 
were happy because, for the first time, 
they could limit the amount of horse- 
drawn carriages and could actually im-
prove the health of citizens in New 
York. 

b 1745 

Sometimes, trying to go back in his-
tory or try to find a cheap, easy way is 
not the solution. The solution is tech-
nology. Technology can present solu-
tions to all of our problems. Sometimes 
it’s a long time in coming, sometimes 
it comes as rapidly as new cell phone 
plans. 

Consider in 1900 what Jules Vern 
must have thought as he predicted in 
the future in his writings. Did he ever 
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realize we would go from radios to 
iPods, from antibiotics to organ trans-
plants? Do you think he actually envi-
sioned the concept of bottled water? 
All those things are results of tech-
nology. 

New technology will allow us to bet-
ter use our existing energy resources, 
and that technology, which has to be 
part of this equation, the innovation 
part, has to be both in the public and 
the private sector. We need a major 
overhaul of the way Washington man-
ages our input. We cannot solve all our 
problems by bringing in a bunch of ex-
perts to sit in a room in Washington. 
We must reach out with an aggressive 
national research effort. 

One of the reasons we want to 
produce more energy in the United 
States is because the royalties we use 
can, and in this bill, will be funneled 
back into research so that technology 
can find even better ways of doing 
things. We also have to realize that as 
we are looking for that, it has to be 
market-driven. We cannot have an 
over-reliance on old technologies and 
uneconomical resources simply because 
they happen to be politically successful 
here in Washington. 

The best way to destroy this effort of 
using technology is to allow govern-
ment to pick winners and losers. It has 
to be done through the concept of the 
private sector. Federal mandates and 
massive government programs will not 
solve the problem. Certainly we will 
have government-funded labs. But they 
cannot be the only solution. I do not 
believe it is the only, nor is it the most 
practical way of solving our problem. If 
we want to think of how we can spur on 
innovation, what we have to do is tap 
the greatest resource this country has, 
which is the American people. 

Just think of what American people 
have been able to do in history. In 1784, 
we invented bifocals, something I still 
don’t use; 1794, the cotton gin, and it 
changed the world; 1805, Americans in-
vented refrigerators, and the next year, 
coffeepots; 1837, it was power tools; 
1849, the safety pin; 1867, the type-
writer, which revolutionized the way 
information is handled; 1867, it was 
barbed wire, which enabled us to secure 
the West. Even more important, and 
also in 1867, we invented for the first 
time toilet paper. 

In 1888, it was revolving doors. Three 
years later, it was escalators, which 
evolved into the Ferris wheel the next 
year. In 1903, crayons; 1905, windshield 
wipers; 1930, Scotch tape; 1945, micro-
waves; 1955, nuclear submarines; 1957, 
polio vaccine; 1970, optical fiber; 1972, 
the artificial heart. It continues on and 
on. 

Clearly, a country creative enough to 
come up with bifocals, the first oil 
well, the first blue jeans, the first tele-
phone, the first crayon, not to mention 
airplanes, lasers, computers, every-
thing else, is capable of developing the 

next source of energy and the tech-
nology to develop and deliver that en-
ergy. 

If we look at history, it’s likely that 
we would have even begun it before we 
imagined it today. How are we able to 
do that? By doing what our bill pro-
poses to do and presenting prizes for 
technological breakthroughs in innova-
tion. 

I remind you that the British govern-
ment offered a prize in 1714 for a device 
capable of measuring longitude, and 
John Harrison, a clock maker, got 
20,000 pounds for devising the first ac-
curate and durable chronometer that 
transformed the way we traveled 
across the oceans. In 1810, the first vac-
uum-sealed food was produced, after 15 
years of experimentation, because Na-
poleon offered 12,000 Francs as a prize. 
We still use that technology today. 

Will the Speaker be kind enough to 
tell us how much time remains. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman has 45 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. In 1909, the first 
flight across the English Channel was 
spurred on by a prize from a newspaper. 
Charles Lindbergh made his flight, 
nonstop flight from New York to Paris 
because there was a prize offered. And 
a $30 billion aviation industry sprang 
out of that. The British Spitfire, which 
saved England in the Battle of Britain, 
was developed as a result of the Snyder 
Trophy, a prize for technological devel-
opment. 

The United States Government also 
offers prizes today with its NASA Cen-
tennial Challenge Program, and it 
reaches out to nontraditional sources 
of innovation in academia, in industry, 
as well as the public. 

Americans have always looked to 
ourselves for solutions. If we just have 
the confidence in American ingenuity, 
American creativity to deal and to 
overcome our problems and to insist 
that we do it now, we do not wait, I am 
confident that we can do that. 

As I said, in all sincerity, if we are to 
solve the problem at the gas pump 
today, there are three elements that 
have to be there. We have to be able to 
produce more, to conserve more, and 
especially to innovate. 

I am happy to be joined by my good 
friend, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. PETERSON) and ask him if he 
would join us and talk about one of 
these areas which is extremely impor-
tant to him, and he knows so much 
about it, that is the production end 
that has to go along with the increased 
technology for the innovation, as well 
as conservation. But without produc-
tion, we cannot make it fit. 

I am sure if we can have one of our 
good pages bring the easel and the first 
of the charts here, it can illustrate ex-
actly what we are talking about as we 
move forward in this particular piece 
of legislation in an effort to try and 
make sure that we have a complete and 

rational policy towards energy produc-
tion and solving the problems of peo-
ple; letting them have their lives back 
with cheap and affordable American 
energy. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. I 
thank the gentleman from Utah, my 
good friend, for his wise words on inno-
vation. I think we are going to be 
forced into innovation. That is good. 
But I will have to say the current 
prices of driving a vehicle and heating 
a home this year in my rural district 
are going to be prohibitive for some 
people being able to handle it. 

Their budgets are not prepared for 
the prices. Because as we have felt the 
oil prices, natural gas only increased 
marginally last year, but today the 
price for natural gas out of the ground 
is $12 and 40-some cents. Last year at 
this time, it was between $6 and $7. We 
are approaching a doubling of natural 
gas prices. 

At this time of the year, we don’t use 
a lot of natural gas because we are not 
cooling much and we are not heating 
hardly anything. So we have surplus. 
We are using it for industrial purposes, 
which is big, and to generate elec-
tricity and to run our plants, but we 
are not using it at the home as much. 
So this is the time of year we normally 
put it in the ground. 

Last year, we were putting $6 and $7 
gas in the ground. This year, it’s cur-
rently, in the last few months, $11, now 
$12 gas, and seems to be going up a few 
pennies every day. So we don’t know 
where that is headed. But the fear is we 
have a storm in the Gulf, which always 
interrupts supply, we could have $15, 
$16 gas, and that would make home 
heating almost impossible next winter. 

Just to share with you, as he was 
talking about innovation and change, I 
come from Titusville, Pennsylvania. I 
live in the little town of Pleasantville, 
Pennsylvania, 5 miles from there. But I 
was born 1 mile from Drakes Well, the 
first oil well in the world. It was drilled 
in 1859. And I vividly remember as a 
young boy, down the Oil Creek Valley, 
a stream called Oil Creek because it al-
ways had oil on it because the way oil 
perked its way out of the ground natu-
rally. So there was oil on that stream. 

And when we had the rush of oil, 
those hills were naked. There was no 
vegetation. The trees were gone. But 
today, it’s almost like a virgin, beau-
tiful oak-cherry forest. And the 
streams there, Oil Creek naturally pro-
duces both trout and bass, which is not 
very common. And the brooky trout 
streams flow into it all the way down. 
It’s a beautiful, pristine area. And no-
body did anything. They just left na-
ture purify it. So oil is not the horrible 
thing. It’s a hydrocarbon. It went back 
to dirt. The trees grew and the streams 
are pure and wildlife is very abundant. 

Now I guess what we want to talk 
about is production. How did we get to 
$125 to $135 oil and how did we get to 
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this tremendous price on natural gas? 
Many years ago, we had a legislative 
moratorium to lock up the Outer Con-
tinental Shelf. Now back then natural 
gas was $2, oil was $10, and many ar-
gued that we shouldn’t use ours, we 
ought to use theirs. Whether that was 
a wise argument or not, I won’t say, 
but they have won and it has been 
locked up ever since. 

In the early nineties, President Bush 
I put a Presidential moratorium on top 
of the legislative moratorium. Now 
what is a moratorium. The Continental 
Shelf is from 3 miles offshore. The 
States control the first 3 miles. Then 
the Federal Government, we the tax-
payers, own the next 200 miles. That is 
considered our Continental Shelf. And 
most every country in the world, in 
fact, every country in the world pro-
duces there. Canada produces right 
above Maine. Canada produces right 
above the State of Washington, Great 
Britain produces on their continental 
shelf; Norway, Sweden, Ireland, New 
Zealand, Australia. It’s just common 
practice. In fact, everybody gives 
Brazil great credit for being energy 
independent, and they give credit for 
ethanol. Well, ethanol is 15 percent of 
their energy use. The rest of it, they 
opened up their Outer Continental 
Shelf, had a big find out there, and 
they are now self-sufficient. They don’t 
have to buy from anybody. Wouldn’t it 
be great if America would be self-suffi-
cient? 

I think we have a lot more oil than 
was anticipated in this country. I know 
we have a lot of natural gas. We are 
currently importing 17 percent of our 
natural gas. We wouldn’t even have to 
do that. We get 15 percent from Canada 
and we get 2 percent from LNG, which 
is from foreign countries similar to 
where we buy oil. 

So we have locked ours up. Now what 
does that do? Well, we have locked it 
up and so we have taken our supply off 
the market. Now what is this Congress 
doing to react to that? Two or three 
weeks ago, we passed a bill, very 
thoughtful bill. We said, We are going 
to figure out a way to bring OPEC into 
court. We are going to bring OPEC to 
court. We are going to force them to 
produce for energy so we have more pe-
troleum. Currently, we import 66 per-
cent of our petroleum, about half from 
that area of the world and about half 
from Canada and Mexico. So we are 
going to force them because they are 
not producing enough. I think Saudi 
Arabia produces 12 million, I think an-
other one, 7 million; another one, 6 
million; another one, 5 million. But 
someone has determined that is not 
enough so we are going to have to 
bring them into court. 

Now how you take someone to court 
for not producing enough oil when 
we’ve locked up our Outer Continental 
Shelf, we’ve locked up most of Alaska, 
we’ve locked up most of the Midwest, 

now how a country can think that we 
can sue our neighbors for not selling us 
enough oil when we have refused to 
produce our own doesn’t make a lot of 
sense to me. 

My taxpayers back home laugh at 
that when they hear the debate, but 
it’s not funny. But we actually passed 
a bill to do that, as if it would make a 
difference. And I don’t know what 
court we would bring it into. 

Let’s look at our energy use today. 
We are about 40 percent petroleum, 23 
percent natural gas, 23 percent coal, 8 
percent nuclear, 2.7 hydro, 2.4 biomass. 
And this is the one people have not 
paid a lot of attention to. This is 
woody biomass. This one has grown 
measurably in the last few years. Eight 
hundred thousand Americans use a 
wood pellet stove today to heat their 
homes, and that is sawdust com-
pressed. All our dry kilns in the coun-
try where we dry our wood uses wood 
sawdust to heat those rather than buy 
propane or fuel oil. A lot of factories in 
the rural areas are using wood waste 
also. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Would the 
speaker yield for a question? 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. 
Surely. Be glad to. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. It is my under-
standing that in the natural forests of 
the United States, owned by the United 
States, we grow about 40 billion board 
feet of new growth a year. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. 
Yes. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. We have about 
20 billion board feet of new death a 
year. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. 
That’s right. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. It’s my under-
standing the Forest Service is only re-
moving about 2 billion, not 20 billion, 
but 2 billion board feet a year. Is that 
not a potential plus for it, and is it also 
not true that this Congress prohibited 
any new development in that area? 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. 
That’s one of the problems. Wood waste 
has great potential. I also have a com-
pany in my district that has built a 
wonderful wood waste boiler. It burns 
cleaner that natural gas and will burn 
even green wood, and it burns it clean-
ly. But the Democrats passed a bill 
that prohibits wood waste from public 
land from being utilized. We are not al-
lowed to produce, which makes no pub-
lic sense. 

I don’t know who got the theory that 
letting every tree grow makes sense. 
When you thin a forest, it grows much 
faster, which takes CO2 out of the air. 
The biggest place to get rid of carbon 
in the air is plant life for us. And tree 
growth. Because you lock the carbon 
up. The log we cut down is carbon. We 
take it and put a roof on our house or 
floor in our house or windows in our 
house or furniture in our house. That is 
carbon. 

b 1800 
You lock the carbon up. So we have 

taken it out of the air. Well, by not 
pruning the forest, your forest becomes 
like a jungle. It grows very slow, and it 
dies naturally, which turns to CO2. As 
it dies naturally, it turns to CO2 and 
emits into the air, just the same as we 
do when we breathe and when we burn 
something. So nature itself puts CO2 
back in the air. 

But biomass is kind of a sleeper. I 
think it can do a lot. And if we could 
unlock the National Forests, if we 
could start marketing an appropriate 
amount from the National Forests. 
You know, 40 percent of America is 
owned by the government. I don’t 
think people realize that. Almost 50 
percent of America is owned by some 
level of government, when you include 
counties and State governments. 

My State owns about 5 million acres 
in Pennsylvania. Most States don’t 
have that much forest land. But the 
whole northern part of Pennsylvania is 
heavily owned, some by the Federal 
Government, much by the State, and a 
lot of that is not marketed adequately 
either. But when you market a forest 
adequately, when you prune it ade-
quate, it is sort of like a garden. You 
prune the old out and you leave the 
young grow, and it is very healthy for 
the environment. It is much better for 
wildlife, and it is certainly better for 
clean air. 

Geothermal, a good form of energy, 
but it is expensive installation. Wind, 
solar. 

Now, here is the problem we face. 
How did we get here? I am going to tell 
you who I blame. I blame Congress. But 
who influenced Congress? Congress has 
pressure. Well, there is an organiza-
tion. I made this statement the other 
day that Hugo Chavez and the Shah of 
Iran don’t need lobbyists to keep us as 
a customer. The Democrats and the en-
vironmentalists continue to lock up 
domestic reserves, and that forces us to 
send billions of dollars over there to 
buy their oil. 

Now, the Sierra Club is number one. 
They are against oil shale develop-
ment, they are against coal lique-
faction, they are against offshore en-
ergy production that I talked about a 
minute ago. 

You have got Greenpeace. They want 
to phase out all fossil fuels. That 
means from here up, 86 percent of what 
we are using today has to go away. 
That is Greenpeace. 

Environmental Defense says power 
plant smokestacks are public health 
energy number one. Folks, that is 51 
percent of our electricity. 

League of Conservation Voters. Coal 
to liquids. Most of us believe that coal 
to liquids or coal to gas is our future 
because we are the Saudi Arabia of 
coal. And when we learn how to do it, 
if carbon is the issue, I think we can 
could learn how to sequester the car-
bon, right along with the ability to 
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make liquids from coal. Then we 
wouldn’t be buying oil from other 
countries. We would be using the liq-
uids made from our coal. 

Defenders of Wilderness. It says 
every coastal State is put in harm’s 
way when oil rigs go up in our coastal 
waters. Well, you know, folks, every 
country in America produces energy 
out there and has the rigs out there. 

Next Wednesday, we are going to 
offer this Congress the first real chance 
we have for production. We are going 
to be offering offshore production. We 
are going to have legislation, an 
amendment to the Interior Committee, 
that will remove this. In the Interior 
Committee every year there is legisla-
tion that locks up, that says we cannot 
spend a dollar to lease the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf. That is 200 miles offshore. 

We are going to remove that from 50 
miles out. Now, 50 miles is giving a big 
cushion. A lot of countries do 20. Some 
do 25. Most don’t do 50. We are going to 
give 50. Eleven miles is sight, so after 
11 miles, it is four times the sight line, 
more than that, so there will be noth-
ing anybody can see. And every person 
in the energy business, MMS, that is 
the minerals and mine management 
people who manage this program, said 
that the most environmentally sen-
sitive way to produce energy is off-
shore. It improves the fishing. It 
doesn’t hurt it. You are not disturbing 
wildlife. You are not disturbing any-
thing. So offshore energy is our most 
environmentally friendly way to har-
vest energy and use it. 

So we are going to give this Congress 
a chance next Wednesday, not the 
whole Congress, but just the Interior 
Subcommittee, to remove that morato-
rium. Then we will have to maintain it 
in full committee if we win and then 
maintain it on the floor, and then we 
will have to deal with the Senate, 
which is always our tremendous chal-
lenge. 

So as we go down these, we have 
these groups, Natural Resource De-
fense, coal mining. They are opposed to 
coal mining. They want coal. That is 50 
percent of our electric grid. 

Center for Biological Diversity. Oil 
and gas drilling on public lands has 
devastating effects. 

Folks, it is a new era. You talked 
about technology. We have new tech-
nology. We know how to do it right. 
You drill a 6 inch hole in the ground. 
With gas, you just let gas out. With oil, 
you pump out oil. It does not have to 
be an environmental disaster. 

Then Friends of the Earth, the other 
one, the eighth one, liquid coal is dirty 
and a costly fuel. 

Folks, these eight groups, Sierra 
Club, Greenpeace, Environmental De-
fense, League of Conservation Voters, 
Defenders of Wilderness, Natural Re-
source Defense Council, Center for Bio-
logical Diversity, and Friends of the 
Earth, those are the people you need to 

thank for the energy of America being 
locked up. It is their influence on Con-
gress that has prevented us from a pro-
viding energy for America. They are 
wrong, folks. They need to lose that ar-
gument. We need to show them that we 
can produce energy. 

Now, as far as the world is concerned, 
you know, when it was $2 for gas and 
$10 for oil, maybe they were right. We 
should use their’s. I remember that ar-
gument. Folks, at $125 to $130 a barrel, 
at $12.50 for natural gas, I think it is 
time to use ours. 

What is the other benefit of using 
ours? When we produce American en-
ergy, the landowner makes money, 
whether it is the government or a pri-
vate person. The promoter of the well 
makes money. The pipeline guy makes 
money. The driller makes money. The 
hydrofracking people make money. 
The processing station, whether it is 
gas or the refineries for oil, make 
money. Millions of dollars of wealth 
are created. Billions of dollars of 
wealth created. Hundreds of thousands 
of people have wonderful jobs and can 
maintain a family and home. So pro-
ducing our own energy will put a lot of 
Americans to work, especially in rural 
America where I live. 

Now, they claim, and when you hear 
all the talk, it is the bottom three that 
are ready to take over, with geo-
thermal, wind and solar. If we double 
wind and solar in the next 5 years, we 
are less than three-quarters of one per-
cent of our energy. We are all for wind. 
We are all for solar. We are all for geo-
thermal. I led the Hydrogen Caucus 10 
years ago. But, folks, we are not there 
yet. 

Now, what can keep us going? Here is 
what the Energy Department has in 
their chart. From this middle line to-
wards me is history. That is where we 
have been. From that middle line out is 
where the Energy Department thinks 
we are going to be. 

To listen to many people, you would 
think we are ready. We have been hold-
ing back wind and we have been hold-
ing back solar and we have been hold-
ing back geothermal. We have been 
holding back hydrogen. We have been 
holding back electric cars. Folks, no-
body is holding anything back. It has 
to compete. We have spent billions on 
every one of the new energies. But 
their projection is that not much is 
going to change. 

I don’t quite agree with their chart, 
because I look for coal to decrease. 
This administration has not been 
friendly to coal. This Congress has not 
been friendly to coal. There have been 
50 coal plants turned down in the last 6 
months in this country. They will all 
become natural gas plants. And when 
you have a power plant and you switch 
to natural gas, this is going to widen. 

Really, that is one of the reasons 
that we have expensive natural gas in 
America. Twelve years ago, we didn’t 

use natural gas to make electricity. 
Only 8 percent of our electricity was 
made with natural gas. Today, 23 per-
cent of our electricity is made with 
natural gas, and it has put tremendous 
pressure on natural gas. 

Clean, green natural gas is the fuel 
that we use to make ethanol, it is the 
fuel we will use to make hydrogen. It is 
the fuel we will use as the bridge. A 
third of our auto fleet could be on 
clean, green natural gas if it was less 
expensive. 

So I look at natural gas as the savior 
for us to get us to the new generations 
of fuels. But in the meantime, we are 
going to need a lot of oil. We are going 
to need coal. We are going to need nu-
clear. The energy bill in 05 gave incen-
tives. It took 10 years to get a permit 
for a nuclear plant. We now force that 
to be done in 4. So they say 4 years to 
build one. So I say with delays and 
problems, we can build a nuclear plant 
in 10 years. There are 50 on the drawing 
board and there are three or four ready 
to go, and that is because of the 05 En-
ergy Act. But we need all of those 50 on 
line by 2030 to remain 20 percent of the 
grid, because electric use is going up so 
fast. 

Folks, the energy problem in Amer-
ica is because of the environmental 
groups we have decided to stop pro-
ducing fossil fuels, forcing us to be 66 
percent dependent on foreign and forc-
ing us to cause part of the world short-
age of petroleum and gas because we 
don’t produce. So I find it very frus-
trating that here we are today with the 
highest prices. 

One more thing on natural gas. Nat-
ural gas is the one fuel that is not a 
world price. Neither is coal. When oil is 
$120 a barrel, it is that all around the 
world. But we have had the highest 
natural gas prices in America for 8 
years. 

What does that do to us? That affects 
the petrochemical companies, the poly-
mers and the plastic companies and the 
fertilizer companies that use huge 
amounts. They use it as an ingredient. 
Polymers and plastic, 45 percent of the 
cost of making it is natural gas. Fifty- 
five percent of the cost of petro-
chemical is natural gas. From 50 to 70 
percent of fertilizer cost is natural gas. 

Half of our fertilizer plants have left 
in the last 3 years. We have lost 300,000 
polymer plastic jobs in the last 3 years. 
A great percentage of the petro-
chemical industry has moved offshore. 

Just to show you, our largest chem-
ical company is Dow Chemical. They 
spoke out the other day about natural 
gas prices. In 02, they spent $8 billion 
to purchase natural gas. This year, 
they will spend $32 billion for natural 
gas. That is a 400 percent increase. 

Now, here are the numbers that are 
scary. In 02, 60 percent of their revenue 
and jobs were in America. Today, 34 
percent of their revenue and jobs are in 
America. Where are they? They are in 
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foreign countries, where natural gas is 
a fraction of what it is here. 

Many of the plants I have mentioned, 
polymers, plastic, steel, aluminum, 
those plants are moving everywhere be-
cause of energy prices. They are build-
ing every kind of a plant you can think 
of down in South America in a place 
called Trinidad, about a day-and-a-half 
by ship to here. My prediction is if we 
don’t deal with natural gas prices, 
bricks and glass, heavy bulky commod-
ities will be produced in Trinidad and 
be on our shores within a day-and-a- 
half. 

Folks, that is not the America I be-
lieve in. If America is going to com-
pete, we have to get gas prices under 
control. We have to get oil prices under 
control. We have to have energy that is 
affordable for Americans to heat their 
homes. We have to have energy prices 
that are affordable so companies will 
want to be here and produce the jobs 
here. I believe for the first time in the 
history of America we have to fight to 
compete with our competitors like 
China and India. They are huge. They 
are growing fast. They are building 
their own energy future. 

China will be producing oil 50 miles 
off the coast of Cuba and 50 miles off 
the Florida coast, while we prohibit it. 
Does that make sense? I don’t think so. 
They are going to be working. China, 
Canada and Spain will all have con-
tracts to produce energy in waters that 
should be ours, off our coast, because 
we don’t produce there and because it 
is an equal distance from Cuba. 

It is time for this Congress, it is time 
for this administration, to lead. Re-
cently the President has spoken out 
three times on offshore. He has never 
supported offshore production. But he 
said we should be offshore and onshore 
producing more energy. 

I wrote him a letter 2 weeks ago and 
put a release out today that says the 
following: ‘‘Mr. President, I commend 
you for speaking about offshore pro-
duction of energy. But it seems like if 
you would lead by removing the presi-
dential moratorium, that is yours, and 
urging Congress to remove their mora-
torium so we can start the process.’’ It 
will take years to get out there. We 
have to get in a 5-year plan, we have to 
do the leases, we have to do the envi-
ronmental impact statements, and 
then they have to go out and build the 
platforms and the pipelines and drill. It 
takes a long time. 

Every day we wait we endanger the 
economic future of America. I think we 
are almost past the point. We need en-
ergy production in America today. Not 
next year. Today. We need to unlock 
what this Congress and three presi-
dents have locked up. We need to 
produce our energy. We need to con-
serve. We need to use the innovation 
that my friend talked about a little bit 
ago. 

We need it to do everything we can to 
produce every form of energy that is 

available. We need wind, we need solar, 
and we need to use less. We need to use 
it more wisely. But, folks, the day is 
today. We cannot solve this problem 
with just conservation. We have to 
produce energy. 

I believe if we opened up the Outer 
Continental Shelf, we would take what 
we call the fear factor out of the mar-
ket and we would get Wall Street out 
of the marketplace and we could drop 
energy prices 20 to 25 percent. The only 
other thing you and I can do is to use 
less and find alternatives. Folks, it is a 
crisis in America. 

I want to thank my friend from Utah 
and my friend from California who 
have joined us for the opportunity to 
share some time with them today. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I thank the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania, who has 
done a great job in explaining the re-
ality of the situation that we have and 
the reality of what our future can be if 
we are willing to take to the field right 
now and do it. So we are fine. 

What we hope to do when we do a 
comprehensive bill is actually provide 
12 steps that will fit what Mr. PETER-
SON was talking about and the three 
goals: Increasing our conservation, in-
creasing our production and increasing 
our innovation. 

b 1815 

Those 12 steps are very simple. 
First is increasing American natural 

gas. As Mr. PETERSON just told you, we 
could heat 100 homes for the next 30 
years with the natural gas we have 
available but not yet developed in this 
country alone. 

Step two, increase American oil re-
sources that we have in this country. 
We have increased the amount of oil we 
import seven times since the 1970s, and 
we decreased our exploration and pro-
duction of American oil in the 1970s be-
cause of American policies, govern-
ment policies. And the only thing we 
need to do to increase that so we can 
recover American oil supply is change 
American government policies. 

Step three, look at coal, American 
coal. We have 200 to 300 years’ worth of 
coal undeveloped, unsecured in this 
country. 

Step four, develop American oil 
shale. 70 percent of all the oil shale in 
the world is in three western States in 
the United States, where there is more 
undeveloped oil than underneath the 
entire country of Saudi Arabia. 

Step five, increase affordable and 
clean nuclear fuel. Since the 1970s, we 
have had no new nuclear power plant 
built, while our friends in France in 
that same time period have built 58 
plants. That has to be part of a future 
solution. 

Step six, we have to invest more in 
renewable sources of energy: Sunlight, 
wind, rain, tide, geothermal heat. All 
of those have to be increased. Right 
now, only about 7 percent of the total 

energy consumption comes from re-
newables. We are not going to solve the 
problem by this source alone; but if we 
could increase that, double it to 15 per-
cent, 16 percent, 17 percent, we would 
go a long way toward doing that. And 
part of the way of doing that is govern-
ment policy again. When we try to im-
prove our solar and wind power plants, 
if we would simply extend the invest-
ment tax credits by another 5 years we 
could start moving forward dramati-
cally today in that particular area. 

Step seven, greater efficiency and 
conservation, and especially giving in-
centives for the government to do that, 
for individuals, business, as well as 
government. And the reason I actually 
put business in there, they are already 
doing it. The U.S. steel industry today 
uses 45 percent less energy to produce 1 
ton of steel. The U.S. forest and paper 
industry today uses 21 percent less en-
ergy to produce 1 ton of paper. We have 
the technology to do that. What the 
American government needs to do is to 
provide rewards for individuals and the 
government to do the same thing that 
the business community has taken on 
as a means of being profitable. 

Step eight, we increase our gasoline 
refinement capacity. We all know we 
produce in the United States about 17 
million barrels of oil a day, but our 
consumption need is 21 million barrels 
of oil today. And we all know we 
haven’t built a new refinery since 1976; 
and only 23 years ago we had 324 oper-
ating refineries, today we have 148 op-
erating refineries. And for those who 
are operating, they are still only mar-
ginal because the market does not bear 
them. What we have to have is increas-
ing supply of American oil going to 
American refineries; we need, and this 
bill calls for, an additional 10 new re-
fineries immediately built on property 
owned by the Department of Energy to 
do that part. 

Step nine, to adopt common sense 
regulatory relief. Department of Inte-
rior suggests that we have about 80 bil-
lion barrels of recoverable oil and nat-
ural gas that are locked away because 
of regulatory controls that Congress 
has put on those areas. Our need for 
standards don’t have to be sold out, but 
they need desperately to be reformed 
simply so we can make decisions fast-
er, because we need relief now, not 
sometime in the future. That time was 
long ago. We need it now. 

Step ten, we have to improve our 
transmission and energy infrastruc-
ture. We have 5 million miles of elec-
trical distribution lines; we have 1 mil-
lion miles of natural gas pipelines, and 
they are incredibly outdated and they 
do not supply America’s needs. We 
have to improve those. If we are going 
to improve them with ethanol and we 
are starting to unload ethanol, we have 
to have blending terminals. We don’t 
have it. Department of Interior has 
right now been tasked with trying to 
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develop energy corridors for the future, 
and there are people trying to stop 
them from at least identifying where 
we will have energy corridors for the 
future. That cannot be. We must iden-
tify them, and they must be useable. 

Step 11, we have to restore our do-
mestic energy workforce. I hate to say 
this, but there are 90 percent fewer pe-
troleum engineers and geoscientists 
who are graduating now than 20 years 
ago. Unfortunately, our workforce for 
the future and how we develop tech-
nology to innovate is simply not there. 
We have to provide some incentives, 
some rewards, some scholarships to de-
velop that workforce. It has to be part 
of our program. 

Finally, step 12, we have to tap 
American innovation to develop our 
new energy technologies. And I men-
tioned how we did that, the same way 
we have in history: We prepare and pro-
vide rewards for people in America who 
can solve our problems. 

Now, as I said, one of the things my 
party is willing to do is move forward 
directly on this. Just like Roy Hobbs in 
The Natural realized sitting there lis-
tening to a lecture on the psychology 
of defeat does not produce a solution. 
Getting out on the field produces a so-
lution. And what the Republican party 
wants to do is to get out on the field 
and make it happen, do the work now. 
And this comprehensive bill is one of 
those that have to take place. 

We are ready to move forward with 
an attitude that it can be solved, it 
must be solved, and we have the capac-
ity to do it. And our goal will be to be-
come energy independent and energy 
secure now, not in the future, but now, 
in our lifetime. 

I keep coming up here every day 
looking up at the top of this building 
with a quote by Daniel Webster up 
there which simply reads and tries to 
exhort to us: Let us develop the re-
sources of our land, call forth its 
power, and see whether we also in our 
day and generation may not perform 
something worthy to be remembered. 

We have the capacity and the ability 
to do something worthy to be remem-
bered, and the Republican party wants 
to get on the playing field to do that. 
That is our goal, that is our destiny. 
The American people deserve it. And 
we can’t wait; we have to do it now. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank you for your in-
dulgence. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
f 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 

A further message from the Senate 
by Ms. Curtis, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed 
without amendment a bill of the House 
of the following title: 

H.R. 6124. An act to provide for the con-
tinuation of agricultural and other programs 
of the Department of Agriculture through 
fiscal year 2012, and for other purposes. 

MAN-MADE GLOBAL WARMING 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

COURTNEY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 18, 2007, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER) is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. First, I would 
like to identify myself with the re-
marks that I have just heard from my 
two colleagues, and congratulate them 
on presenting to the people the hard 
facts that have not been faced in this 
country for over 30 years. And those 
hard facts are some of the basic rea-
sons that we are in trouble today. 

Mr. Speaker, I will preface my re-
marks tonight, and what I have to say 
tonight I would like to say totally is in 
parallel with the spirit of what was 
just said. But I preface my remarks to 
underscore, just as my colleagues 
would underscore their commitment. 

While I adamantly reject the man- 
made global warming theory, I am 
committed to a clean and healthy envi-
ronment, to purifying the air, to puri-
fying our water and our soil, all of this 
for the sake of the people of this plan-
et, especially the children of this plan-
et, and especially my three children, 
Christian, Tristan, and Anika, and all 
the children of the world who we hope 
will receive a world that we hand them 
that will be a better world, a healthier 
world. And I have no doubt that unless 
we thwart the onslaught of the non-
sense being foisted upon humankind in 
the name of man-made global warming, 
our next generation will be deprived of 
freedom, prosperity, and a healthy en-
vironment. 

The radical environmental crusade 
behind the man-made global warming 
theory may well be well motivated. 
Motives and good intentions, however, 
do not count. What counts are facts. 
And when it comes to the facts about 
so-called man-made global warming, 
the public has been denied an honest 
debate. 

Only 18 months ago, the refrain, 
‘‘Case Closed, Global Warming is 
Real,’’ was repeated as if a mantra of 
some religious sect. It was pounded 
into the public’s consciousness over the 
airwaves, in print, and even at congres-
sional hearings. This was obviously a 
brazen attempt to end open discussion 
and to silence differing views by dis-
missing the need to take seriously con-
trary arguments by anyone, no matter 
how impressive his or her credentials 
might be, if that person happened to 
doubt global warming. 

Just a short time ago, the Oregon In-
stitute of Science and Medicine, the 
OISM, released the names of some 
31,000 scientists who signed a petition 
rejecting the claims of human-caused 
global warming. Of the 31,072 Ameri-
cans who signed, 9,021 had Ph.D.s; 
many of the 31,000 signers currently 
work in climatology, meteorology, at-
mospheric, environmental, and geo-
physical studies, astronomical studies, 

as well as the biological fields that di-
rectly relate to the climate change 
controversy. And note, of the 31,000 sig-
natories, these signers are American 
scientists. 

There are many prominent scientists 
throughout the world who are stepping 
up to expose the well-financed propa-
ganda campaign behind the man-made 
global warming theory. But the views 
of these American scientists and those 
of so many scholars and scientists 
throughout the world don’t count. The 
debate is over. It has been declared 
over. Al Gore has his Nobel Prize, and 
the film An Inconvenient Truth has its 
Academy Award. So shut up, case is 
closed. 

So what is this theory that now is so 
accepted that no more debate is needed 
or even tolerated? 

Man-made global warming is a dis-
turbing theory that the Earth began a 
warming cycle 150 years ago that dif-
fered greatly from all the other warm-
ing and cooling cycles in the Earth’s 
primordial past. And over the life of 
this planet over the millions of years, 
there have been many, many such situ-
ations of warming and cooling, some-
times lasting 10 years, sometimes last-
ing hundreds of thousands of years, 
glaciers that went back and forth. 

This warming cycle that we are now 
talking about and we are being told 
that it is unlike the warming cycle of 
all of those past warming and cooling 
cycles, this one we are told is tied di-
rectly to mankind’s use of fossil fuels, 
as of course compared to all the other 
warming and cooling cycles even before 
mankind was present on the planet. 

Basically, they are saying that our 
use of fossil fuels, again, basically oil 
and coal, are causing the Earth’s tem-
perature to change; and they are blam-
ing oil and coal, which happen to be 
fuels that have powered our industries 
and made modern civilization possible. 
Fossil fuels, we are told, are rapidly in-
creasing the level of so-called green-
house gases in our atmosphere, the 
most prevalent of these greenhouse 
gases being CO2, carbon dioxide. This 
increase in CO2 we are told causes the 
warming cycle we are now supposedly 
experiencing. 

This man-made warming cycle, ac-
cording to the theory, is rapidly ap-
proaching a tipping point when the 
world’s temperature will abruptly jump 
and accelerate with dire consequences, 
perhaps apocalyptic consequences, for 
the entire planet. Well, that is basi-
cally the global warming theory. 

For skeptics of this hypothesis, the 
consequences of accepting this theory 
are far more dire than any of the pre-
dicted rise in temperature predictions: 
We will live with the consequences of 
the social engineering being touted as 
necessary to prevent man-made global 
warming. 
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