
The Honorable Dan Crenshaw—Statement for the Record 

“Tribal Voices, Tribal Wisdom: Strategies for the Climate Crisis” 

During the Select Committee on the Climate Crisis hearing on “Tribal Voices, Tribal Wisdom: 
Strategies for the Climate Crisis”, many of my Democratic colleagues reiterated the oft-repeated 
claim that fossil fuels get inordinate amounts of federal subsidies. Backing up this claim, my 
colleagues used a report from IMF, entitled, “Still Not Getting Energy Prices Right: A Global and 
Country Update of Fossil Fuel Subsidies” 

During my time in Congress, “subsidy” has generally been defined as a sum of money transferred by 
the government to assist an industry or business. The term is so broad that it includes tax 
exemptions or deductions, grants, loans, and other fiduciary devices.  

However, “subsidy” has never been defined so broadly as to include indirect or correlational 
environmental costs and global warming costs. But this is the definition that the IMF used to 
calculate global fossil fuel subsidies at a whopping $5.9 trillion in 2020 or about 6.8 percent of GDP 
and are expected to rise to 7.4 percent of GDP in 2025. And, by extension, this is the definition that 
my Democratic colleagues used to mischaracterize the subsidies that fossil fuels receive.  

Instead, I would like to direct my colleagues to Congressional Research Service’s calculation of tax 
preferences and subsidies in the energy industry1.  

 

I applaud my colleagues for their concern over the direction of scarce federal resources. However, it 
may be a better question to ask – should we be subsidizing the renewable energy industry to the 
tune of $11B a year, for them to produce such a small share of the nation’s energy?  

 
1 https://sgp.fas.org/crs/misc/R44852.pdf  
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