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here rather than a concept that would 
extend greater rights to terrorists on 
American soil than our own American 
soldiers would have. 

I think it’s a good day. I think it’s a 
good day. People have heard me, Mr. 
Speaker, talk about how we have 
messed up what’s going on in Afghani-
stan. The Taliban was defeated; they 
were routed. We had less than 1,500 
Americans in Afghanistan when the 
Taliban was defeated. And so many 
Americans have forgotten, but for so 
much of the Iraq war people were say-
ing—now, the way the Taliban was de-
feated in Afghanistan, that’s the way 
to fight a war on foreign soil. You em-
power the enemy of our enemy, give 
them support. We gave them aerial 
support, we gave them embedded Spe-
cial Ops and intelligence people that 
were a tremendous help. I’ve heard 
that personally. 

The biggest hero of those battles, 
General Dostum, I met with again just 
last month. That was over in Afghani-
stan. They’re our allies. For those that 
say you Republicans are a bunch of 
xenophobes or Islamaphobes, these are 
Muslim friends. They buried family 
and friends while Americans were bury-
ing family and friends because they 
had fought together. They initially de-
feated the Taliban, and they did it very 
effectively. Then we began to add 
troops by the tens of thousands, and we 
became occupiers in Afghanistan. We 
began to pour billions and billions and 
billions of dollars into Afghanistan. 
Then Pakistan began supporting the 
Taliban, and they continue to support 
the Taliban and we’re continuing to 
support Pakistan. 

Another good thing today was 
amendments that said, Hey, Pakistan, 
if you’re going to keep funding our en-
emies and helping our enemies, we’re 
not going to keep giving you any funds. 
That was another good measure that 
got bipartisan support today. That was 
a good measure. 

But as long as we’ve got troops—I 
don’t think President Obama has han-
dled this very well in Afghanistan. I 
think he’s gotten some bad advice. I 
think President Bush got some bad ad-
vice. But as long as we have troops on 
foreign soil, we should never again do 
what was done to our military in Viet-
nam, yank their feet out from under 
them and leave our allies to be killed. 

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

f 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3308 

Mr. CULBERSON (during the Special 
Order of Mr. GOHMERT). Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to have my 
name removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 
3308. My name was inadvertently 
added. 

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

There was no objection. 

UNDERSTANDING THE PLACE OF 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA IN 
OUR STRUCTURE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

BROOKS). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 5, 2011, the 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
the District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON) 
for 30 minutes. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I come to 
the floor this afternoon as part of my 
series of talks designed to help Mem-
bers of the House and Senate under-
stand the place of the District of Co-
lumbia in our structure. It is an anom-
alous place. And when Members come 
to the House of Representatives, they 
must find it very peculiar that any-
thing having to do with a local juris-
diction comes here at all. 

The most important thing to remem-
ber as I speak this afternoon is that 
that anomaly got to be too much for 
the Congress, and 39 years ago the Con-
gress sent back to the District the 
power to legislate for the District of 
Columbia. So if you hear Members say 
Congress can legislate for the District 
of Columbia, you must point them to 
the Home Rule Act of 1973. 

It is true that on some matters the 
District cannot legislate for itself. 
Those matters involve things like im-
posing a commuter tax or changing the 
limits on how high buildings can be in 
the District, because we don’t want to 
obscure the great monuments. But I as-
sure you that the enumerated congres-
sional powers over the District are 
quite small, and that none of what I 
have to say this afternoon is among 
those areas where Congress has said, 
only Congress itself should be able to 
legislate. 

Yet my good friends on the other side 
insist upon imposing their own views 
on the District of Columbia quite 
undemocratically against our will. 
Even if you assumed that Congress 
could enact laws for the District of Co-
lumbia, no one would assume that Con-
gress could—without any democratic 
accountability—enact laws that went 
counter to the laws the District had 
enacted. 

Where are the small-government Tea 
Party members, the ones who are try-
ing to teach the House of Representa-
tives a lesson about pulling back even 
from Federal matters? You cross the 
line very seriously when you involve 
yourself in local matters where you 
yourself cannot be held accountable. 
Do you believe in democracy or not? It 
seems to me that the entire notion of 
passing a law and imposing it on people 
who have no say about it is a kind of 
authoritarianism that we ourselves 
criticize on this floor every single day 
in one fashion or another. 

Twice this week, Republican Mem-
bers disregarded their own basic prin-
ciples and sought to interfere with the 
local government of the District of Co-
lumbia and its citizens against their 
will in the most undemocratic fashion. 
There was no respect for democracy, no 
respect for federalism, no respect for 

their own principles. They moved for-
ward to say that this was the way we 
would like it, no matter what you 
would like. 

As you might expect, we took excep-
tion. I am very pleased with the out-
pouring of support we have received 
from all over the country regarding the 
way the District was treated in the at-
tempt by Representative TRENT 
FRANKS to impose his views on repro-
ductive choice for the women and phy-
sicians of the District of Columbia. 
And I appreciate the support I have re-
ceived when many were shocked that I 
was not granted the courtesy of testi-
fying at his hearing on his bill, which 
affects only my district. 

b 1430 
Let me say a word about that bill. 

Representative TRENT FRANKS is from 
Arizona. The sponsor of this same bill 
in the Senate—a bill to impose a 20- 
week limit on abortions for women in 
the District of Columbia—is from at 
least as far away, Senator MIKE LEE of 
Utah. 

Senator LEE had hardly hit the 
ground—I think had filed all of nine 
bills when he filed a bill that would im-
pose a 20-week limit on abortions in 
the District of Columbia. Not on Utah, 
but on the District of Columbia. Rep-
resentative FRANKS’ bill wouldn’t im-
pose this on Arizona. It’s only on the 
District of Columbia. 

There is nobody in this House that 
would not have taken umbrage at such 
undemocratic audacity, and so we did. 

As for Senator MIKE LEE, he realized 
what he was doing wasn’t exactly ko-
sher because he introduced the bill, and 
though he is a new Member—and every 
new Member puts out a press release 
about what he’s done—he didn’t put 
out a release on this bill. So we outed 
him. We put out a release on his bill. 
And then his newspapers began to talk, 
and so then he put out a release. 

I think what I am talking about will 
be understood when you see how this 
occurred. One thing that most Ameri-
cans have learned to do is respect the 
differences on very controversial 
issues. And one of the most controver-
sial is abortion, an issue that really 
turns off Independents in this country 
but captures the verve of the right 
wing to this day, even though the right 
of women to reproductive choice was 
declared decades ago in Roe v. Wade. 
And, of course, when they come at 
women, Democrats respond. 

Under Roe v. Wade, a woman is enti-
tled to seek an abortion at 20 weeks of 
pregnancy. In fact, the Supreme Court 
was at pains to say that it would not 
put a time limit on the number of 
weeks, that that’s a matter of viability 
and a matter between the woman and 
her physician. Yet Senator MIKE LEE 
and Representative TRENT FRANKS 
sought to set the number of weeks on 
their own—in violation, of course, of 
the constitutional mandate in Roe v. 
Wade. 

What are we supposed to do, sit down 
and take it? 
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I asked to testify at the hearing on 

Rep. TRENT FRANKS’ bill. Representa-
tive TRENT FRANKS, as chairman of the 
subcommittee, denied me the right to 
testify, even though the bill related 
only to my district. He said that it was 
because the rules say that Democrats 
could have only one witness, and that 
they had chosen a woman, whom we 
had recommended, Professor Christy 
Zink, who had an abortion in the Dis-
trict of Columbia at 21 weeks on the 
recommendation of her physicians and 
her family when the fetus was discov-
ered to be hopelessly deformed. 

Of course we would want the com-
mittee to hear from such a person. And 
the rules may well be what Representa-
tive FRANKS says they are. But he 
clearly has no sense of common cour-
tesy or comity, of congressional cour-
tesy, where, as a matter of right, any 
such rule would be waived, particularly 
if the Member’s own district were im-
plicated. 

It’s bad enough to introduce a bill 
that has to do with somebody else’s 
district, where nobody—not the physi-
cians who are implicated, not the 
women and families who are impli-
cated—can reach you because they 
can’t vote for you. Hardly an act of 
courage. 

If this is so important—and I have to 
believe it is to them—why wouldn’t 
Senator LEE and Representative 
FRANKS introduce a 20-week bill for all 
the Nation? Why does their courage 
stop at the District line? This should 
be a matter of principle. How could you 
possibly want to stop abortions after 20 
weeks only in one district? 

Of course Representative FRANKS is 
in the habit of denying me the oppor-
tunity to testify when his sub-
committee considers bills that affect 
only my district. He considered a bill 
that passed here in the House but was 
stopped in the Senate that would have 
permanently kept the District of Co-
lumbia, alone from spending its own 
local taxpayer funds on abortions for 
low-income women. What in the world 
does a Member from Arizona have to do 
with how we, in the District of Colum-
bia, spend money that he had nothing 
to do with raising? 

Having been denied the right to tes-
tify on that bill, no wonder I was de-
nied again yesterday. Except this time, 
it went viral. And all over the United 
States, they are talking about how a 
Member introduces a bill relating to 
another Member’s district, and she 
doesn’t even get a waiver so that she 
can say something on behalf of her own 
constituents on the bill he has intro-
duced, which will only affect those con-
stituents and not his own. 

And I’m supposed to like it? Well, I 
don’t like it. And I’m not going to sit 
still for it. 

I went to the hearing yesterday, and 
everyone was polite. Representative 
FRANKS invited me to sit on the all- 
male Member panel, but without being 
able to speak, to hear about how 
women in the District of Columbia 

should have their right to reproductive 
choice cut off by him. I didn’t give him 
the opportunity for that optic, to have 
me on the panel, unable to say any-
thing. Invite the Member from the Dis-
trict to sit on the panel, to integrate it 
so that there is at least one woman, 
and tell her to keep her mouth shut 
while they talk about her district, hear 
from one of her constituents, and talk 
about denying the women and families 
in her district what women and fami-
lies are entitled to everywhere in the 
United States. No, sir, thank you. 

What I want is the same rights every-
body else has. I grew up as a second- 
class citizen in this town twice over— 
second class because we didn’t have a 
Member of Congress until the 1970s, 
and second class because I was an Afri-
can American and, therefore, as a child 
had to go to segregated schools. 

b 1440 

And I’m not going to have my con-
stituents, now that I am a Member of 
Congress, treated any differently from 
the way Representative TRENT FRANKS’ 
constituents are treated or Senator 
MIKE LEE’s constituents are treated. 

We are free and equal Americans. We 
pay Federal income taxes just like ev-
erybody else. And yet we have no vote 
on the House floor. The nerve of Mem-
bers introducing a bill that they expect 
to go to the House floor, and I would 
not even be able to vote on the bill. 
And yet it would apply only to my con-
stituents. 

Where is the sense of decency? There 
is none. I don’t know about a war on 
women, but when you keep coming at 
the District of Columbia women, that’s 
a war on them. And if you want to de-
clare war, I’m here to do the best I can 
to fight back. 

First, it was our low-income women, 
by barring D.C. from spending its local 
funds on abortions. They have suc-
ceeded in getting that rider re-embed-
ded in our local budget. Now they want 
to do that on a permanent basis. And 
now they want to go to a 20-week limit, 
and no woman—low-income, high-in-
come—no woman in the District of Co-
lumbia could get an abortion. And our 
physicians who care for women from 
all over this region and all over the 
country, who found what Professor 
Zink’s physician found, which is that 
she should not carry that fetus to full 
term, would have to somehow ask her 
to find someone outside of the District 
of Columbia to perform an abortion 
under such tragic circumstances,—a 
woman who had a child and wanted an-
other child. Who would put somebody 
through that? 

It is an insatiable hunger that the 
small-government Tea Party Repub-
licans are showing for interfering with 
the democratic rights of the people I 
represent. And I’m going to call them 
out. You’re not going to get away with 
doing it in private. You’re not going to 
get away with not having me testify. 
We’re going to shout it to the hilltops 
that all you talk about—small govern-

ment and that the Federal Government 
should get out of everybody’s lives— 
and now you’re hopping over those 
principles into the lives of 600,000 
Americans who you are not account-
able to, after the Congress said in 1973 
that governing for the District of Co-
lumbia now 1973 belongs to the Mayor 
and the council of the District of Co-
lumbia only. No. We’re not going to 
stand for it. You’re going to hear from 
us. 

The bill is patently unconstitutional. 
These very courageous Republicans 
gotten it passed in seven conservative 
States. They want a Federal impri-
matur on this bill. So they say, Let’s 
get the District of Columbia. What 
kind of courage do they lack? Do you 
believe in it? Introduce it. Introduce it 
for the women of America. What are 
you afraid of? Where’s your spine? Do 
you only have a spine when it comes to 
600,000 people who have a representa-
tive who you continue to disempower 
by denying her a vote on the House 
floor, including a vote on her own ap-
propriation and a vote on the very bill 
that you’ve introduced to take away 
rights guaranteed under the Constitu-
tion that her citizens are entitled to? 

The bill is patently unconstitutional. 
Roe v. Wade indicates that women are 
entitled to abortion care until viabil-
ity. But do you know what else the bill 
is? It’s a violation of our 14th Amend-
ment right, because you are treating 
our women and our physicians dif-
ferently than women and physicians 
are treated elsewhere in the United 
States. 

Don’t come at us with unequal pro-
tection and expect the people I rep-
resent to say, Okay, Mr. Congressman, 
just do whatever you like. 

Keep doing it and we will keep call-
ing you out. We will never let you get 
away with a cost-free undemocratic in-
trusion into our lives. 

Last night, here comes Representa-
tive PHIL GINGREY with a resolution, 
nonbinding, saying that active duty 
military personnel in the District of 
Columbia on personal time should not 
have to abide by the gun laws of the 
District of Columbia. Here we go again 
with our gun laws. We have stricer gun 
laws than some. So be it. Some States 
have strict gun laws, too. Are we less 
American than others that enact their 
own laws? At whose altar am I sup-
posed to kneel? Who are my constitu-
ents supposed to bow down to? Nobody 
in this House or Senate. 

Well, I opposed that resolution be-
cause if Representative GINGREY of 
Georgia thinks that active duty mili-
tary personnel in their private capac-
ities should not have to obey the gun 
laws in D.C, then he ought to wank it 
for every State in the Union. 

You’re not going to put on us bills for 
the District of Columbia that clearly 
have nationwide import in order to 
make your ideological points in a 
cheap and cynical way. Because that’s 
what it is. It’s on the cheap. It’s a defi-
ance of democracy, and it expects us to 
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just let it go. On the contrary, it gets 
our dander up to be treated as less than 
full American citizens. It gets our dan-
der up. 

Sure, the resolution passed. It was 
nonbinding. But the fact is that, if you 
want to do a nonbinding resolution 
that says that gun laws shouldn’t be 
applicable to active duty personnel in 
their personal capacities, there is no 
possible reason to limit that to one ju-
risdiction. 

We will not have it. We are not vehi-
cles, pawns, or instruments to be used 
at will. We are full-fledged American 
citizens who fought and died in every 
American war, including the war that 
created the United States of America. 
We are the only taxpaying citizens of 
the United States of America who have 
no voting representation in this House 
and none at all in the Senate. 

Get off of your high, undemocratic 
horses. It’s bad enough that you al-
lowed that kind of a situation to go on 
for 200 years, but when you pile on and 
want to enact legislation that you 
don’t have the nerve or the guts to 
enact for the entire country, but do 
such bills only for the District of Co-
lumbia, expect the District of Colum-
bia to come back at you. 

We may be only one jurisdiction, but 
we will never allow ourselves and our 
citizenship to be degraded, and we will 
not allow ourselves to be demeaned as 
the Franks-Lee bill did and as the 
Gingrey bill did. Go home and make 
your own constituents understand why 
you are legislating for somebody else’s 
district and you tell me whether your 
Tea Party friends will say, Well done. I 
doubt it. 

Mr. Speaker, this was a week when 
twice in the same week Republicans 
tried to roll over the District of Colum-
bia. Once was too much; twice, I simply 
could not abide. So I issue fair warn-
ing. It’s only me here. I can’t hurt any-
body. I can’t even vote against you. 
But I can tell you this much: I’m not 
going to allow the unequal treatment 
of the taxpaying citizens I represent to 
go unaddressed ever, not for one single 
moment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
f 

b 1450 

GOVERNMENT SPENDING 

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

Mr. WOODALL. I thank you, Mr. 
Speaker. I appreciate you staying late 
on a Friday afternoon so that the gen-
tlelady from the District of Columbia 
can have her time; and I can have a lit-
tle time, too. 

I know folks often think, Mr. Speak-
er, that votes have ended at the end of 
the day and folks have left the Cham-
ber, and you wonder what in the 
world’s going on there in Congress. 
Why are those guys still down there on 

the floor of the House talking after ev-
erybody else has gone back to their of-
fices? Well, there’s a lot of good rea-
sons for that. 

As the gentlelady from the District 
of Columbia said, folks don’t always 
get their say in the hustle and bustle of 
voting on those amendments. It moves 
fast. It’s limited to 2 and 3 and 10 min-
utes of debate at the time. And so you 
need some additional time at the end 
of the day. 

But more importantly, I guess this is 
just one of the wonderful facets of mod-
ern-day life, Mr. Speaker. You and I 
are both freshmen here in the House, 
but they pipe this back into our offices. 
I always thought when I was growing 
up, and I suspect you did, too, Mr. 
Speaker, when you’re at home and you 
turn on C–SPAN or it’s on the college 
campus or what have you and you look 
and the Chamber is empty, you think, 
What’s going on? You don’t realize that 
it’s piped through the closed circuit 
and it’s sitting on everybody’s tele-
vision back at home. 

Because when I got up here as a 
freshman, Mr. Speaker, I got so busy I 
couldn’t afford to sit down here on the 
House floor and spend my days here. I 
had to be back in the office meeting 
with constituents and going through 
the paperwork, doing all those things 
we have to do each day. And what a 
wonderful thing that is—lousy because 
it sends the wrong impression to Amer-
ica as it shows up on C–SPAN—but 
wonderful that folks are able to both 
serve their constituents back in their 
offices as well as keep track of what is 
going on on the floor. 

And what I brought down to the floor 
today, Mr. Speaker, and you can’t see 
it from your chair, but you have these 
numbers committed to memory, just as 
I do. I’ve got the pie chart here of the 
spending in this country. 

You know, spending comes in two 
parts. It comes in the parts that unless 
the Members of Congress act each and 
every year, the spending goes away. 
They call that discretionary spending, 
as you know, Mr. Speaker. You have to 
affirmatively act in Congress or else 
the spending goes away. 

The other part of spending is called 
mandatory spending, and that’s the 
part of spending that goes out the door 
whether Congress shows up to work or 
not. The President can take the year 
off. Congress can take the year off, 
that money is going to go out the door. 
That’s our parents’ and grandparents’ 
Social Security checks. Congress 
doesn’t have to affirmatively act to 
give you Social Security, Medicare. If 
you’re 65 years old, you’ve worked the 
required amount of time, you show up 
at the Medicare office, you just get 
Medicare. And then we have to figure 
out how to pay for it. That’s called the 
mandatory spending side of the ledger. 

And as you know, Mr. Speaker, the 
discretionary spending side of the ledg-
er, the part that we have to affirma-
tively act on each year represents 
about one-third of all Federal dollars. 

That’s automatic spending, Mr. Speak-
er. That’s spending that goes out the 
door whether Congress shows up or not, 
and it represents two-thirds of every-
thing we spend. 

You know, as I do, Mr. Speaker, that 
when we actually talk about spending 
money, about 40 cents out of every dol-
lar that this Chamber spends, that this 
Nation spends, is borrowed from the 
next generation of Americans; 40 cents 
out of every dollar, Mr. Speaker, is 
money we don’t have, but we borrow 
from our children and grandchildren. 
That’s why the spending decisions we 
make are so important, why you and I 
are working so hard to try to restrain 
that spending. 

I’ll give you an example, Mr. Speak-
er. If you started a government on the 
day Jesus Christ was born, and you 
borrowed $1 million a day to fund your 
government from the day Jesus Christ 
was born until today, 7 days a week 
you’re borrowing that money through 
today, you would have to continue to 
borrow $1 million a day every day, 7 
days a week for another 700 years to 
borrow your first $1 trillion. Your first 
$1 trillion, Mr. Speaker. 

You know how much we borrow from 
our children and our grandchildren— 
and by ‘‘we,’’ I mean folks who’ve come 
from both parties, generations before 
us, and still today—$15.5 trillion with 
no end in sight. No end in sight. 

Now, I don’t want to be about doom 
and gloom, Mr. Speaker, you know me. 
We’re part of this freshman class. When 
one of us falls, there are another 99 to 
pick him up and set him back on track. 

I brought down a chart today to talk 
about our successes because we’ve real-
ly have had some successes. 

Now, as I listened to the gentlelady 
from the District of Columbia talk be-
fore, it sounded like this is a very par-
tisan place to work. And I know when 
I pick up the newspaper, that’s what I 
read, too. But it’s not true. You can’t 
do anything up here as a party. It’s not 
about party. It’s about the 900,000 peo-
ple I represent back home. 

I am a Southern Republican, Mr. 
Speaker. I’m a hard-core right winger. 
I have more in common with a Demo-
crat from Tennessee than I do with Re-
publicans from California. This isn’t 
about party; this is about American. 
And the only things that get done get 
done working together. Why? Because 
we have a Republican House. We have a 
Democratic Senate. We have a Demo-
crat in the White House, and we have a 
constituency. We have an America that 
is divided about what to do. But I don’t 
think there’s anybody out there—well, 
with the exception of the President, 
Mr. Speaker—who believes that the 
problem is that we’re not spending 
enough. I think a lot of folks think 
Washington is wasting the money that 
it’s spending and that we can do better. 

And let’s talk about those successes, 
Mr. Speaker, because I have them right 
here. I’ve got a bar chart, Mr. Speaker. 
I’m showing FY 2010. That was before 
you and I got here—$1.28 trillion in dis-
cretionary spending. 
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