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the idea that we are stuck at 26 and we
are stuck at 26 forever is not a credible
argument because there are other vehi-
cles in the process that would be just
as rapid and just as fast if we would get
over this idea, this pride of authorship,
and if we would all work together on a
bipartisan basis to fashion a solution
that all veterans can live with. That is
incredibly important. For me, this is a
starting point, not an ending point.

It is important, it seems to me—and
I hope to do that by example, Mr.
Speaker, that we stay away from the
finger-pointing and the blame game—
that we not be guilty of the fiery rhet-
oric I have never understood.

As a west Texan, my instinct is al-
ways to put fires out. It is never my in-
stinct to add additional fuel. So the
partisan fires that rage in this build-
ing, it seems to me, need to be put out,
and the interest of the American peo-
ple and, in this case, the American vet-
eran need to be put first and foremost
and at the front and center of every-
thing that we are doing.

We shouldn’t stand and salute the
VA, as the chairman has indicated—I
agree with that—but we should stand
and salute every single veteran who
has served and every single veteran
who deserves health care and who
doesn’t get it.

We should apologize, Mr. Speaker, to
every single veteran who has stood in
line for those months and months at
the VA and not been able to make it
through that small funnel, and we
should apologize to them if we don’t
broaden that funnel to allow more peo-
ple to get more care.

Yeah, there may be changes to the
system, but those changes to the sys-
tem are further down the hall, further
down the way, further down the road,
further down whatever. Today, here,
we are talking about additional VA fa-
cilities. That one question we can set-
tle, we can settle tonight or tomorrow,
whenever the vote is on this, and we
can make sure that we expand that
pipeline, so that we don’t try to push
so many veterans through this really
narrow pipeline, so that some of them
get squeezed out of the system.

We should make that pipeline bigger
so that more people get served, and
each of us, each of us—Republican,
Democrat, Independent, Libertarian,
agnostic—each of us should be proud of
that vote.

Stand up and salute our veterans,
stand up and salute our people who
served, and stand up and admit that
they need access to health care. That is
what this motion does, Mr. Speaker.

On that note, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

The question is on the motion to in-
struct.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. GALLEGO. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.
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The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

————
HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 9 a.m. tomorrow.

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

There was no objection.

———

NEW DATA ON MARCELLUS
PRODUCTION

(Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, natural gas production in
the Marcellus and Utica shale forma-
tions is projected to grow 36 percent by
2035, according to a recently released
industry report from ICF Inter-
national.

According to the report, which is re-
leased quarterly:

Well data from producers suggests ulti-
mate recovery of gas in the Marcellus will
average 6.2 billion cubic feet per well, up
from 5.2 billion cubic feet per well in the last
report.

According to a recent Energy Infor-
mation Administration drilling report,
gas production in Pennsylvania alone
has more than quadrupled from 2009 to
2011.

Today, Bloomberg News reports:

Record natural gas production from the
Marcellus is helping send U.S. output to an
alltime high.

Another recent industry report from
Morningstar, Incorporated, noted that
Pennsylvania is now ranked third in
the Nation for natural gas production
and that the Marcellus is expected to
account for nearly one-fourth of all
U.S. gas output by 2015.

Mr. Speaker, natural gas continues
to provide jobs and family-sustaining
incomes that are much needed in the
Nation’s slow economic recovery. At
the same time, we are moving closer to
energy independence.

————

UNFUNDED LIABILITIES—THE
GREATEST THREAT TO OUR FU-
TURE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
YoHO). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 3, 2013, the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. SCHWEIKERT)
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader.

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. SHIMKUS), I believe it is southeast
Illinois.

CELEBRATING THE LIVES OF ALAN DIXON AND

KENNY GRAY

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I want

to thank my colleague for yielding.
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I rise today to celebrate the lives of
two extraordinary public servants,
both considered from southern Illi-
nois—one from deep southern Illinois—
Senator Alan Dixon and Congressman
Kenny Gray. Both passed within the
last week or so, but our mourning has
turned into remembrance and rev-
erence for their undeniable commit-
ment to all of us.

Senator Alan Dixon—or as he was
commonly known, Al the Pal, as we
from Illinois knew him, and eventually
everyone else in this institution and in
Washington knew him as that also—
was a larger-than-life personality, with
a can-do spirit, if you will.

He came to Washington to get things
done, particularly for his beloved Illi-
nois. From his beginnings in Belleville
and St. Clair County to being State
treasurer and secretary of State, he
modernized the offices he served in to
better serve the people of the State.

Elected to the U.S. Senate in 1980, he
soon realized that Illinois lacked a co-
hesive message in Washington, D.C.

With Senator Chuck Percy, he began
a monthly Illinois get-together that
continues to this day. It brings to-
gether Members of the House and the
Senate, downstate, Chicago, Repub-
lican, Democrat, conservative, mod-
erate, and liberal. We sit around, and
we talk about the Illinois agenda and
how we can work together to advance
it.

Our prayers and best wishes go out to
his wife, Jody, and his family and
friends.

I would also like to single out a cou-
ple of other people who were very spe-
cial in his life. One was Gene Callahan
and Scott Shearer. Their public service
on his behalf is emblematic of that of
all those who worked with my friend,
Al the Pal.

Just as a side note to my colleague,
we have a colleague here who is a Mem-
ber of Congress, CHERI BUSTOS, who is
the daughter of Gene; and there is that
great connection of, in essence, a po-
litically active family that continues
to serve.

We will miss Al the Pal. He was a
great friend and a great public servant.

Now, Mr. Speaker, let me turn to
Kenny Gray. Kenny Gray was a very
colorful Member of this Chamber, well
known for spending many hours in the
chair. He loved this House so much
that, after he retired, he ran again and
came back.

He was known as really a cult of per-
sonality. In a sea of Washington grey
suits, white shirts, and red ties, Kenny
stormed through this place in a flurry
of colors that had never been seen be-
fore, but you dare not look away, as
the Prince of southern Illinois was
here, and he was determined to fight
for his constituents.

Kenny made a big difference in
southern Illinois. As the coal industry
started suffering challenges, he worked
hard. He was known as the Prince of
Pork and the Prince of southern Illi-
nois.
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He worked diligently to bring the
interstate system to southern Illinois,
and he is also credited to bring a major
water conservancy, Rend Lake, which
brings and provides much of the needed
drinking water to southern Illinois,
and I would argue deep southern Illi-
nois.

I am reminded of how he helped
young people from southern Illinois
come and grow here in D.C. A favorite
example is my friend Brenda Otterson
of West Frankfort, who came out to
D.C. a few years back.

She came here as a Republican—
Kenny is a Democrat—but as a Repub-
lican. Brenda came from a family of
Democrats. Try as he might, Kenny
worked hard to convert her.

When he finally realized she wasn’t
budging, he said, fine, and he helped
her get a full-time job with a Repub-
lican Member. She served with distinc-
tion and never forgot her Kenny Gray
roots.

Kenny’s wife, Toedy, and their family
deserve a special prayer and thanks
from all of us.

Mr. Speaker, time comes, and time
goes—rabid debates, a flurry of activi-
ties. We always take time out to re-
member those of our colleagues from
future generations who are served,
served nobly, and then gone home.

I think it is just fitting to remember
that we remember those who served
selflessly for many years as we take up
their call to continue to do the same.

It is also important to remember to
enjoy each and every day, enjoy life,
work hard—because everything has its
time under the Sun and everything is
passing. That is why I appreciate the
opportunity to serve. I love the Cham-
ber. I love my colleagues.

With that, thank you for this oppor-
tunity, my colleague, Mr. SCHWEIKERT.

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Thank you, Mr.
SHIMKUS.

Mr. Speaker, a couple of weeks ago, I
came to the floor and did a bit of a
presentation of some of the numbers
we were seeing on what was actually
happening in our debt, in our future
economic growth, why we were so stag-
nant in today’s economy, and the over-
hang that was, I believe, the very thing
that was slowing down future economic
growth.

I had a number of phone calls and a
number of emails and a few comments
on Facebook asking for a little more
definition, a little more presentation.
So I thought I would come to the floor
this evening, take some of this leader-
ship hour, and walk through some of
the numbers.

I have to apologize to everyone right
now, I am going to throw out a lot of
math, a lot of numbers, but you are
going to see a theme here of what is
coming at us, and it is coming at us
very, very fast.

After we do this, I want to do a little
talking about a piece of legislation
that I have that has made it through
committee, and I am hoping, over the
next couple of months, we will come to
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the floor and what that piece of legisla-
tion, I believe, means to sort of trans-
parency here in our government with
the EPA and hopefully as just sort of
the future of how we deal with data in
this Federal Government.

The chart alongside me—and I know
there are lots of lines in it and it is
hard to read, but it has a very, very,
very simple theme—I am going to show
variations of this on a couple of dif-
ferent boards.

0 1700

The red you see down at the bottom
is what we call discretionary spending.
That is what we substantially get to
come down and vote on.

That discretionary spending, if you
look at the next decade on this chart,
basically stays the same. So the mili-
tary, the Park Service, the FBI, edu-
cation, and these things that are
programatic that we come down and
vote for on the discretionary side of
the budget are pretty much staying
even for the next 10 years.

Do you see the blue lines? They are
just slightly shy of doubling. They ba-
sically double over the next 10 years.
That is mandatory spending. That is
Medicare, Medicaid, Social Security,
interest on the debt, veterans’ benefits,
and now ObamaCare, things that are
built in by formula. And they grow and
grow and grow and grow, and they con-
sume everything in their path.

That is what is going on here.

When I do meetings back home in Ar-
izona, in the district, you often get this
question: Why do you all fight with
each other? Why do you all fuss with
each other? And my answer is: It is
about the money. And you get this
look.

You must understand, we come to
this floor and we are fighting over,
fussing over, in many ways, a shrink-
ing pot of resources, even though today
we have actually the highest revenues
this Federal Government has ever re-
ceived.

So where is the money going? It is
going to that mandatory spending. We
need to deal with the reality that the
mandatory spending—the entitle-
ments—are consuming our future. So
that is what this chart is basically say-
ing.

We are going to the next chart. The
reason I am going to put this one up is
this is from 2013. So we actually know
it has happened. It is a closed book.

If you look at the blue areas, that is
mandatory spending. You will see So-
cial Security, Medicare, Medicaid. You
will see other income. You have supple-
mental programs like food stamps,
WIC, and some of those types of pro-
grams. You will see veterans’ benefits
down here. And about 6 percent of our
budget last year—our money, our
spending—went to interest. Thirty-two
percent last year is what we, as Mem-
bers of Congress, got to come down
here and do policy on.

Understand that in 9 budget years—
and I am going to show you that pie

H6339

chart in a moment. That is 32 percent.
In 9 budget years, that goes from 32
percent of our spending and collapses
down to 22 percent. That 22 percent has
your military, the FBI, the education,
health research. All those types of
things are in that remaining portion of
the pie.

This was something that I picked up
several months ago, and I was shocked
it did not get more discussion here on
the floor of the House or around here in
Washington. Last September, we had
the Chief of Staff of the United States
Army in discussion before Congress
talking about the future of the Army
and what was actually going on. In his
quote, he basically says that 46 percent
of the Army spending today is per-
sonnel costs, like salaries, pensions,
health care. By 2023, 9 years from now,
it is going to be 80 percent.

So get your head around this: 80 per-
cent of the Army’s spending in 9 years
will be personnel costs. It will not be
equipment. It will not be things that
fly fast and go kaboom or make our
soldiers safer. It will be personnel
costs. In 9 years, 80 percent of that
Army’s budget will be personnel costs.

You have got to understand the de-
mographic bubble our country is in.
The fact of the matter is these costs
are consuming us. We can have a de-
bate of, well, it’s uncomfortable to talk
about, it’s not politically correct, when
you talk about Medicare and Social Se-
curity you can get yourself unelected,
but if you care about these programs, if
you care about the social contract we
as Members of Congress have with our
constituents, you need to step up and
understand the underlying math so you
can save them—because it is math.

Think about if I came to you and told
you that 9 years from now, for a branch
of our service, 80 percent of their
money is not equipment, is not things
that keep the soldiers safe, but it is
just going to be salaries, health care,
and retirement. You need to under-
stand that the very thing we are dis-
cussing on our overall Federal budget
is now also hitting Federal employees
and our military.

I am going to rotate to the next
board. Remember, this one shows 32
percent of all of our spending was dis-
cretionary.

This is 9 budget years from now, so it
is 2024. Nine budget years from now,
that discretionary portion falls to 22
percent of our spending. And this is
still the military; this is still the FBI;
it is still health research; it is still
education.

So what is happening here? Well, on
the previous pie chart, interest was 6
percent of our budget, 6 percent of our
spending. In 9 years, we predict it to be
around 14 percent. That is assuming
that we stay with historic norms on in-
terest rates. If interest rates spike, if
we have 1979, 1980, 1981, or 1982 all over
again, our interest exposure consumes
huge portions of what is left in the dis-
cretionary budget.

You must understand what we have
done with the explosion of our deficits
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in this country. We have actually made
this country rather fragile to interest
rate exposure, and something you need
to understand is we now become more
and more subject to the world’s inter-
est rate markets and our ability to
constantly sell more and more of our
debt.

There was something I found sort of
amusing, and I didn’t bring the actual
numbers with me, but 2 days ago this
administration was announcing how
happy they were with that the deficit
numbers and where they were at. The
problem was the deficit numbers
weren’t that different from last year,
and they were substantially higher
than they were predicting last Sep-
tember, one more time demonstrating
here in Washington you can spin al-
most anything. And if you have a com-
pliant press, complicit press—whatever
you want to use—you can make it
sound like happy talk.

The numbers are not getting better.

So in 9 budget years, 24 percent of
our spending is going to be Social Se-
curity.

On occasion, I will have someone on
the left who will show up at one of our
discussion groups, our working groups,
or our town halls and demand a discus-
sion about Social Security, saying So-
cial Security is fully funded. They have
all those I0Us in it.

Here is the basic math on Social Se-
curity.

Social Security is holding about $2.3
trillion of special Treasury notes from
the Treasury Department. Obviously,
the Treasury Department, if they were
to pay those back—which they will—
they have to go borrow the money, be-
cause they have already spent the
money. That is the asset in Social Se-
curity. Understand, Social Security is
sitting on about a $24 trillion unfunded
liability. So they are holding about $2.3
trillion in special Treasury notes, and
they have $24 trillion in unfunded 1li-
abilities.

And this is where it ties in. We
talked about this a couple of weeks
ago.

At the very beginning of the year,
George Mason University did a study
and put together some data of what
would happen if you took the U.S. debt,
the U.S. liabilities, and put them on
GAAP accounting, just like your busi-
ness, my business, just like everyone
else where you are doing a large public
statement and you would have to put
them on GAAP accounting—what are
your liabilities, what are your assets,
and if you offset them.

What would you guess the United
States shortfall is? On occasion, I will
hear many of my brothers and sisters
even here in this body sort of quote the
number that you can see at the bottom
of the U.S. debt clock on the Web site
as it is spinning, and they will say
things like: Oh, it’s a $120 trillion
shortfall.

The study at George Mason Univer-
sity came in at $205 trillion, which is
our honest debt, our honest unfunded
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liabilities, if you actually use GAAP
accounting.

Go to the Internet now and take a
look at what many predict, estimate,
guess is the entire wealth of the world.
You are going to find out what we owe,
what we are going to owe, what we
have promised is greater than the cur-
rent wealth of the entire world—every
asset in the world.

I will make you the argument that
even with the chaos we have right now
through so many things in this country
and so many things I actually hold this
administration responsible for, the
President’s failure to step up and say,
This is the systemic risk to my coun-
try, to your country, to our country,
not dealing with the explosion of the
future entitlements consumes our fu-
ture. And it is in front of us.

We knew baby boomers were going to
turn 65 for how long? I remember sit-
ting in a statistics class in 1981 where
the professor was putting things up on
the board and talking about how much
money we would have to have set aside
in assets as we started to move into
the baby boom retirements.

We are now into year three, and my
understanding is a typical baby boomer
will have put in around $100,000, $120,000
into Medicare in their lifetime, and
they are going to take out $330,000. So
they will put in about $110,000 and take
out about $330,000. Now, multiply that
shortfall times 76 million brothers and
sisters. And we are into year three of it
now.

We have known this was coming. We
have known this was coming for 65
years, but it was politically dangerous
to talk about. It was uncomfortable. It
is easier, as you watch the debates here
on the floor, to talk about today’s
chaos, today’s spending.

Being able to cover these promises,
these social entitlements, these social
contracts into our future, if you love
your Kkids, if you love your grandkids,
if you love your great-grandkids that
may not even be here yet, this is the
question I beg of you to ask candidates
who are running around this country:
What are your plans to deal with the
crushing future debt, the crushing fu-
ture promises that we have made that
there is no money for?

There is this almost pathologic atti-
tude around here of: We will get to it
one day when we have a Senate that is
willing to step up and do work. We will
get to it one day when we have a Presi-
dent that is willing to be honest about
the math. We will get to it one day.

The problem is that every single day
that ticks away, the math gets worse.
A good example of that is 2 days ago,
the Congressional Budget Office came
out with their annual data.

Remember, you have heard over and
over on the media that things are get-
ting better, the job situation is better,
our numbers are getting better. Well, if
they are getting better, how did the fis-
cal scenarios get worse?

Go pull the Congressional Budget Of-
fice’s numbers that they just put out.
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Our Congressional Budget Office does
two scenarios. One is the standard and
one is called an alternative.

O 1715

The standard is basically based on
the concept of: this is the law as it is
today. Here are the numbers that it
projects. Of course, you have got to un-
derstand that the law as it is today has
things in it 1like the common
vernacular ‘‘doc fix.”” We refer to it as
the SGR. It is this concept that, in a
dozen or so years, doctors are going to
take 73 percent less money—T73 percent
less compensation—to see a Medicare
patient. It is implausible. It is not
going to happen. Yet here is how the
scam works here in Washington.

It is the current law that doctors are
going to be compensated this much less
over the next dozen years, so we are
going to calculate that as savings all
up and down our future budget projec-
tions, our future debt projections. We
have things that are woven into those
numbers that are fantasy. Go read the
last three pages of the Medicare-Social
Security actuarial report. The head ac-
tuary, whom I have never met but who
I hear is just a standup person, basi-
cally says, ‘“‘Oh, by the way, these num-
bers are implausible,”” but they are
based on current law. You will hear de-
bates here on the floor, saying, ‘‘No,
the number is this. The number is
this.” The number often, if they are
using the standard projections, is a
fraud.

Then there is the alternative sce-
nario, which may overshoot a number
on the negative side because it basi-
cally makes a projection of: What if
GDP isn’t what we hope it to be?
which, as it has turned out over the
last couple of years, is true. We will be
blessed if we can break through that 2
percent this year because of what hap-
pened in the first quarter.

The alternative scenario is that we
hit 100 percent of debt to GDP in 14
years. How many of you remember
what you were doing 14 years ago? To
help you put it in sort of a perspective,
when you get ready to take out that 30-
year mortgage, understand that less
than halfway through it your govern-
ment, your country, is going to be at
100 percent debt to GDP. Theoretically,
that is when your sovereign debt be-
comes much more risky, and this net
interest figure potentially starts to ex-
plode on you because getting sovereign
nations, getting individuals and get-
ting investors from around the world
to buy our sovereign debt becomes
harder and harder because we start to
look riskier and riskier. If you say,
“David, I don’t want you to use the al-
ternative number. I want you to use
the standard number,” okay. Add 8
years. Add 8 years so that, in 2036, we
hit 100 percent of debt to GDP.

We can fix this, and we can fix it in
a way that is not terrifying. It will be
a little uncomfortable, but you will
save the future. If you are a person of
the left and if there are programs you
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care so deeply about, those programs
are on the discretionary side of this
budget. If you are a person of the right
or a person who cares a lot about the
military, that is in this discretionary
budget. Every time you talk about
those programs, you need to stand be-
hind that microphone and talk about
mandatory spending—Social Security,
Medicare, Medicaid, interest on the
debt, veterans’ benefits, and now
ObamaCare—because they are all on
autopilot, and they are consuming ev-
erything in their path.

That is, hopefully, a little more de-
tail of some of the numbers I put up a
couple of weeks ago. We traditionally
will put these slides up on our
Facebook page and on our Web site so
that you can analyze them. If you want
all of this data and a lot more—I mean,
a presentation could go on for hours—
it is on the Congressional Budget Of-
fice’s data sets. This is the issue of our
time. It is that we have made as a gov-
ernment, as a people, lots and lots of
promises, and we haven’t built the
mechanisms to pay for them.

With that, I want to move on to one
other little thing. Let’s take these
boards down.

Now, as we get ready to talk about
the ‘‘Secret Science’ piece of legisla-
tion, I show you all of these debt pro-
jections and unfunded liability num-
bers, and I am actually more opti-
mistic today than I have been at any
time in my 3 years here in Congress.
Why? If I had gone to anyone out there
10, 12 years ago and had said, ‘‘Hey, in
2015, the United States is going to be-
come a natural gas exporting country,”’
you would have laughed at me. Ten or
12 years ago, you couldn’t pick up the
newspaper—you couldn’t pick up The
Wall Street Journal, Barron’s, finan-
cial news—and not hear discussions
here on the floor about this thing
called ‘‘peak 0il.” The world was run-
ning out of energy, do you remember?
It wasn’t that long ago. The world is
running out of energy. Tomorrow, the
next incremental barrel of oil and the
next incremental unit of fossil fuels
that we extract will be less than the
day before. You all know the problem
with that. It was absolutely wrong. As
of today, we have more known fossil
fuel supplies than any time in human
history, and if we use this the right
way, that is one of the legs on the stool
that is going to support us as we stand
up and start to meet these obligations
that we have made.

The second thing is much more ethe-
real, a little more difficult to talk
about, and that is what is happening
all around  us. There is this
hyperefficient economy that is break-
ing out. How many of you have ever
ridden Uber? How many of you have
ever done SideCar? How many of you
have ever used that handheld computer
you call a phone to buy something, to
sell something, and to use it in a fash-
ion to do something that is so
hyperefficient that you couldn’t have
done it a couple of years ago? Please
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understand. The incumbents, as they
are often referred to—and it is not
competitive businesses. It is competi-
tive businesses and incumbent tax sys-
tems. If you have a Web site that al-
lows you to rent someone’s townhouse
for the week, that becomes a great
transaction for you and for that person
who owns the townhouse, but the mu-
nicipality and the hotel are not happy.
The municipality is not getting its bed
tax, and the hotel with its capital ex-
penditures is not happy, but the fact of
the matter is that this is an economic
transaction that is efficient.

Over the next couple of years, I be-
lieve, in State legislatures, city coun-
cils, county councils, and here in Con-
gress, we are going to see the fight
over: Do we regulate the new alter-
natives you have as a citizen to engage
in this hyperefficient economy? Do we
regulate them out of existence? Do we
create some concept of, well, we need
them to have additional tort liability
shields or we need to have them engage
in this part of the tax scheme? A bit of
economic chaos is normal. That is how
you renew yourself. That is how you
create the next generation of economic
growth. We need to embrace it because,
if we cannot reach escape velocity in
the energy renaissance and in the eco-
nomic renaissance, I do not Kknow,
mathematically, how we Kkeep our
promises to so many people in this
country.

A few months ago, I introduced a
piece of legislation, and it has been
through the Science Committee. We
gave it the title of ‘‘Secret Science.” I
am not sure if I am thrilled with the
title, but it is a very, very simple con-
cept. The concept underlying it is: Do
you make public policy and not make
the underlying public data available? It
is a simple concept—public data for
public policy. Should your government
be keeping the data—the underlying
data—secret and then create a bunch of
rules and regulations on top of you?

It is almost absurd to think we have
to create a piece of legislation to get
the EPA to take its data sets and make
them public. There is this intense arro-
gance out there in the world right now,
particularly at our agencies, of saying,
“David, you have got to understand.
Only real scientists, researchers who
we deem qualified should ever see this
data. Well, you don’t want the un-
washed masses to have an opportunity
to see how we are developing our
science and our regulations.” It is ab-
surd. It almost borders on Orwellian as
to what is going on in our bureauc-
racies today. They are going to create
rule sets that cost hundreds and hun-
dreds of billions of dollars and that are
going to affect how we live in future
decades. Yet there is the arrogance of
saying the young man who is a statis-
tics major, the left-wing group, the
right-wing research group, the industry
group, the activist group—just some-
one who is nutty enough to have a
great stats package on his home com-
puter, who wants to take the data sets
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and play with them and model them
and see what is out in the tails and
maybe match them up to other data
sets that someone hadn’t thought
about—is not worthy. They are not
worthy?

Now, it is a personal fixation, but I
actually believe that transparency is
the ultimate regulator in our society.
Could you imagine if we had gone into
2008 and if we had had transparency on
that MBS, the mortgage-secured bonds,
and had known what the impairment
was and had known what was actually
going on? Would you have had an im-
plosion on a single day, or would you
have had a couple of years of, hey,
these are having trouble, these are hav-
ing trouble; we need to mark down the
prices? Transparency is the ultimate
regulator, the ultimate vetter, but it is
also the ultimate exposure to bad acts.

This hit my desk last week. It is a
TIME magazine. On the cover it says,
“Eat Butter. Scientists Labeled Fat
the New Enemy. Why They Were
Wrong.”

Now, how many times have you heard
the people at your gym, your wife, or
others saying, ‘‘David, you need to be
eating less saturated fats. You can’t
eat that butter. We need to go buy
some of that artificial stuff’? Now I
am looking at TIME magazine’s say-
ing, ‘“‘Hey, we screwed up on the data.”
How many times in our lives do we
come here and say, ‘“We knew it except
for the small problem that we got it
wrong’’? Remember, we all knew the
world was running out of energy.
“Well, we got that wrong.” We all
knew eating butter was bad for you
until we knew the data was different.
There are dozens and dozens and dozens
of examples like this around us, but we
were so arrogant that we thought we
understood the data. We thought we
understood the methodology. We were
so brilliant except for the fact that we
weren’t. We got it wrong over and over
and over.

The fact of the matter is—and go
back to my energy example of a dozen
years ago and beyond that—our mili-
tary policy, our foreign policy, our en-
vironmental policy, our tax policy was
all based on this concept that the
world was running out of energy, ex-
cept we weren’t. How much of our
health policy is based on things like
this: “‘David, you can’t eat butter’’?

I saw a presentation a few years ago
that the government was spending this
astronomical amount of money to try
to keep people from using salt. The re-
searcher was presenting salt as only a
problem for you if you have hyper-
tension, but that is different than the
folklore out there. How many things
have we developed in our folklore that
we make policy?

That is why H.R. 4012—it is called the
““Secret Science’ bill—is, I believe, so
needed. When the EPA takes data,
whether it be from industry, whether it
be from a research group, an activist
group, a right, a left, an internal—any
group—and when they use that data to
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make a policy, to make a rule, that un-
derlying data belongs to all of us. It is
public policy by public data, and we all
as Americans deserve the right, if you
are so inclined, if you so choose, to sit
there, see it, touch it, calculate it,
crunch it, compare it, understand it.
Who knows? You may be the researcher
who comes out, looks at the data,
matches it up against other things, and
tells me I can eat butter.

I promise that in a couple of weeks,
maybe a month, I am going to come
back to this microphone, because I
have collected an entire binder of ex-
ample after example of what we were
absolutely positive about—what we ab-
solutely knew—and we got wrong, and
how so many of those things we made
public policy on, and we got it wrong.

My good friend from Iowa (Mr. KING)
has a couple of other things in sort of
that same vein that he wants to share,
and he may be the best person I have
ever seen behind these microphones.

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

——
O 1730

A HISTORICAL ASSESSMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) for the
remainder of the time as the designee
of the majority leader.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
want to thank the gentleman from Ari-
zona for that outstanding transition
that he made here. I actually came
down to chide him just a little bit.

I was listening very closely to what
he had to say, and it was very valuable,
the comments on energy that we need
and the direction this economy needs
to go. I am going to restrain the chid-
ing because of his outstanding transi-
tion that he made and, let you know,
Mr. Speaker, that I came down here to
address you and to talk with you a lit-
tle bit about the things that are ahead
for us in this Congress, the things that
are ahead for us in this country.

When our Founding Fathers shaped
this country and wrote our declaration
and filed our Constitution and got it
ratified, it was an extraordinarily ac-
complishment, and those documents
will live for the duration of civiliza-
tion, and they will be in our memory,
they will be in our heads, they will be
in our hearts for the full duration of
the time of civilization, whether it is
succeeding civilizations thousands of
years from now, they will look back on
what happened here.

When our Founding Fathers put to-
gether this republican form of govern-
ment, which is guaranteed to us in ar-
ticle IV, section 4 of the Constitution,
it also guaranteed protection from in-
vasion.

They set up the House of Representa-
tives to have elections every 2 years, so
that we could be the quick-reaction
shock force. When the public could see
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that this country was going in the
wrong direction, they wanted to make
sure that the House could be restored
and filled with people that came from
all across the country—the Thirteen
Original Colonies or the 50 States that
we are now and the territories that
send representatives here—and that we
could reverse an erroneous course that
could be taken by a Congress going in
the wrong direction.

That is the reason for 2 years—elec-
tions every 2 years. The Senate was set
up with elections every 6 years, so they
didn’t have to worry about reelection
for a longer period of time, and they
could take the longer view.

Now, that was the theory or a philos-
ophy that was generally untested, at
least within the culture and the civili-
zation of the time, and it has proven to
be a fairly effective approach.

We saw what happened here in 2010,
when I will say an overexuberant, very
liberal Democrat majority in the House
and in the Senate, essentially a veto-
proof majority in the Senate, by hook,
crook, and legislative shenanigans,
crammed ObamaCare down the throats
of the American people.

I remember those dramatic times.
Tens of thousands of Americans came
to Washington, D.C., from every single
State, including Hawaii and Alaska, to
protest what was happening to our
God-given liberty and our right, our
God-given right to manage our health,
our skin, and everything inside it.

Well, it was still crammed down the
throats of the American people, that
policy called ObamaCare. The real
name for it is the Patient Protection
and Affordable Care Act—the Patient
Protection and Affordable Care Act.

I know. If I would say that about six
times and you are having trouble going
to sleep, Mr. Speaker, that would put
you to sleep. It is a substitute for
Ambien, to say Patient Protection and
Affordable Care Act.

Democrats finally recognized that,
and they changed the name and their
verbiage that they use. They said, oh,
it is offensive to say ObamaCare; and
then they realized that the President is
the one that coined the term
“ObamaCare.”

He did so on February 25 of 2009 at
the Blair House, in that big square
seating when they had a conference on
health care, and he acted like a pro-
fessor and interrupted Republicans 72
times that day, but he used the phrase
“ObamaCare.”

Now, when we use it, they said that
is pejorative. Don’t use that because it
identifies what it really is, it is a
health care system that is socialized
medicine. It is a government takeover
of our bodies, our skin, and everything
inside it; yet when the President used
ObamaCare, then some of the Demo-
crats decided: we will embrace the
word ‘‘ObamacCare.”

They did for a while, and they real-
ized that they were adding fuel to the
fire of the rejection of ObamaCare, and
they decided, well, let’s find another
way we can name this thing.
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So then they insisted that you
weren’t nice and you weren’t polite and
it was inappropriate if we didn’t use its
official name, which they would liked
to have changed to the Affordable Care
Act, not the Patient Protection and Af-
fordable Care Act, but the Affordable
Care Act.

Now, I get to this because I am
thinking about our Founding Fathers
and George Washington, who could not
tell a lie. So I asked myself the ques-
tion—this policy that is going to cost
over $1 trillion extra for ObamaCare
that was promised it was going to cut
our premiums, per household, by $2,500
a year, and if you like your doctor, you
could keep your doctor, if you like
your policy, you get to keep your pol-
icy, those promises weren’t true.

The big promises of ObamaCare
weren’t true, and many things that
were not advertised as highly as that
didn’t come true either.

So now they want to say Affordable
Care Act. George Washington could not
utter those words, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause George Washington could not tell
a lie. That is why he confessed to chop-
ping down the cherry tree.

I am not certain that the stump ex-
ists out there at Mount Vernon yet,
but I am convinced that George Wash-
ington couldn’t say the term ‘‘afford-
able care act” 1in reference to
ObamaCare because it is not an accu-
rate term. It is a dishonest term. It is
not affordable, and it is less care.

Maybe it is an act, Mr. Speaker, so
that is my commentary on going down
that path with our Founding Fathers.

They also had this vision and they
hoped that—and they had a long-term
vision. It was a wonderful long-term vi-
sion of what kind of a country you
could build if you just laid down God-
given liberties, timeless principles, and
laid out the pillars of American
exceptionalism, articulate them, sell
them to the American people, get them
to support your Declaration of Inde-
pendence, get them committed to
doing what they knew they had to do,
fight a war against King George.

They had to go through the winter at
Valley Forge, and they had to a march
up and down the coastline and in the
interior part of the United States, at
least the Thirteen Colonies, and take
on the redcoats wherever they where.
They won that Revolutionary War,
learned some lessons from that about
how you field the Continental Army.

You have to have a Commander in
Chief, and you have to have a central-
ized government if you are going to de-
fend yourself against the global powers
of the world. They set up a Constitu-
tion to do that.

They envisioned and anticipated a lot
of things in this Constitution, one of
them was a means to amend it, and
they believed that the President of the
United States would be a man of honor
who would give his oath of office, and
they wrote his oath of office into the
Constitution, to ensure that the nobil-
ity, the integrity, the statesmanship,
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