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Mr. BURTON of Indiana. China yes-
terday said that they held $682 billion
of our debt and that they were very
concerned about the ‘‘reckless poli-
cies” of our spending. And they were
concerned so much that they contacted
our new Secretary of the Treasury and
said, We want some kind of a guarantee
that our money is going to be worth
something if you guys keep spending so
much over there and devalue not only
your currency, but the currencies
throughout the world.

Well, today China reversed its posi-
tion and said—Luo Ping, the Director
General of the Chinese Banking Regu-
latory Commission—said in a speech in
New York, ‘“We’re still going to buy
your Treasuries because where else are
we going to put our money, because the
United States is still the biggest econ-
omy and the best place to put our
money. But we’re really upset with you
because you're devaluing your -cur-
rency, and you’re going to be devaluing
ours as well.”

And he said this, ‘‘Except for U.S.
Treasuries, what can you hold? Gold?
You don’t hold Japanese government
bonds or UK bonds. U.S. Treasuries are
still the safest haven. For everyone, in-
cluding China.” But, you’re devaluing
your currency over there, and we don’t
want ours devalued, but we don’t have
anyplace to go.

He said further on, ‘“We hate you
guys,” using his language, ‘“We hate
you guys. Once you start issuing $1
trillion, $2 trillion or more in dollars,
we know the dollar is going to depre-
ciate, so we hate you guys, but there’s
nothing else we can do.” Now what
does this tell us as Americans?

This is a chart showing the amount
of money in circulation in the United
States. And you can’t see—my col-
leagues who might be watching in their
offices—but you can see the amount of
money in circulation was pretty steady
up until about the last 10 or 12 years,
and then you see it has just risen like
a rocket. It’s just gone straight up.
And that’s before we started all this
spending we are talking about right
now, which worries not only us but the
Chinese and Japanese and others that
hold an awful lot of our debt and are
buying more right now as we speak.

What’s going to happen tomorrow is
we’re going to spend another $800 bil-
lion. Almost $1 trillion. The Secretary
of the Treasury said the other day that
he was going to have to put probably
another $1 trillion or maybe even $2
trillion into the banking system in this
country to make sure everything con-
tinues on the right path.

We are going to spend another $400
billion in an omnibus spending bill in a
couple of weeks. So we are looking at
probably $2 to $3 trillion in additional
spending before too long, and it’s going
to probably triple the amount of
money we have in circulation over the
long haul. In the short haul, maybe
only about half of that. Maybe only $1
trillion or $1.5 trillion.

But what that means is the amount
of money in circulation is going to go
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up like a rocket. And that is what we
call inflation, because the amount of
goods and services produced by this
country is not increasing at a rapid
rate right now because of the economy.
And so we are going to have pretty
much the same amount or maybe a lit-
tle bit less of goods and services being
sold in this country, but we are going
to have almost twice as much money.

So, the amount of money chasing
goods and services is going to double,
which means when you go to buy some-
thing, it’s going to cost a lot more. If
you have 100 quarts of milk, and I used
this illustration the other night, and
you have $100, then a quart of milk is
going to cost about $1. But if you dou-
ble the amount of money to $200 or
$300, then the quart of milk is going to
go up at the same rate. That’s the law
of supply and demand. And we’re put-
ting so much money in circulation that
we are going to have, in my opinion,
hyperinflation.

Now we had this back in the 1970s. It
was worse then than it is now. Jimmy
Carter was President. We had double-
digit inflation. Fourteen percent.
That’s what we call hyperinflation. It
will probably be worse than that now.
We had double-digit unemployment.
We have 7 percent now. It was 12 per-
cent back then.

And so they brought a guy in named
Volcker to do something about it. And
he raised interest rates to 21 percent,
and we had the worst recession up until
that time for probably 30 or 40 years.
And then Ronald Reagan was elected.
He came in and he cut taxes and stimu-
lated economic growth. We had one of
the longest periods of income recovery
in American history.

We are doing the same thing today
that Carter did back in the seventies. I
don’t think my colleagues—most of
them—remembered that, because they
are too young. And we are not going to
profit from history. But what we are
doing is we’re throwing money at the
problem instead of solving the problem
by creating an economic recovery.

The way to create an economic re-
covery is to give business, industry,
and American citizens as much of their
tax money back as possible so they can
spend it. They can spend it more wisely
than the government of the United
States. And if you ask all of your
neighbors, said, Who could spend $100
better, you or the government? And
most of them will say, We can.

We have got to control spending, and
we’re not doing it. We’re heading in the
wrong direction. We’re printing money.
We’re going to be printing money at a
very rapid rate, and it’s going to cost
everybody in this country and the fu-
ture generations a great deal, not only
in inflation, but more taxes and the
quality of life.

————

200TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
BIRTH OF ABRAHAM LINCOLN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
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uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. KING) is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the minority leader.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Madam Speaker, 1
appreciate so much the privilege to be
recognized to address you here on the
floor of the House of Representatives
on this 200th anniversary of the birth
of Abraham Lincoln.

I've watched, of course, Lincoln’s life
and history from the perspective of ac-
tually a youth who was pointed out to
me by my family back in those years.
So I have always paid a lot of attention
to Abraham Lincoln.

As our 16th President of the United
States, the man who saved the Union—
who did a lot of things—but a man who
saved the Union, kept us from being
forever divided. I played a little with
the history and the question of that.
What would have happened if the Civil
War would have ended with a division
rather than the unity of the United
States of America?

All history that flows from that
date—from the 1860s—of this country,
would be changed. The history of any
involvement that we might have had
during the Spanish-American conflict;
during World War II; as we heard, from
Judge PoE; World War II; Korea; Viet-
nam, all of the wars, but also the geo-
politics, the economy. We would not
have become the preeminent economic
power in the world if Abraham Lincoln
hadn’t come along and this Nation
hadn’t been blessed with him at the
time it was.

His perseverance to save the Union
has positioned this Nation to go for-
ward to a level of destiny I believe
unimagined by our Founding Fathers
and unimagined by Abraham Lincoln
himself.

One cannot say enough about what
Abraham Lincoln did for this country
or for the free world, Madam Speaker.
But here we are today, on the 200th an-
niversary of his birth, celebrating
these two centuries of prosperity that
we’ve had, and I mean the prosperity of
liberty, the prosperity of freedom, the
prosperity of the Union holding to-
gether, and the constitutional point
being preserved that this is an
indissolvable Union of the States, of
the several States and, today, of the 50
States, Madam Speaker.

I can’t help but reflect that today is
the day that it was planned by our cur-
rent President of the United States,
President Obama, to bring this huge
spending stimulus package to the floor
of the House of Representatives for
what they anticipated and hoped would
be a final passage vote of the con-
ference report here in the House so
that the bill may or may not have been
handled by the Senate today, but so it
had the chance to at least have been
passed in this Chamber—this Cham-
ber—where Abraham Lincoln served
one term before he went back and went
through some political bumps in the
road and then became President of the
United States.

And one can walk through those
doors and down the hallway and stand
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on the brass plate, the very spot where
Abraham Lincoln’s desk was when he
served this country in this United
States House of Representatives, where
we are today, Madam Speaker.

Abraham Lincoln, the man who saved
the Union, the man who stood on con-
stitutional principles, the man who ab-
horred slavery but still understood
that the language in the Constitution
allowed for it. The man who cleared
the way so we could pass the 13th and
14th and 15th amendments. The man
who made it possible that we could
have constitutional protection for
rights of all men, and later paved the
way for the rights of all women. Abra-
ham Lincoln, Madam Speaker.

Abraham Lincoln, his ghost is with
us, his spirit is with us today. But this
was the day that the man who’s pos-
tured himself as a second Lincoln
wanted to see this massive stimulus
plan come to this floor for a final pas-
sage.

It’s not going to happen today,
Madam Speaker. And I'm grateful it’s
not going to happen today because for
me to hold back my tears thinking
about what that says about the mem-
ory of Abraham Lincoln, to move an
agenda that is a massive, irresponsible
spending agenda to the floor of the
House as a way of commemorating and
connecting the 44th President of the
United States, who is from Illinois,
with the 16th President of the United
States, who was a conservative from I1-
linois who stood for these constitu-
tional principles. I can’t think how
they can be any further apart from a
monetary perspective, Abraham Lin-
coln and President Obama, than what
we see here today.

Abraham Lincoln was a conservative,
Madam Speaker. Abraham Lincoln was
a constitutionalist. Abraham Lincoln
was on a strong national defense. Abra-
ham Lincoln believed a series of things
that I think this Chamber needs to
hear about. And they don’t fit very
well with the legislation that has been
pushed out of the White House today,
or with the legislation that has been
pushed from the Speaker’s office.

And so, Madam Speaker, Lincoln—
Lincoln, the conservative; Lincoln, the
objective person who believed in per-
sonal responsibility; Lincoln, the man
who was credited with saying, You
can’t help the poor by punishing the
rich, You can’t help the weak by weak-
ening the strong; the whole series of
those other statements made by Presi-
dent Lincoln—and here we are with
this massive spending bill, this $838 bil-
lion spending bill. And when you add
the interest on it, it has been back
down now to something like $791 bil-
lion in the negotiations. And you add
the interest on it and you come to
$1.138 trillion sitting today in a con-
ference report that is being printed, we
think, with the idea that America’s
economy will be stimulated if we just
spend enough money.

John Maynard Keynes wasn’t born in
time to influence Abraham Lincoln’s
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philosophy. If he had been, I do not
think he would have found favor with
Abraham Lincoln or the cabinet. But
Keynes was a contemporary of Frank-
lin Delano Roosevelt, and Keynes did
advocate that spending money stimu-
lated the economy. Just by the virtue
of spending the money, it stimulated
the economy.

And so the simplest way to describe
that would be—first, I need to tie this
together. That President Obama has
often articulated his belief that spend-
ing money stimulates the economy. He
has said that—and the language is,
“Stimulus is spending,” if we remem-
ber his angry speech the other day.
“Stimulus is spending.”

And so he’s advocated this spending
as if it doesn’t matter where it goes, it
just matters the size of it. And as I've
listened to him speak, my disagree-
ment is I don’t believe the New Deal
worked. His argument is that if FDR
would have just not lost his nerve, if
FDR, Franklin Delano Roosevelt, fa-
ther of the New Deal, which has di-
rectly reflected the policies promoted
by John Maynard Keynes, if FDR had
just spent enough money, the New Deal
would have gotten us out of the De-
pression. Well, Madam Speaker, it
didn’t get us out of the Depression.

And the President, the current Presi-
dent, President Obama, has said that
we are going to grow this economy by
spending. Stimulus is spending. And in-
dexing it into this belief of Keynes.
Here’s what Keynes said. ‘“When it
comes to public works, the more waste-
ful, the better.” Because if you waste a
lot of money spending it on public
works, at least you’re not competing
directly with the private sector and
taking away the things they might be
doing that actually stimulate the econ-
omy. That private sector is generally
the productive sector of the economy,
Madam Speaker.

And, Keynes went on. Now, remem-
ber, this is at the basis, the foundation
for FDR’s New Deal, which is the basis
for Barack Obama’s new ‘‘new deal,”
this uber new deal that hangs out
above us today, that seems to have
been at least temporarily suspended by
the image of Abraham Lincoln and
maybe the conscience of Abraham Lin-
coln, holding this thing back, maybe
for another day, maybe longer.

[ 1700

Here is what Keynes said: If the
Treasury were to fill old bottles with
bank notes, bury them at suitable
depths in disused coal mines which are
then filled up to the surface with town
rubbish, and leave it to private enter-
prise on well-tried principles of laissez
fair to dig the notes up again, there
need be no more unemployment.

Keynes said if we would just print a
lot of Federal money and put it in bot-
tles and go to the coal mine and bury
it in the ground, and then dump the
coal mine full of garbage and step back
and watch the flurry of activity, that
we would solve unemployment. That
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seems to be the approach that is
brought today. It brings to mind for me
the movie that the Beatles published
some years ago, Magic Christian. If you
remember the scene in Magic Christian
where there was all kinds of garbage
and refuse and just revolting material
dumped into this swimming pool along
with a lot of money, and there you had
greedy people diving into the swim-
ming pool and fighting each other for
the money to get their hands on it. The
same image: Keynes, the Beatles,
Magic Christian; Keynes, FDR, Barack
Obama. Their economic policy is the
same. NANCY PELOSI’s economic policy,
the same.

We are here today doing all we can to
hold back this disaster that is inter-
generational theft of hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars cumulating into mul-
tiple trillions of dollars that are debt
that we will not pay in our lifetime but
will be debt that is passed along to our
children and grandchildren. And if we
saddle this economy, they may not be
able to pay it in their lifetime, even if
they come to the senses that we can’t
seem to get in a majority on the floor
of this House.

I am happy to yield to the gentleman
from Missouri. I am looking forward to
the input that he would have on this
economic issue, Mr. AKIN, such time as
he may consume.

Mr. AKIN. I thank the gentleman,
and I appreciate your comments. And I
think that, as we have been trying to
discover more and more what is in the
bill; now, it is a secret what is in the
bill, in spite of the discussions about
transparency and the chance that peo-
ple will have a 48-hour window to actu-
ally read what is in the bill. Yet, the
bill we still have not seen it. There
have been people out saying, well, here
is the deal we cut. But in terms of
transparency and 48 hours, that of
course was just campaign rhetoric, ap-
parently.

But what it seems like, as we look
more and more at this thing, is that
this is really a form of financial infan-
ticide, because what we are going to be
doing is burdening not only our chil-
dren but our grandchildren.

But I would like to back up just a
minute on the gentleman from Iowa, a
man that has been a small business
owner, a great Congressman, and a
great commonsense guy, and I want to
just sort of back up because there is
two theories about how to treat the sit-
uation. And I think it is important
that we state that, as a Republican,
and I believe you as a Republican gen-
tleman, believe that this is a serious
situation that we are facing.

At a town hall meeting, a little girl
stood up and she said, “My daddy just
lost his job from 40 hours to 24 hours.
Is there anything in this bill that is
going to help my daddy?” And the an-
swer to that question is, ‘“no.” And
that is exactly the reason why we have
to vote ‘‘no,” because it doesn’t solve
the problem.

Now, there are two theories about
how you approach the situation that
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our economy faces right now. And one
of them, this word Keynesian, which is
some old musty historical guy, some
Lord Keynes from England, I suppose,
and he had a theory that was conven-
ient for government people; and that
was, the more government money you
spend, the better off you are. And the
guy who really tried that theory,
worked for FDR. He was Secretary of
the Treasury. His name was Henry
Morgenthau.

Henry Morgenthau went out and,
boy, did he spend money. And he did
just exactly what the Democrats are
doing he said that they want to do, and
that is to build schools and to do all of
these different public works projects.
And at the end of 8 years, he appeared
before the Ways and Means Committee.
Now, this guy was doing Keynesian ec-
onomics before Keynes even made it
popular.

At the end of 8 years he appears in
the Congress here before the Ways and
Means Committee and he says, ‘It did
not work.” He said, ‘“We have spent
money and spent money for 8 years,
and I am telling you, it does not work.
The unemployment is just as bad now
as it was 8 years ago, and, to boot, we
have a tremendous debt.” Now, that
was our first experiment with the idea
that you just go out and spend tons of
money and everything is going to be
okay.

Now, I don’t know too many house-
holds in America, Congressman KING,
that have such a lack of common sense
that when their family budget gets in
trouble, that they go buy a brand-new
car, take out a second loan on their
house, buy a motorboat, and just go
spend money to make it better. There
are not too many people that have that
little common sense. And yet, right
here in Washington, D.C., we seem to
have all of them that doesn’t have any
common sense ready to jump on this
idea that just spending a whole lot of
money is going to make the problem
better.

Now, we haven’t even talked about
what we are spending the money on
yet. The theory is that we are going to
do stimulative things, such as building
roads and bridges and stuff, which in
fact most of this bill has nothing to do
with that at all, just expanding entitle-
ments. I really don’t understand how
millions and millions of dollars spent
on sexually transmitted disease edu-
cation is really going to put people to
work.

But aside from that, I just wanted to
mention one other thing, and that is
something that is a problem of scale.
Sometimes numbers get so many ze-
roes behind them that people get a lit-
tle batty and don’t realize what they
are talking about. So let’s try and put
this $800 billion into perspective. And
it is not $800 billion; it is going to be
more than $1 trillion, because what
this does is it commits us to all kinds
of additional spending which it is not
going to stay anywhere near. But let’s
just say we talk about $800 billion.
What does that mean?
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Well, one of the things we have heard
for the last 7 years is all of the money
that we have wasted on the war in Iraq
and how much money the war in Af-
ghanistan has cost us. So let’s start,
first of all, go back to the beginning of
the war in Afghanistan 7 years ago, the
beginning of the war in Iraq 6 years
ago, let’s add it all up. Add all of those
two wars up from the beginning of
when they started, and it is less than
what is in this bill. So that 800-some
billion dollars, that is a pretty fair
amount of money.

Let’s put it in other terms. Let’s pic-
ture, we now currently have 11 aircraft
carriers in the military. Those are con-
sidered the most valuable assets, other
than just the American cities that we
have. We really try to protect our 11
aircraft carriers. How many aircraft
carriers could we build for $800 billion?
Well, if we got them at the old price,
about 250. Can you picture 250 aircraft
carriers end to end? But let’s say we
get the newest, most fancy brand-new
aircraft carriers. Still, even with no
discount for buying a large number, we
are talking 100 aircraft carriers. The
debt service in one year on this $800
billion would buy us 9 aircraft carriers.

And so what are we going to do? We
are talking about protecting mice in
the Speaker’s district, and we are talk-
ing about all of these things that have
nothing to do other than just spending
a whole lot of government money.

So, first of all, the question is: Does
spending a lot of money do any good?
And the answer is: Historically, the
Japanese tried it and it didn’t work for
them, either, any better than it did for
FDR. They turned a recession into a
depression using this theory.

And so what the common sense is,
the Federal Government has got to
stop spending so much money. That
isn’t too complicated. People are say-
ing Republicans don’t have an answer.
We have got an answer: Don’t spend all
this money. What part of ‘“don’t spend
money’”’ don’t you understand? It
seems so simple. Everybody else in
America can figure it out. Why can’t
we figure it out?

We don’t want to spend a lot of
money. What we want to do is we want
to let the capital, the money, remain
with the people that actually create
the jobs. Don’t we?

And I see that you have got a number
of other really qualified people to join
you on this hour. I just thank you for
taking the time to try to get the truth
out on a bill that is still smoke and
mirrors.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming my
time, and thanking the gentleman
from Missouri for his many hours here
and for his many hours in front and be-
hind the scenes standing up for our
American values. It triggers in my
memory how much money an aircraft
carrier can be built for.

Bloomberg reported on Monday that
if you add up the commitments that
the United States has made within the
last year in economic stimulus plan in
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one kind or another, including Fannie
Mae and Freddie Mac, including the re-
bate check, including the $700 billion
bailout, the risk in Fannie and Freddie
and these bailouts, it comes to $9.7 tril-
lion. That is with a “T.” And if we ap-
plied the $9.7 trillion to the home
mortgages in America, it would pay off
90 percent of the home mortgages in
America. That is how much money is
at risk here, taxpayers’ money, the
people’s money in this country, Madam
Speaker.

I would be so happy to yield so much
time as she might want to utilize to
the gentlelady from Minnesota, Mrs.
BACHMANN.

Mrs. BACHMANN. And I want to
thank the stunning representative
from Iowa, Mr. KING, who is putting
this effort together for this hour. There
are many of my colleagues who are
here, and many more who want to join
and add their words to the wonderful
repertoire we are having this evening.

As Mr. KING had mentioned, it is ab-
solutely true; as we look at the risk
that we put the American taxpayer at,
we are looking at essentially $9.7 tril-
lion of potential risk.

One fact you mentioned, that poten-
tially 90 percent of all home mortgages
could be completely paid off with that
amount of money. Here is another fact.
You could take that $9.7 trillion that
the American taxpayer is on the hook
for, and you could write a check today
to every man, woman, and child in the
world for $1,430. That is how much
money we are on the hook for.

And the reason why I wanted to have
the opportunity to stand up right now;
my husband and I have been married 30
years, we have 5 biological kids, and we
have been blessed to have 23 foster
kids. I can’t look my 22-year-old in the
eye and say to him, ‘‘Harrison, this
stimulus is good for you and good for
your generation.”” Why? Because 1
know for a fact that just the Social Se-
curity burden alone, the unfunded net
liability that the next generation will
owe just on Social Security will equal
25 percent of their income when they
come into their prime earning years.
That is before this level of spending.

We are looking at $1 trillion in spend-
ing. $1 trillion just in stimulus spend-
ing is equal to the entire amount of
money that we have in currency, in the
currency today, in the United States.
This is an enormous amount of money.
And that doesn’t include the $2 trillion
that the Federal Reserve has also just
been in the process of promising this
week. We had a $3 trillion day here in
Washington, D.C. just a couple of days
ago.

But the great news is that we do have
an answer to these economic doldrums.
Republicans don’t disagree that there
is a problem. There is a tremendous
problem. But we also know the solu-
tion.

How do we know? Well, there is a
Harvard long-term study that was com-
pleted in 2002, and it said very simply
this, ‘“‘After studying 18 economies, we
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know what the answer is to increasing
economic competitiveness. It is this:
Governments need to cut government
wages and they need to cut transfer
payments, which are welfare pay-
ments.”” How do you characterize a
downturned economy? Very simply: In-
crease taxes.

We know what the solution is. Imag-
ine if last year, under the Democrat
controlled Congress and under Presi-
dent Bush, had we chosen to reject $1
trillion in new spending, and instead
had we put in place permanent tax cuts
in the capital gains tax, zeroing that
out, cutting the corporate tax rate
down to 9 percent, cutting marginal
tax rates for every American, our prob-
lem this year would be finding enough
workers to fill the jobs.

There is a reason why we aren’t see-
ing an investment in the TUnited
States; it is because we are currently
the second highest tax rate, corporate
tax rate, in the world. We can change
that very quickly. And now when the
rest of the globe is in economic dol-
drums, wouldn’t it be a pleasure to
have the United States be the best cli-
mate for investment? We can do that.

That is what the Republican plan
aims to do. That is what all of us are
down here tonight to offer that posi-
tive solution to the American people.

We are going to hear a lot about how
bad this bill is. In fact, we know it is
bad, because Senator JUDD GREGG just
announced that he is withdrawing his
name for consideration as Commerce
Secretary under President Obama for
two reasons: One being that the stim-
ulus package is so bad he can’t be asso-
ciated with it; and, number two, he is
so outraged that the current Obama
White House has taken the Census out
of the Commerce Department, where it
has historically been, and pulled it into
the White House for what we believe
are obvious political reasons that he
has said, “I can’t abide by this. I am
gone.”

That is why we are here tonight.
That is why I commend you, Rep-
resentative KING, for holding this
forum, because we know we have solu-
tions that work. And, after all, the
American people deserve no less. And I
thank you.
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Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the gen-
tlelady from Minnesota for the quick
mind that she has and the background
that she has not only as a tax attorney,
but also as a mother and a foster par-
ent. She is someone who has also plied
the trade and understands taxes and
the incentives that are involved. She
has been involved in the private sector
for many years starting and operating
businesses successfully. All of this
background gets threaded into the
judgment that comes here. And that
was how it was envisioned, that we
would bring our skills from our private
life to this Congress and work to-
gether.

The stimulus package, I might add,
Madam Speaker, is not one of those. It
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didn’t benefit from one side of the aisle
here. It didn’t have the bipartisan ne-
gotiations. It didn’t really reflect the
free market attitudes of the Repub-
licans. It only reflects the grow govern-
ment, grow entitlement and grow the
dependency philosophy of Democrats.
And part of me says, well, if it is going
to be one or the other, then let the peo-
ple decide. And if they can’t decide for
allowing for a legitimate debate and
amendment process here on the floor of
the House, then perhaps they will de-
cide in the next election, Madam
Speaker. And that is what this is about
is making this case. I'm very well
aware of the inertia that is there. But
I still say, maybe, maybe the image of
Abraham Lincoln is holding this disas-
trous stimulus plan back. Maybe Amer-
ica will come to pass and actually peo-
ple will wake up tomorrow morning
having had an epiphany and come to
their senses that spending money for
the sake of spending money is the
equivalent, as Keynes said, of digging a
hole and burying it. And the President
said we’re not just digging a hole and
filling it back up. But yes, we are. We
are with about $2 out of every $3 in the
stimulus plan.

I recognize some Members here on
the floor. Since I have spoken to the II-
linois issue, I have been looking for-
ward to hearing from a son of Illinois,
since this is the 200th anniversary of
Abraham Lincoln’s birth, the gen-
tleman with all of the vigor that Illi-
nois could muster on any given day,
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. MAN-
ZULLO) for so much time as he may
consume.

Mr. MANZULLO. The Republicans
have been offering an alternative to
this $800 billion stimulus. The Repub-
lican plan includes, among other
things, decreasing the lowest two in-
come tax brackets by 5 percent, which
results in a $3,300 income tax cut for
married couples, money that you can
use for any purpose that you want. And
it includes a 20 percent tax deduction
for small business income and a home
buyers tax credit of $7,600. A real stim-
ulus means that the country needs to
be able to present something to the
American people and say, look, here is
what you can do in order to restart the
lines of production to get the economy
going again.

Mostly what we see is a trickle-down
economy. And people from the other
side of the aisle don’t like me to men-
tion it because that was associated
with Reagan. But the trickle-down
stimulus means you pour money in
from the top, and you use it as a ban-
dage in hoping that sometime the econ-
omy will recover and people will start
buying again. It doesn’t work that way.

Let me give you an example of a
trickle-up economy, an economic stim-
ulus, that is so simple. Two years ago,
this Nation sold 17 million new cars.
Then that dropped to 10 million new
automobiles. And at an average price
of $25,000 per vehicle, that means that
there was $175 billion in direct sales of
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motor vehicles that simply vanished. If
you take that by any economic factor,
three or seven, whatever it is, that is $1
trillion that was deleted from our econ-
omy. And that has resulted in hundreds
of thousands of people not only di-
rectly involved in manufacturing auto-
mobiles becoming unemployed, but the
OEMs and the people on supply lines,
and in fact people such as Ron Bullard,
who has a place called Bison Gear in
St. Charles, Illinois, just over the con-
gressional line from the district that
I'm pleased to represent. And Ron
Bullard makes electrical motors. And a
couple of years ago, he put in two lines
of equipment, Hoss equipment, proudly
made in America. And with those two
lines, he is going head to head with the
Chinese and the Mexicans making a
better and cheaper electric motor and
serviced locally. And many of those
motors go into the manufacturing
process. And so when we look at the
impact of the loss of orders in the man-
ufacturing cycle, we can’t even begin
to realize how big this is.

Take this example: If we gave a $5,000
voucher to every person who wants to
buy a brand new automobile, and we
brought automobiles up to the 15 mil-
lion sold as opposed to the 17 million
that were sold, the total cost to the
taxpayer is $75 billion. Well, that is a
lot of money. It is 15 times 25, 15 times
$5,000 for the voucher. So somebody
could go into a Chrysler dealer, for ex-
ample, and buy a brand new Jeep Pa-
triot proudly made in the 16th Congres-
sional District, which I serve, and in-
stead of paying $20,000 for it, you pay
$15,000, a little under $300 for 5 years.

There are enough people working in
America today that would love to buy
a brand new automobile at 20 to 25 to 15
percent off. It is a quick turn-around.
You exchange the VIN numbers on the
cars for a $5,000 check coming directly
from Treasury to the automobile deal-
er. And what does that do? It gets rid
of the cars that are on the floors of the
automobile dealers. It gets rid of the
cars that are sitting on the lots of the
manufacturers. People go back to work
making more automobiles. People
come off unemployment compensation
and start paying income tax. And when
people start buying automobiles, State
and local sales tax coffers start up
again. OEMs put their people back to
work.

We need to restart the entire supply
chain of manufacturing in America for
us to have the opportunity to come out
of this economic doldrums, or whatever
word we want to find for this recession.
That is trickle-up economics. The
voucher goes directly for the intended
purpose. People go back to work. The
economy gets restarted. This is what
we need as part of the Republican stim-
ulus. This is what America needs.

What is the cost to restart manufac-
turing to sell 15 million cars in Amer-
ica? Seventy-five billion dollars. That
is a lot of money, but it is a long, long
way from the $3800 billion in spending,
very little of which is related to stimu-
lating the economy.
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Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the gen-
tleman from Illinois and appreciate lis-
tening to him.

I have listened also to the President
of the United States. And one of the
pieces of this recovery package as he
describes it and in the stimulus pack-
age as some others describe it and the
“porkulous’ package as others de-
scribe it, is that there would be no ear-
marks. I remember the Presidential
campaign. I remember JOHN MCCAIN
and Barack Obama both taking the
pledge that there would be no ear-
marks in their administration.

And I want to point out that Presi-
dent Obama made the point specifi-
cally about this recovery package that
there would be no earmarks. And he
said, ‘“‘we will ban all earmarks in the
recovery bpackage.”” I'm quoting the
President of the United States. ““And I
describe earmarks as the process by
which individual Members insert pet
projects without review. So what I'm
saying is, we’re not having earmarks in
the recovery package, period.” That is
the clear statement the President of
the United States recently made with-
in the context of this recovery pack-
age.

And so, Madam Speaker, I brought
along this little poster to illustrate
how a deal doesn’t long stay a deal.
We’ve already heard that we were
going to have a bill up for 48 hours for
public scrutiny before it would come to
the floor for a vote. That looks like
that is a thing of the past. Remember
the language, ‘‘individual Members will
not be inserting pet projects without
review. So what I'm saying is, we're
not having earmarks in the recovery
package, period,”” Barack Obama.

Well, Madam Speaker, here we have a
pet, a mouse, a pet project, a pet
project of the Speaker of the House,
NANCY PELOSI. This little mouse here,
a desert mouse, I don’t know what he
is, a sand mouse, it is a mouse that
NANCY PELOSI has been seeking to cre-
ate habitat for for some time. It is her
pet project, this pet mouse.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Would the gentleman yield? It
is a salt marsh mouse, a salt marsh
mouse from San Francisco.

Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the gen-
tleman. Hopefully I didn’t offend the
mouse. He is a salt marsh mouse, a salt
marsh mouse from California, and con-
servatives are more numerous, I recog-
nize. However, this $30 million is an
earmark in the stimulus plan, in the
recovery plan. It is a direct violation of
the mark laid down by the President of
the United States that there wouldn’t
be any special projects set up by indi-
vidual Members, period. No earmarks.
Well, here is $30 million for the salt
marsh water mouse of California. This
mouse, who has not affected my life in
any way whatsoever, but will affect
yours soon, because we will be paying
taxes, interest and debt on this $30 mil-
lion mouse.

Ms. FOXX. Would the gentleman
yield?
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Mr. KING of Iowa. I would yield.

Ms. FOXX. I think specifically the
money is for those mice in San Fran-
cisco, California, not just California,
but specifically San Francisco, Cali-
fornia.

Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the gen-
tlelady. I would hope they would not be
San Franciscan monk mice. But I ap-
preciate they are salt marsh mice with
San Francisco leanings.

And I might say also if you take a
look at this mouse real closely, there
has got to be an earmark right there in
that mouse. The salt marsh mouse
with San Francisco leanings, not a
monk mouse, has an earmark in him.
And it is a $30 million notch punched in
there that is identified by the Speaker
of the House, who has taken positions
against earmarks, but has not appar-
ently sworn off them for herself. And
s0 this is just one piece.

This is $30 million out of what is over
$1  trillion stimulus package, a
porkulous package. This is just a sym-
bol of what we’re up against. And by
the way, nobody has seen the draft of
this bill yet. We only see the reports on
the discussions that leak out of the
rooms where it is being drafted. It is
not going to be hanging up on the Web
for 48 hours. It is not going to have the
scrutiny of the public. It is simply
going to be a bill that is written in the
dark and rushed to the floor under a
rule that doesn’t allow open discussion
beyond a limited amount of debate on
the rules and a limited amount of de-
bate on the conference report.

So, since we have had a good look at
this salt marsh mouse, and we have
had a good look at his earmark, I think
it is important to go to someone from
California who knows a little bit about
conservatives in California who I think
hopefully are not an endangered spe-
cies like the salt marsh mouse, the
gentleman, Mr. McCLINTOCK, from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. McCLINTOCK. I thank the gen-
tleman from Iowa for yielding. Being
from California, I do have to note how
frustrating it is to see the same folly
that has brought California to the
brink of insolvency now being prac-
ticed here in the seat of our national
government. After all, there are still 49
other States that Californians can
move to if the left succeeds in bank-
rupting California. If they succeed in
bankrupting America, I wonder where
we will all move.

We’ve had a lot of fun tonight with
the salt marsh mouse. He is about to be
a very wealthy mouse. I think it is also
important for us to note that this Con-
gress is on the eve of a momentous de-
cision, a decision that is going to fol-
low us and follow our children many,
many years into the future.

I particularly want to compliment
the gentleman from Iowa for taking to
the floor tonight on the eve of this vote
to try again to sound the alarm to our
fellow Americans of what is at stake.
And I again want to urge the majority
to consider very carefully the damage
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that they are doing to our Nation’s
economy by passing this unprecedented
spending bill. There is still time, fleet-
ing time, to heed the warnings from
economists across the Nation that this
bill will do long-term damage to the
growth of our Nation’s economy for
many years to come. This is not mere
economic theory, Madam Speaker. It is
the consistent effect every time and
everywhere that a government has
tried to spend its way to prosperity.
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Tonight history is shouting its warn-
ings at us. Never has a nation spent its
way to prosperity, and many nations
have spent their way to ruin and to
collapse. If government bailouts and
handouts and loan guarantees actually
worked, we should today be enjoying a
period of unprecedented economic ex-
pansion. After all, we began down this
road more than a year ago with the
failed Bush stimulus plan, and now we
have squandered or placed at risk some
$9.7 trillion; as the gentleman said ear-
lier, enough to buy up 90 percent of all
the mortgages in America, not 90 per-
cent of the bad mortgages, 90 percent
of all the mortgages.

Another way to look at that, as an
economist pointed out recently, is that
that figure vastly exceeds the modern-
day inflation adjusted cost of the Space
Race, the Vietnam War, the Marshall
Plan, the Louisiana Purchase, and the
New Deal combined. The problem is,
this policy doesn’t work.

Now, we’ve been told from a resi-
dence about a mile from here, not to,
‘“‘come to the table with the same tired
arguments and worn ideas that helped
to create this crisis.”

And yet, Madam Speaker, that is ex-
actly what this administration and
this Congress are now doing. This is ex-
actly the same policy that the Bush ad-
ministration pursued for more than a
year, to no avail, and we’re hearing the
same tired rhetoric to justify it. Dif-
ferent singer, same tired old song.

At best, the proponents of this policy
are trading a fleeting economic surge
for a sustained, chronic and long-term
reduction in economic growth. And
there’s a simple reason for that.

The $800 billion that they have to
borrow just to finance this single bill,
let alone all of the other trillions of
dollars that they have either spent or
placed at risk, that $800 billion they
have to borrow for this plan comes
from exactly the same capital pool
that would otherwise have been avail-
able to loan to employers seeking to
add jobs, or home buyers seeking to
buy homes, or to consumers seeking to
buy consumer goods. They’re literally
taking $800 billion from loans that
could have been made to expand the
economy, and shifting them to loans
that are going merely to expand gov-
ernment. And that $800 billion, plus in-
terest, will have to be repaid from the
future earnings of American families,
directly sapping the future economic
growth of our Nation.
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On average, this single measure will
reduce the disposable income of every
taxpaying family by more than $7,000.
Now, instead of reducing their dispos-
able income by $7,000, maybe we ought
to consider increasing their disposable
income by reducing their tax burdens
now. That’s what the Republican alter-
native proposes, a plan that economists
tell us will produce twice the jobs as
the President’s plan, at half the cost.

And to those who doubt that, listen
to the President’s own numbers. He’s
repeatedly promised that the $300 bil-
lion in this bill will create or save as
many as 4 million jobs. That comes to
$200,000 per job. We could literally save
half of what he has proposed spending
if we were to send $100,000 checks to
each of those 4 million lucky families.
That’s by the President’s own numbers.

Now, nobody here suggests the gov-
ernment should do nothing in the face
of this terrible recession. But this plan
is actually worse than doing nothing,
because it robs us of our economic fu-
ture.

Madam Speaker, perhaps we need to
add the Hippocratic Oath to the oaths
of office for the President and the Con-
gress. First do no harm.

Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the gen-
tleman from California. And picking up
on the point that you’ve made so suc-
cinctly, the projection, as reported this
morning, is that this ‘“‘porkulus’ plan
will create or save 3,675,000 thousand
jobs. And the formula is that, this is a
rule of thumb formula that’s also used
by the Federal Reserve, that if you
spend enough money to increase the
Gross Domestic Product by 1 percent,
that equates into roughly 1 million
new jobs. So if you increase it by 3.675
percent, by spending money, whether
you dig a hole and bury it in the coal
mine, as we talked earlier, wherever it
goes, that’s the rule of thumb.

And I'd point out also that the Presi-
dent has taken this position that it’s
create or save. Well, anything can save
a job. Doing nothing would save jobs.
And this formula that’s only indexed
back to a loose idea that investing,
spending money, just spending money
creates jobs, that’s all it is. It’s just
that formula, that rule of thumb.

And looking at the order of arrival
on the floor, I think it might be appro-
priate to hear a little from Texas be-
fore we go back to the other coast. And
I'd appreciate it if the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. GOHMERT), my good friend,
would illuminate us with some of his
wisdom.

Mr. GOHMERT. I thank my friend
from Iowa for yielding.

This is a deeply troubling time. And
all of us know people who have lost
their jobs and people who are endan-
gered.

I got the message just earlier that
Lone Star Steel shares a lot of employ-
ees in my district and RALPH HALL’S
districts, that, as I understand it, they
were holding out, hoping that there
would be true stimulus would be com-
ing so that they could keep people
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working. But they’ve apparently indi-
cated today they’re letting 1,200 people
g0, suspending their employment.

It appears, we’ve been hearing over
and over from the Democratic leader-
ship, and even from the President, peo-
ple are losing jobs every day. And if
this stimulus, so-called stimulus pack-
age, ‘‘spendulous’ package, if it were
really providing hope, then people
wouldn’t have been losing their jobs for
the last year. They just wouldn’t. Peo-
ple would have held on and said, the
hope, the change, the help is coming
that’s going to help us keep providing
jobs and open up new jobs and save
these jobs. But they’re getting it. And
every day, people are being laid off be-
cause everything they’ve heard about
the ultimate spending package is not
providing hope.

There’s no hope. There’s no change in
this bill. It’s a massive spending bill.
And much of it, we’d heard before, is
going to be spent in the next, well, 2
years or more from now. So that’s very
disconcerting.

We were told that the reason that we
had to have someone who had cheated
on his taxes be made the Treasury Sec-
retary was because he had worked hand
in hand with Secretary Paulson. Well,
to me, that was a good reason not to
confirm him, that he had worked with
Secretary Paulson. Good grief. That
did no good as far as we can tell.

And then he announced his plan yes-
terday, and he was so stirring and so
uplifting, the market immediately fell
nearly 400 points.

But I did a town hall meeting, and I
guess that was Tuesday maybe he an-
nounced that. But I did a telephone
meeting with some people, and a lady
from my district, Ms. Maxwell, has just
retired from the IRS. And she said
there are lots of IRS agents who are
outraged, but they work for the IRS
still and they don’t want to lose their
job so they’re not going to say any-
thing.

But the fact is, she said, when you
work for the IRS, if you make a mis-
take on your income tax, you’re gone.
She said that she had gotten $600, she’d
won $600 at a casino in Shreveport, and
she forgot to report it by the end of the
yvear. And they were going to fire her
because she forgot to list it. Imme-
diately, when she remembered, she
amended the return right after she’d
filed it. But the thing that saved her
was she had overpaid her taxes, so she
didn’t owe money that had to be paid
back, that she overpaid. And she said,
so her supervisor went to battle for
her, and she just barely was able to
keep her job, and then just recently re-
tired.

Every IRS agent is expected to make
no mistakes on their, and especially in-
tentional, like Geithner signed that
form saying, I certify I will pay all the
taxes if you just give me the money.
And he didn’t do it. And now he’s in
charge.

The market doesn’t have confidence
in him. It keeps going down the more
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he talks. He was not indispensable as
we were told by this administration. As
my former pastor used to say, the cem-
etery is full of indispensable people. We
needed somebody who was a leader, not
somebody that cheated or was com-
pletely negligent on his taxes. And so
we’re not getting the leadership we
need.

But people, in the meantime, are
hurting. We have proposals that would
stimulate the economy, and it galls me
to no end to see this kind of throwing
money at the problem, and not trust-
ing the American people, the real
power behind this country, to do what
will be necessary to save the country.

And, in fact, what we have here is an
atmosphere of arrogance in Wash-
ington that says you can’t trust the
American people. We don’t want them
to have their own tax dollars back be-
cause they might not spend it the way
we want them to. And that’s why Sen-
ator KERRY said here, “‘But a tax cut is
non-targeted. You put a tax cut into
the hands of either a business or an in-
dividual today, there is no guarantee
they are going to invest their money.
There is no guarantee they are going to
invest their money in the TUnited
States. They are free to invest any-
where they want, they choose to invest
it.”” That was just a few days ago by
Senator KERRY.

The bottom line is, they don’t trust
the American people to use their own
money. A tax holiday for two or 3
months with people getting their own
money back, let them save the econ-
omy. They can do it.

This plan is a disaster, and it’s not
fair to the American people.

I appreciate my friend yielding.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming my
time and thanking the gentleman from
Texas.

I'd like to briefly recognize the gen-
tlewoman from  Minnesota (Mrs.
BACHMANN) before I go to California for
an insert here of a piece of knowledge
I think we need.

Mrs. BACHMANN. Thank you, Rep-
resentative KING.

Just listening to this very important
discussion among all of our colleagues,
it just struck me that it seems very
telling to me that President Obama,
who has strong majorities in both the
House and the Senate, seems to be
pointing as his nemesis in this very
historic debate to radio talk show
hosts like Rush Limbaugh and Sean
Hannity as being the nemesis in this
debate of this wasteful historic level of
spending. And so I just wonder if it’s a
coincidence that now we have Demo-
crat Senators who are calling for Con-
gress to reinstate the fairness doctrine,
to now silence these voices.

I think the American people need to
pay attention to what happens when we
challenge this current Democrat ma-
jority, because now we’re hearing
United States Senators calling to si-
lence the very voices that have tried to
sound the alarm so the American peo-
ple can know what’s happening here in
this Congress.
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And I yield back.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming my
time, we would soon have Al Franken’s
version of fair and balanced. And before
we go to the salt marsh mouse expert
of California, I just want to point out
that President Obama said that there
would be no pet projects, and no ear-
marks. But we have this pet project of
the pet of the Speaker of the House,
this San Francisco $30 million winner
of this stimulus plan, even though it
violates all the rules that have been
laid out here, except maybe he will be
on display for 48 hours before he comes
to final passage.

Gentleman from California (Mr. DAN-
IEL E. LUNGREN) for so much time as he
may consume.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. I thank the gentleman from
Iowa.

Let me make several points. First of
all, as we look at this stimulus pack-
age, the American people are asking us
what’s in it. It’s difficult for us to tell
because we haven’t seen it. But we do
know it’s premised on the proposition
that if excessive bad spending got us
into this problem, excessive bad spend-
ing is going to get us out. And I would
just suggest this to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Did not we learn our lesson from
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac?

There were a small number of us on
the floor just a couple of years ago who
tried to apply the brakes to a runaway
situation. But we were overwhelmed by
the sentiment that, you know, the tax-
payers can pay and pay and pay, or
stand behind and stand behind or go
into debt interminably. We can prom-
ise more than we can perform. We can
do it for all good intentions, and it will
never, the day will never come when we
have to actually deal with the con-
sequences. That should be an object
lesson for us now. How long ago was
that? That’s just a couple of years ago.
And yet, here we are now dealing with
that same situation.

The second point I would make is
this: As we understand in this plan,
they have put the Davis-Bacon provi-
sions in, with respect to the stimulus
infrastructure projects. Let me just
say this: That cuts down on the num-
ber of jobs that will be created. Don’t
worry about a fight with the unions.
That’s not the point. The point is,
when you impose those stringent
standards on the States and localities
for their infrastructure projects, you
will have fewer jobs created.
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The third point I would like to make
is this: How are we going to pay for it?
We’re going to pay for it out of public
debt. We’re going to have this nearly
$800 billion stimulus. In another 2
weeks, we’re going to be on this floor,
and we’re going to be talking about a
$410 billion omnibus spending bill, fol-
lowed by an additional $100 billion sup-
plemental.

How are we going to pay for that?
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We’re going to have to go to the mar-
ket. We will, in fact, have to go to the
market. The Bureau of the Public Debt
will attempt to borrow $2.1 trillion in a
single year. This is 4 times the amount
of debt we have ever tried to put on the
market in a single year. You don’t
think this is going to have con-
sequences? It is.

I am the proud father of three. I have
three grandchildren. I have two step-
grandchildren. My youngest grandchild
is 1 year of age. What we do tomorrow
will affect him far more than it will af-
fect me or any of my constituents of an
older age, because he is going to have
to pay. When we say, ‘‘you don’t have
to worry about that,” just think back
to Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. It not
only helped destroy the housing indus-
try, but it had a corrupting influence
on the banking industry, and it has
cascaded into the entire economy.
Maybe we ought to think about that
before we vote tomorrow.

I thank the gentleman.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming my
time, I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia.

I happen to remember that debate.
The last one I heard on Fannie and
Freddie was an amendment offered by
Congressman Leach on October 26, 2005
right here, and it was the chairman of
the Financial Services Committee
today who came down and who most
vigorously opposed requiring the cap-
italization and regulation of Fannie
and Freddie, and they’re beginning to
clean up that which is now a $5.5 tril-
lion contingent liability for the tax-
payers of America.

I would like to turn to Ohio. I recog-
nize our time is a little short, but we
will grant however much latitude the
gentleman from Ohio might like to
have.

Mr. LATTA.

Mr. LATTA. Well, I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding, and I would really
like to follow up a little bit on what
the gentleman from California just
said.

I come from a State and from a dis-
trict that has heavy manufacturing,
and we’re hurting out there, and there
is no question about it in my district
in the State of Ohio. America is hurt-
ing. You know, the stimulus package
has been talked about. We’re not talk-
ing about a package that is going to
help America. This has turned not into
a jobs bill but into a spending bill.

If I could just follow up a little bit, I
was on a tele-town hall last night with
my constituents. The big question
those people had was: What’s in this for
me? How is it going to help me? 1
couldn’t tell them. I couldn’t tell these
folks how this package was going to
help them. Just today, they asked:
What happened to that $700 billion that
we just had in that financial bailout?
It’s gone.

As the gentleman from California
said: What’s going to happen right
now?

Well, we’re going to raise the na-
tional debt ceiling that we have here
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for Federal debt to over $11.1 trillion.
It just went up last fall to $10.3 trillion.
He is absolutely right. Where is this
money going to come from? Well, we’re
going to go out, and we’re going to
have to get our tin cans out and ask for
it from our foreign creditors out there,
who already own $3 trillion of our debt
today. The Chinese own $682 billion.
We’re going to have to say: Can you
bail us out? Those people are saying:
Wait a minute. We’ve got our own
problems in our own country right
now.

As the gentleman so rightly pointed
out, when that day comes as to when
these countries say, ‘“‘we’re not going
to bail you out,” we’re going to have to
raise the rate that we’re going to get
for that interest. As had been pointed
out a little bit earlier, what is going to
happen is that our credit markets are
going to dry up.

Today, I had 14 local bankers in
town. These folks are worried. They’re
worried about what happens when it’s a
tight market right now and they’re
trying to get out there. They want to
get out there and lend and make sure
that people can run their businesses
and that people can buy houses. Yet
the problem we’re going to have is that
the Federal Government is going to
take that money, and there is going to
be a huge sucking sound around this
country of the dollars coming into the
Federal Government as it’s using that
money to borrow. We can’t have that
happen because, when that does, we’re
going to be in the same situation that
we were in years ago until we can get
those markets back and can let them
borrow and start again.

So I just want to sum up. I know
there is another speaker here.

The American people are rightly con-
cerned. The people of the Fifth Con-
gressional District are rightly con-
cerned as to what this bill is going to
do, not for them but to them. So I
thank the gentleman for sponsoring
and for yielding. Thank you very
much.

Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the gen-
tleman from Ohio, and I thank all the
folks who have come down here to lend
some wisdom.

Recognizing we have about 2 minutes
left, unless he should run out of mate-
rial, I will be happy to yield the bal-
ance of time, or so much time as he
might consume, to the gentleman from
Louisiana.

Mr. SCALISE. I want to thank the
gentleman from Iowa for yielding.

This is a very critical debate. It is a
debate on the most important issue
facing our country. We are talking now
about the single largest spending bill
in the history of our country being
rammed through with very little de-
bate. There are closed-door, backroom
deals being cut right now on the actual
final product that we’re going to vote
on today. None of us here can even see
it. We were told this was going to be
the most transparent administration.
The American people can’t even go on-
line right now and see it. They can’t
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even get a copy faxed to them because
there is no copy available. It’s being
debated behind closed doors and with
no public input, and we’re starting to
hear about some things that may be in
it. I think it concerns a lot of people as
they have already seen some things
that are in this bill that are very con-
cerning.

We are hearing that there are going
to be billions of dollars for a railroad
between California and Las Vegas. 1
don’t know about you, my good friend
from Iowa, but we used to hear that
what happens in Vegas stays in Vegas.
I guess now what happens in Vegas is
going to affect every taxpayer in this
country. Billions of dollars on that one
item.

There is language that we’re hearing
is going to be in this bill that will un-
dermine the welfare reforms that were
made in the 1990s, welfare reforms that
have been dramatically successful in
helping people get off of welfare and
get off of that government dependence
and finally get jobs—good, healthy
jobs, good-paying jobs, good careers.
For those single women who are out
there who are, maybe, single mothers
who are finally getting a good career
opportunity, that is being taken away
from them with the undermining of
this welfare reform that is in this lan-
guage.

The health care czar, this is some-
thing that we have never even heard
about before. Now we’re finding out
there is language that is going to cre-
ate some kind of health care czar that
will basically be able to ration health
care.

So there are some major changes in
here that do not stimulate the econ-
omy at all, that do not create any jobs
but that make some very dramatic pol-
icy changes that will affect adversely
many, many millions of people across
this country and that will hurt our
economy even worse at a time when we
need to be turning it around. We have
presented good alternatives to try to
get our economy back on track which
would create jobs in the middle class
for those small businesses.

I just want to read one final word be-
fore we leave, because all of this mas-
sive spending is creating tremendous
debt. Just look at what FDR’s Treas-
ury Secretary said after the New Deal
with all of the spending they did.

“We are spending more than we have
ever spent before, and it does not work.
I say, after 8 years of this administra-
tion, we have just as much unemploy-
ment as when we started and an enor-
mous debt to boot.”

Let’s not make the mistakes of the
past.

I yield back.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Thank you,
Madam Speaker. I want to thank you
for your indulgence this evening, and I
appreciate your attention.

I would yield back the balance of my
time.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

COMPREHENSIVE HEALTH CARE
REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. MURPHY) is recognized for
60 minutes as the designee of the ma-
jority leader.

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Thank
you very much, Madam Speaker, for al-
lowing us to have the time this
evening.

I am very glad to be joined by a num-
ber of colleagues over the next hour as
we start what we hope will be a fairly
regular Special Order hour here on the
floor of the House of Representatives
to talk about the great need for com-
prehensive health care reform this year
in the United States Congress.

I think it is very appropriate that we
kick off this Special Order hour in the
midst of an incredibly important and
critical debate about the economic fu-
ture of this country, both in the short
term and in the long term, because one
of the things we’re going to talk about
in this Special Order hour is the very
fact that, for millions of families out
there and businesses—small and large—
this economy did not just lurch into
crisis this past summer. It happened
long before that.

One of the biggest contributing fac-
tors to the economic crisis that busi-
nesses and families have been feeling
for years is the mounting cost of
health care. Businesses have not been
able to expand because they cannot af-
ford to pay the increasing health care
premiums. Our domestic manufactur-
ers are hamstrung by a system that
burdens them with health care costs
that aren’t shared by their foreign
competitors, and families who are
being asked to pick up more and more
of the tab of health care simply cannot
do everything they would like to do.
For potential entrepreneurs who want
to go out and start those new busi-
nesses, who have great ideas but can-
not leave their current places of em-
ployment because their health care
benefits tie them to those jobs, they
cannot take the risk to go out and
start those new endeavors because they
cannot take the risk that their fami-
lies will not have health care.

This economy has been held back for
too many years by our current health
care system, and one of the things that
I hope we will get to talk about here is
the increasing burden on our economy
by our current health care system. We
have an opportunity in this economic
crisis to learn from our mistakes. One
of those will be our efforts to try to fix
this very broken health care system.

We have a number of people here who
may have to leave before our hour is
up, so I do want to yield some time
right off the bat. Representative BALD-
WIN, who started doing health care
hours before I came to Congress, is
going to share some letters from our
constituents over the course of the
next hour.

Before we get into that, I want to
yield some time to, really, one of the
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great leaders for those of us who have
come here to Congress in the past sev-
eral years. He has been fighting the
general fight for health care reform,
but he has done yeoman’s work in the
past several years on the issue of men-
tal health care. He is my good friend,
Mr. KENNEDY, from Rhode Island.

Mr. KENNEDY. Thank you, Mr. MUR-
PHY from Connecticut. Let me just say
what a tremendous honor it is for me
to join you on what, I think, is the
moral question of our time.

We have gone through historic times.
We have just had a swearing-in that
has galvanized this Nation, and now
people are asking us: What has the
country yet to challenge us? This coun-
try is now challenged with the most
profound economic crisis that we have
seen in over a century. We are coming
to terms with the very basic system of
government and what it should provide
its people.

Every other single major industrial
power in this country provides its peo-
ple with health care. The exception is
the United States of America even
though in the United States of Amer-
ica, per capita, we spend twice what
every other industrialized nation in the
world spends on health care. As for our
infant mortality rates, our health care
statistics fall well below that of all of
our industrial competitors.

If our Nation were a patient, we
would be a sick patient. Tragically, for
millions of families, this comes home
to them ever so frequently when they
have a member of their family get sick,
and they come to realize that the in-
surance they purchased is not enough
to cover the basic health care that
they need to rest comfortably at night,
knowing that their loved one is going
to be cared for without bankrupting
them. Health care in this country is
the single leading cause of bank-
ruptcies in this country. We have to
change this.

It is immoral that everyone in this
country has their health and no dis-
crimination until they get sick. Then
what happens? Then they are discrimi-
nated against because then the insur-
ance companies start saying, ‘““You can
get health care, and you cannot. You
are too costly to cover, but we can
cover you because you aren’t as costly
to cover. We are going to provide cov-
erage for this healthy set of people but
not for this group of people because
they may be disabled; they might be
older people; they might not be a peo-
ple that we want to insure.”

This is not what America is about.
We have come too far to include people
in our society in order for us to con-
tinue to have a system that excludes
people in our society, and our insur-
ance system is really based upon the
notion of exclusion, not inclusion.

So we need to demand of this Con-
gress and of this President that they
follow through on the commitment to
include all Americans in health care
and not just those who are privileged
enough to have access to the best in
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