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This House of Representatives has a 

responsibility. It has a responsibility 
to ensure that the executive branch is 
acting within the confines of the Con-
stitution. It has a responsibility to 
make sure that the laws of this coun-
try are being obeyed, and it has a re-
sponsibility to make sure that the ad-
ministration is not acting in ways that 
put American citizens in danger unnec-
essarily. 

It is increasingly clear that the war 
in Iraq was not a war of necessity but 
rather it was a war of choice, and that 
choice was made by high-ranking peo-
ple in the Bush administration. 

So what is our obligation? Our obli-
gation is clear. This Congress should at 
this moment be preparing to conduct a 
comprehensive and complete investiga-
tion into the allegations made by 
members of the administration. Sup-
posedly those allegations were based 
upon intelligence that was supplied to 
the administration from the Central 
Intelligence Agency and other intel-
ligence agencies within the Federal 
Government. But evidence that we 
have now suggests that the intelligence 
supplied to the administration was ma-
nipulated by people within the admin-
istration, perhaps even falsified, in 
order to justify our war in Iraq. 

If that is the case, and it increasingly 
seems obvious that it is, this Congress 
has a responsibility to engage in an in-
vestigation to get at the truth. To 
what extent have our intelligence 
agencies been compromised by this ad-
ministration? To what extent are our 
intelligence agencies now less reliable 
than they were before? And if they 
have been compromised, as it seems 
they have, and if they are less reliable, 
as it seems they are, as a result of the 
administration’s activities, then this 
Congress has a responsibility to engage 
in that investigation. 

The President just recently has said 
that he is going to establish a commis-
sion to look at some of the intel-
ligence; but we know already, based 
upon the language coming out of the 
administration, some of the names of 
the people who have been suggested as 
members of that commission, and the 
limited direction and responsibility of 
the commission, we know that that 
commission is not going to conduct the 
kind of investigation that needs to be 
conducted if the American people can 
have some sense of security in the san-
ity and proper conduct of their intel-
ligence agencies and the way that that 
information is used by the administra-
tion. This Congress needs to begin that 
investigation, and it needs to begin it 
immediately.

f 

TEA–21 REAUTHORIZATION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BURGESS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
tonight to discuss the reauthorization 
of highway funding, the Transportation 
Equity Act for the 21st Century. 

Our transportation system in this 
country has a direct and significant 
impact on the daily lives of all Ameri-
cans. While the United States has bene-
fited greatly from having a strong 
transportation network, we are indeed 
approaching a crossroads. 

My area, north Texas, has experi-
enced an increase in traffic over the 
past 3 decades, and this is a result of 
unprecedented population and employ-
ment growth and the underinvestment 
of Federal funds in my area. In many 
ways this is a silent crisis, rarely rec-
ognized by residents until they find 
themselves in an unbearable commute 
to work or unable to make the nec-
essary connections between home, 
work, and the countless other activi-
ties our daily lives demand. 

In Texas, our identified transpor-
tation needs outstrip available funding 
three to one. Texas has several specific 
transportation needs: supporting the 
international trade transportation, 
more efficient environmental proc-
esses, and expanding innovative financ-
ing techniques. Congress and the ad-
ministration continue to discuss the 
need for increased funding in the trans-
portation reauthorization bill. But we 
need to ensure the current Federal 
transportation dollars are being spent 
wisely. Our charge as congressional 
representatives is to protect dollars 
taken from the taxpayer by stream-
lining and improving the activities of 
our Federal Government. There are 
many important Federal programs 
such as our transportation programs 
that are being hurt and neglected with 
expenditures that could be handled 
with greater care. 

As a member of the committee, I 
wanted to be certain that the Depart-
ment of Transportation was ensuring 
the most efficient business practices 
within the agency. Last year, just a 
few months after being sworn in, I met 
with the Department of Transportation 
Inspector General, Kenneth Mead, to 
discuss the business practices of the 
agency and how Congress can better fa-
cilitate the decrease of inappropriate 
expenditures related to transportation 
spending. Inspector General Mead and I 
discussed the need for greater steward-
ship and oversight of all of the func-
tions of the Department of Transpor-
tation. 

To date, the Department has not 
changed the way the agency distributes 
transportation funding to State and 
local entities since President Eisen-
hower was in office. The Inspector Gen-
eral recommended that if 1 percent of 
the $500 billion spent over the last 10 
years on transportation, if that 1 per-
cent was saved, that would generate an 
additional $5 billion; and, in fact, this 
$5 billion could equate to the amount 
of funding needed for four of the 11 
major transportation projects going on 
in this country right now. I believe this 
practice could better assist the Depart-
ment of Transportation in spending of 
taxpayers’ dollars more wisely. 

There are several successful trans-
portation projects that can be used as 

examples for government efficiency. 
For example, Highway 15 in Utah was 
rehabilitated ahead of schedule and 
under budget. In north Texas, the Dal-
las Area Rapid Transit system worked 
within their budget last year and actu-
ally returned over $20 million in tran-
sit funding to the government. Sadly, 
there are bad examples of transpor-
tation projects that are over budget 
and behind schedule. The Springfield 
interchange in Virginia and the Cen-
tral Artery Project in Boston come to 
mind. We need to address the misuse of 
Federal transportation expenditures as 
soon as possible. 

Furthermore, the General Account-
ing Office has estimated that from fis-
cal years 1998 to 2001 the highway trust 
fund lost over $6 billion because of the 
ethanol tax exemption. And using the 
Department of Treasury’s projections 
of the tax receipts based on current 
law, it is estimated that the highway 
account will not collect $13 billion be-
cause of the tax exemption from fiscal 
years 2002 to 2012 and almost $7 billion 
from the General Fund transfer be-
tween the same years. 

Prior to the Transportation Equity 
Act for the 21st Century, the highway 
trust fund earned interest on its bal-
ance. If the highway trust fund had 
continued to earn interest on its bal-
ance, the Department of Treasury esti-
mates that the highway trust fund 
would have earned about $4 billion 
from 1999 to 2002. 

Between modifying the Department’s 
practices with State and local govern-
ments and reevaluating the true pur-
poses of the highway trust fund, we can 
work together to ensure our govern-
ment is more effective and more effi-
cient for the taxpayer. 

I believe we need to have policies in-
cluded in the TEA–21 reauthorization 
bill to allow States flexibility to com-
plete large projects in less time and 
save money. I believe streamlining the 
design-build process will achieve this 
goal, and I have asked for its inclusion 
in the final reauthorization legislation. 
More funding and modifications of cur-
rent transportation programs will 
equate to better roads, bridges and 
transit facilities, ultimately less con-
gestion, and ultimately a safer envi-
ronment for our constituents. 

I remain committed to working with 
Federal, State, and local officials dur-
ing the reauthorization this year to ad-
dress the long-term needs while ensur-
ing that our Federal Government wise-
ly spends the taxpayers’ dollars on in-
frastructure. 

Mr. Speaker, finally, it is important 
to me because constituents in my dis-
trict spend so much time in traffic 
jams, and my goal is to make certain 
that they have just as much time at 
the dinner table for family discussions 
as they spend waiting patiently in traf-
fic.

VerDate jul 14 2003 03:15 Feb 11, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00018 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K10FE7.039 H10PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H415February 10, 2004
b 1930 

ADMINISTRATION SUPPORTS 
SHIFT OF JOBS OVERSEAS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BEAUPREZ). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. BROWN) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
even though I come from Ohio, I picked 
up the Los Angeles Times today and 
just could not believe the headline. It 
said, ‘‘President Bush Supports Shift of 
Jobs Overseas.’’ ‘‘The loss of work to 
other countries,’’ this is the sub-head-
line, ‘‘while painful in the short-term, 
will enrich the economy eventually, 
the President’s report to Congress 
says.’’

I thought, that cannot be it. It is 
some overzealous headline writer that 
really did not understand this. 

Well, then I started looking at some 
other papers. I saw the Seattle Times 
writes, ‘‘Bush report: Sending Jobs 
Overseas Helps U.S.’’

Then I looked at the Pittsburgh 
Post-Gazette, just down the road a cou-
ple hours from where I live in Lorain, 
Ohio. The headline was, ‘‘Bush Eco-
nomic Report Praises Outsourcing 
Jobs.’’

Then the Orlando Sentinel in the 
home State of the President’s brother, 
Governor Bush, the headline was, 
‘‘Bush Says Sending Jobs Abroad Can 
Be Beneficial.’’

Now, this is pretty hard to under-
stand. The President of the United 
States, his top economic adviser would 
issue a report saying it is a great thing 
we are sending jobs overseas. I began to 
read about this, and it says, ‘‘The 
movement of American factory jobs 
and white-collar work to other coun-
tries,’’ according to the Bush adminis-
tration, ‘‘is part of a positive trans-
formation that will enrich the U.S. 
economy over time, even if it causes 
short-term pain and dislocation.’’

Gregory Mankiw, the chief economic 
adviser for the President, the chief eco-
nomic adviser for the United States of 
America, said, ‘‘Outsourcing is just a 
new way of doing international trade. 
That is a good thing.’’

Now, I want Mr. Mankiw, I want him 
to look in the eyes of a steelworker in 
Lorain, Ohio, and look in the eyes of a 
computer programmer in Palo Alto, 
California, and look in the eyes of a 
telephone operator in Akron, Ohio, or 
look in the eyes of a radiologist and 
say that outsourcing is a good thing. 

But Mr. Mankiw has something 
today about radiologists, too. Do you 
remember when we passed other trade 
agreements in this Congress, past trade 
agreements, I always said if you get 
enough education, then you are all set. 
You just get ahead. You go to school, 
you get an education, you got a job. 
That is the way it works. 

Well, Mr. Mankiw, the chief eco-
nomic adviser for the President of the 
United States, said, ‘‘Maybe we will 
outsource a few radiologists. What does 

that mean? Well, maybe the next gen-
eration of doctors will train fewer radi-
ologists and will train more general 
practitioners and more surgeons. 
Maybe we’ve learned we don’t have a 
comparative advantage in radiolo-
gists.’’

Obviously, Mr. Mankiw has been 
reading economic textbooks. He has 
not been talking to the computer pro-
grammer in Palo Alto, he is not talk-
ing to the steelworker in Lorain, he is 
not talking to the telephone operator 
in Akron, and he is not talking to any 
radiologists. 

Now, why would President Bush’s 
economic adviser say that outsourcing 
is a good idea? These are the same peo-
ple that support the North American 
Free Trade Agreement, that support 
PNTR, the most-favored-nation trade 
advantages for China, the same people 
that support trade promotion author-
ity, Fast Track, and now the same peo-
ple that are pushing the Central Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement and are 
pushing the Free Trade Area of the 
Americas, which will quadruple, quad-
ruple, the size of the North American 
Free Trade Agreement. 

Every time there is an economic 
problem in this country, every time an-
other report comes out about unem-
ployment, President Bush’s economic 
advisers and the President himself 
says, all we got to do is do more tax 
cuts for the most privileged, then the 
benefits will trickle down to the rest of 
the country, and all we have to do is 
more trade agreements. 

You know what happens? Every sin-
gle time they promise 200,000 increased 
jobs a month, and every time these tax 
cuts for the rich, they do not trickle 
down. In fact, we have seen job loss in 
manufacturing every month of the 
Bush administration. We have seen 
with this President the first President 
since Herbert Hoover to have job loss 
during his time in office. 

In my State, one out of six, as the 
gentlewoman from Toledo, Ohio (Ms. 
KAPTUR) knows, one out of six manu-
facturing jobs in my State has dis-
appeared since George Bush took of-
fice. But every time there is a problem, 
every time there are more bad news 
statistics about jobs lost, the President 
says, let’s do more tax cuts for the 
rich, let’s do more free trade agree-
ments and hemorrhage jobs overseas. 

You know why? Because the people 
who benefit from these kinds of pre-
dictions, the people who benefit from 
these kinds of job losses, the people 
who benefit from this outsourcing of 
jobs, are the investors. And those are 
the people, the wealthiest investors in 
the country, those are the people that 
contribute money to George Bush’s 
campaign, those are the people that 
benefit from the tax cuts, those are the 
people that benefit from trade agree-
ments, as they line their pockets. But 
it might help the wealthiest in this 
country, it might help George Bush, 
but it hurts workers, it hurts families, 
it hurts communities, and it hurts our 
Nation.

MERCURY AND AUTISM: A 
‘‘PLAUSIBLE’’ ARGUMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, for about the past 4 years we have 
been talking about children with au-
tism. We have gone from 1 in 10,000 
children who are autistic to 1 in 150 to 
200. It is an absolute epidemic. And we 
have had hearing after hearing where 
we brought in scientists from around 
the world who told us that one of the 
major reasons for children to become 
autistic and have ADHD and other 
mental problems and psychological 
problems is because of an additive that 
was put into vaccines called thimer-
osal. It is a mercury-based additive, a 
preservative, that is supposed to pre-
serve the vaccine if you put it in mul-
tiple shot vials. 

Recently, a study was done by re-
searchers from Johns Hopkins Univer-
sity, Northeastern University in Bos-
ton, the University of Nebraska and 
Tufts University, and it was published 
in the Vancouver Sun. It was not in 
any American newspaper, but in the 
Vancouver, British Columbia, Sun. It 
had a headline, ‘‘Vaccine additive 
linked to brain damage in children. 
Mercury-based preservative tied to au-
tism, ADHD, U.S. researchers say.’’

After that came out, there was a flur-
ry of activity over at Health and 
Human Services, and the Institute of 
Medicine’s Immunization Review 
Board met yesterday and said, well, 
there is no conclusive evidence that 
this is causing that kind of a problem. 

No conclusive evidence? One in 10,000 
children used to be autistic; now it is 1 
in 150 to 200. It is going to cost us bil-
lions and trillions of dollars to take 
care of them over the years to come be-
cause they are not going to be able to 
cope with society. This study is going 
to be published in a scientific journal 
in April called Molecular Psychiatry. 

This meeting that took place yester-
day with the Institute of Medicine’s 
Immunization Review Board, they had 
the people that were on the side of the 
pharmaceutical companies saying, oh, 
there is no proof that the mercury in 
vaccines is causing these neurological 
problems. 

The fact of the matter is, almost all 
of the people who were taking that po-
sition were people who had a vested in-
terest in the pharmaceutical industry’s 
position. They were getting money for 
research grants. Their universities 
where they study were getting grants 
from the pharmaceutical industry. 
Many of these people work for pharma-
ceutical companies, and they are tak-
ing the position that mercury in vac-
cines does not cause brain damage. 

But it does not just affect kids. An 
article that came out just a couple of 
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