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accounts, privatized Social Security, 
or personal job retraining accounts. 
They want a government that helps in-
dividuals provide for themselves and 
their families. 

Senator Wagner wrote the National 
Labor Relations Act in 1934 to ensure 
that workers would have an unambig-
uous, unmitigated right to representa-
tion in the workplace. He said then 
that ‘‘the denial or observance of this 
right means the difference between 
despotism and democracy.’’ 

Let us give Americans a fair shot at 
organizing again. They deserve protec-
tion under the law. I urge my col-
leagues to support the Employee Free 
Choice Act. 

f 

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 addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

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

(Mr. MORAN of Kansas addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

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 addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

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

(Mr. LARSON of Connecticut ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

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

(Mr. GINGREY addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

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

(Mr. PENCE addressed the House. His 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

THE CONSEQUENCES OF THE 
DEMOCRATS’ ACTIONS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentlewoman from 

Tennessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN) is recog-
nized for 60 minutes as the designee of 
the minority leader. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Speaker, 
I appreciate the opportunity to stand 
before the body today and talk about 
what we are seeing happen with some 
of the actions our colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle, the Democrats, 
have taken and what those actions, the 
consequences that they are having on 
our Nation’s economy and the Nation’s 
health. 

Madam Speaker, we all feel like that 
one of the defining, iconic, funda-
mental items of this great Nation is 
our free-enterprise system. It is an im-
perative that individuals have the op-
portunity to show up to a proper job, to 
work hard, to get that job, to succeed 
and then to share that success with 
their families. We all call that the 
American dream, when you can work 
hard and build a life and build a nest 
egg and retire and enjoy the benefits of 
that. 

It has been of tremendous concern to 
us, as we have seen the actions of this 
Congress and the effect that some of 
those actions are having on our Na-
tion’s economy. We have seen spending 
go up. There was a continuing resolu-
tion, supposed to be, that was passed 
by this body, but it turned out to be a 
head scratcher for most Americans be-
cause it was not level funding. It was 
not continued funding. It was $10 bil-
lion more in increased funding than 
had been there previously. 

Now, where I come from in Ten-
nessee, if you have one number and you 
add to it, you end up with more. That 
is an increase. It is an increase, and I 
think most Americans see it just that 
way. 

What we also saw was that depart-
ments and agencies did not end up get-
ting what they had had last year. 
There was some creative bookkeeping, 
some sleight of hand, if you will, that 
was taking place in smoke-filled 
rooms, not on the floor of the House, 
but with comments being made like, I 
am going to pick up the phone and call 
over to an agency and tell them how I 
want them to spend that money. 

So that meant picking winners and 
losers out of the pot of money, and, of 
course, in my district, where I come 
from in Tennessee, we were very, very 
concerned that the loser was military 
construction. The loser was our men 
and women in uniform who are fighting 
to defend our freedom so that every-
thing we do here is relevant. How 
shameful, how shameful that it is their 
projects that hit the chopping block. 

So we saw that spending in that 
budget go up. Then we have been able 
to see what has happened with tax in-
creases. All the language through the 
campaign of we are not going to in-
crease your taxes, but we are going to 
do all these things, but we are not 
going to increase your taxes. 

Well, I did a little figuring today to 
see what had happened with mandates 
and taxes and where we were on this 

issue, and, Madam Speaker, just to do 
a quick little checklist, as we have 
them, we have H.R. 2, the minimum 
wage bill. That was a $17 billion man-
date on this Nation’s small businesses, 
17 B, billion, mandate on small busi-
nesses. That does not sound like some-
thing that is very friendly to our Na-
tion’s free-enterprise system. 

Then we had H.R. 5, the student loan. 
That was a $7.1 billion repeal of lender 
subsidies, $7.1 billion more that the 
taxpayers then have to pick up the bill 
on. 

b 1500 

Oh, and I know it is sometimes fun to 
say, wink-wink, nod-nod, fees and user 
fees aren’t always taxes. But, yes, in-
deed they are, because, as Ronald 
Reagan said, It’s the taxpayer that 
pays. It’s coming out of their pocket. 
So we see $17 billion on small busi-
nesses. We see $7.1 billion on lender 
subsidies and student loans. That is 
going to make education more expen-
sive. H.R. 6, the CLEAN Energy bill, 
$7.6 billion in tax increases. And then, 
to add insult to injury, $314 million in 
repeal of tax credits on those that are 
out there trying to make certain that 
we become independent of foreign oil. 

Now, some things are not only 
counterintuitive but they are counter-
productive. And as we look at this, cer-
tainly raising taxes on those that are 
working to find alternative energy, 
raising taxes on our businesses who are 
working for clean energy, it just 
doesn’t make good sense. It defies com-
mon sense. We see that in the CLEAN 
Energy Act. 

Continuing on through the list, H.R. 
976, the small business bill, actually is 
a $45 million increase in taxes. So what 
we have is since we have been here and 
since our colleagues across the aisle 
have taken control of the majority, 
they have increased taxes on their con-
stituents by $32 billion. That is just tax 
increases. That doesn’t count the added 
spending that is coming to this floor 
day after day after day, and we know 
that as we begin to work on budgets in 
coming years that that is going to con-
tinue to mount up. Because what we 
have learned is that the bill always 
comes due. Isn’t it amazing, Madam 
Speaker, the bill always comes due. 
Somebody has to pay the bill. Or, as 
my used car dealership in my town 
says, Somebody’s got to tote the note. 
And unfortunately it is the American 
taxpayer that is toting the note for the 
Democrats’ spending habits. 

You can go back to the Great Society 
and the New Deal and you can look at 
the way this bureaucracy has grown 
and grown and grown in this town. 
Madam Speaker, I would guess that 
many of this body are like me. They 
have individuals and constituents from 
different agencies that are coming in 
and visiting with them this week and 
what we are hearing is good programs, 
veterans programs, conservation pro-
grams, the money is not making it to 
the local level. And why isn’t it? It is 
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because the bureaucracy is soaking up 
all of the money right here in D.C. and 
our constituents’ money is not leaving 
town. So we look at this $32 billion 
that has been raised in taxes since the 
Democrats took control, and we know 
that there is more note that we are 
going to have to tote on this budget, 
but we know they are going to come 
along and try to raise taxes again to 
pay for their spending habits. 

We have got the spending that is in-
creasing, we have got the taxes that 
they are increasing, and lo and behold 
this week we have a bill. It is called, 
well, you know, I kind of forget the 
name of it sometimes. Employer, some 
kind of name they have for it, or Card 
Check. I actually, Madam Speaker, 
prefer to call it the Worker Intimida-
tion Act. I think it is a very fitting 
name for this legislation because it is 
not employee friendly, it is not secu-
rity friendly, it is not job friendly. 
What it does allow is intimidation. And 
I find it so unfortunate that we see 
that embodied in this piece of legisla-
tion. I had read a poll that had taken 
place over the weekend, and it seems 
that most Americans, about nine out of 
10 Americans, agree with me on this 
issue, Madam Speaker. What we see is 
that most people agree that an em-
ployee should be able to have a secret 
ballot. That it is something that as our 
Secretary of Labor has said, it is an in-
trinsic right. It is something that we 
hold very, very dear, the right to cast 
that ballot, to express our opinion, and 
to do it without fear and to do it with-
out intimidation. Every worker de-
serves the right to cast their ballot and 
express their opinion. 

So this Card Check bill, we are going 
to hear more about this this hour as we 
talk about the actions that have been 
taken and as we talk about the con-
sequences that those actions have on 
the productivity of this Nation, the ac-
tions that those have on those con-
sequences that affect this Nation’s 
health and its economy. 

At this time I would like to yield to 
the gentleman from Georgia as he is 
joining us in this Republican Study 
Committee hour to talk about this 
issue and the Republican Study Com-
mittee. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Thank you, 
Ms. Blackburn. I really want to ask 
you a couple of questions, if I could, 
just to have a little conversation here. 
You talked about taxes and what was 
being done. How about the alternative 
minimum tax, the AMT, that was put 
in under the Democratic majority back 
in the late sixties or early seventies, 
that was really targeted to try to get 
28 millionaires out of 250 million people 
that live in this country, to target 28 
people, to come up with this alter-
native minimum tax that says, you 
know, if you fill out your 1040 and we 
don’t feel like you paid enough tax, in 
other words, if you had too many de-
ductions or if your tax really wasn’t 
where we thought it needed to be, then 
you have to pay the alternative min-
imum tax. 

I think the lady from Tennessee may 
have some numbers. I don’t know. I 
have heard the number that as high as 
32 million people are going to be af-
fected, 10 percent of our population or 
over 10 percent of the population is 
going to be affected by something that 
the Democrats did to get 28 people to 
pay taxes. It should have been a little 
more simple than that, shouldn’t it? 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Yes. That is one 
of the things we have seen with these 
unintended consequences or maybe in-
tended consequences, because we know 
for the liberal elite, you can never pay 
enough tax. And one of the things when 
somebody says, well, we need to be tax-
ing somebody more, I say, you know 
what, walk on up here, write out a 
check for what you think you owe and 
put it in the box. And I will offer to 
Madam Speaker and my colleagues, I 
have never had anybody say, ‘‘I am not 
paying enough.’’ I have never had one 
single person offer to write out that 
check and give the government a little 
bit more. But it is so easy to say, pay 
more, when it’s not you, it’s not me, 
it’s the guy behind the tree. And that, 
many times, is where they go, always 
wanting more money, because govern-
ment never gets enough of your money. 
They always want more. They think 
they have a better idea. They think 
they’re smarter. They think they’re 
brighter. They think that they know 
more than anybody else. And the lib-
eral elites do that. 

We can go back and look at the be-
ginning of the Federal income tax in 
1913. It started in February 1913. Just 1 
percent. Just on the few millionaires in 
the country to make them pay for a 
war. And look where it got us. And 
with the AMT, it was just going to be 
on 28 people, just for a little while, just 
to get a little bit more out of their 
pocket. And now, as you said, esti-
mates of 30 million Americans, men 
and women who are both working in 
order to be able to provide for their 
children and their families so that they 
have that little piece of the American 
Dream. And then they are affected by 
the AMT. They are affected by the 
small business tax that has been paid, 
going to take another $45 million out 
of their pocket. They are affected by 
H.R. 2, that minimum wage bill, that is 
going to put another $17 billion worth 
of mandates on them. We see it just 
never stops. You give them an inch, 
they’re going to take a mile. And it is 
the hang onto your wallet Congress. 
They just are coming for everybody’s 
wallet and can’t get to it fast enough. 

We want everyone to stay in touch 
with us on this issue, and as I yield to 
the gentleman, I would like to call at-
tention to our poster there so they can 
stay in touch with us on the Card 
Check bill and on different issues that 
are coming before us. 

I yield to the gentleman from Geor-
gia. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. That is ex-
actly right. Here is the Web site right 
here: rsc@mail.house.gov. And you can 

go to the Hensarling Web site, our 
chairman, and let us know how you 
feel about the AMT. If this thing has 
affected you, we want to know about 
it, because we are going to make sure 
that we do everything that we can to 
make sure that this AMT does not con-
tinue to affect more and more of our 
taxpayers that go out every day and 
work hard for their money. And, by the 
way, they are probably still at work 
right now trying to earn some money. 

Getting back to the Employee In-
timidation bill, is it going to be an 
open rule or a closed rule? I don’t want 
to talk inside baseball or get down in 
the weeds here, but are we going to be 
able to offer amendments? Am I going 
to be able to offer an amendment to 
perfect this bill? Or is it going to be a 
closed rule like we have been having 
where the people of the Third District 
of Georgia or some of the people from 
the lady from Tennessee’s district or 
the gentleman from Texas’ district 
that has no say-so in the process? Have 
you heard if we are going to be able to 
perfect this bill? Or is this bill perfect? 
Is this bill perfect and doesn’t really 
need any perfecting? 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. I think that what 
we are hearing from the other side, 
they think that they have a perfect 
piece of legislation. It probably in their 
minds would be something that they 
considered to be perfect. As I said, they 
name it the Employee Choice or some-
thing but it is indeed the Worker In-
timidation bill, and they don’t want 
anybody to really bring this, they want 
it on and off the floor as fast as they 
can get it. 

One of the questions that we are 
asked a lot is wouldn’t this give em-
ployees more choice over their employ-
ment decisions? And we know that the 
answer to that is a big ‘‘no.’’ It will 
not. It is going to have the opposite ef-
fect. 

We know that just as they don’t want 
a lot of discussion on this floor about 
this bill, they don’t want employees to 
have more choice and more freedom in 
how they choose to construct their 
work situations. 

I would like to yield to the chairman 
of the Republican Study Committee, 
Mr. HENSARLING from Texas, who is 
joining us. Again, anyone who would 
like to be in contact with us and talk 
about what they are seeing in the 
workplace, talk about the increased 
taxes that the Democrats have brought 
forward, talk about the increased 
spending that our Democratic col-
leagues have brought forward, we 
would encourage them to be in touch 
with us at rsc@mail.house.gov. 

At this time I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. HENSARLING. I certainly thank 
the gentlelady from Tennessee for 
yielding. I particularly appreciate her 
leadership not only within the Repub-
lican Study Committee, the conserv-
ative caucus in the House of Represent-
atives, but also her great leadership on 
issues that impact the family budget, 
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spending, because we know in this in-
stitution that you can’t increase some 
Federal budget without decreasing 
some family budget. 

At the moment we are talking about 
this thing, what most people call Card 
Check, which sounds innocent enough 
on its face, but I would note, as my col-
leagues have said, that it took the 
Democrats about 2 days to go ahead 
and waive their own pay-as-you-go pro-
vision that supposedly made sure we 
weren’t going to get deeper in debt, it 
took them about 2 weeks to raise taxes 
on the American people, and, also, al-
most took them 2 full months before 
they started to try to repudiate the 
right to a secret ballot of American 
workers, before they try to take back 
the franchise from American workers. 
They have been very busy since they 
took over the House. 

Now, the formal title of this piece of 
legislation that we are speaking about 
this afternoon is the Employee Free 
Choice Act. Now, Madam Speaker, we 
know that somewhere running around 
here in the Capitol are people who are 
paid to come up with clever titles for 
pieces of legislation. Well, whoever 
came up with that title surely deserves 
a bonus. 

San Francisco, California, not ex-
actly known as a bastion of conserv-
ative thought in America, one of their 
daily newspapers, the San Francisco 
Examiner, called that title exquisitely 
Orwellian, in referring to the famous 
author George Orwell and his book, 
1984. 

b 1515 

Madam Speaker, I don’t know about 
you, but I know when I was in high 
school many, many years ago in Col-
lege Station, Texas, that was required 
reading. For those who have read it ei-
ther voluntarily or involuntarily, they 
may recall that to be Orwellian meant 
to turn things on their head to call 
black, white; to call up, down; to call 
good, bad. I must admit that the Or-
well estate must be doing well, because 
people are still clearly buying his 
works. 

This proposed Act has nothing to do 
with freedom. This proposed Act has 
nothing to do with choice. This pro-
posed Act is nothing less, nothing less 
than a full frontal assault, a full, fron-
tal assault of a worker’s fundamental 
right to cast a secret ballot to choose 
whether or not they want to be a mem-
ber of a labor union. 

What is more fundamental to our de-
mocracy than the secret ballot? It is 
one of the pillars. It is one of the pil-
lars of democracy, and yet the Demo-
crats, in this cleverly titled bill, they 
want to take that away. 

I might suggest that if they want to 
take that away, that Members of Con-
gress who are going to vote for this 
Act, which will be on the floor tomor-
row, maybe they ought to think about 
cosponsoring some companion legisla-
tion, and let’s go ahead and just spread 
it all over America. Why don’t we just 

go ahead and provide for card check for 
congressional elections? 

Let’s get rid of that secret ballot 
booth. Instead, why don’t you publicly 
have to come down and take a little 
card and check in front of your friends, 
your neighbors, not to mention those 
who may not be too friendly to you, 
and just say who you are voting for. If 
it is good enough for congressional 
elections, it ought to be good enough 
for labor union elections. 

Yet, again, Democrats are going to 
come to this floor tomorrow and vote 
on a piece of legislation to fundamen-
tally take away the right to a secret 
ballot from workers all across Amer-
ica. By the way, poll after poll of labor 
union members say they are against 
this. They say it is fundamentally un-
fair to take away their secret ballot. 

Now the labor union bosses making 
the six-figure salaries out of their dues, 
they have a different opinion. In fact, 
one was quoted saying ‘‘there is no rea-
son to subject the workers to an elec-
tion.’’ No reason to subject the workers 
to an election. Kind of sounds like 
something Hugo Chavez might say in 
Venezuela. 

You know, there is just no reason to 
subject the people to an election. But 
it does appear to be every single reason 
to subject workers to pressure and in-
timidation, and that is what this bill is 
all about. There have been card check 
campaigns in the recent past. This is 
known, you can go to public sources. 

Now there was a union organizing at 
MGM in Las Vegas and union orga-
nizers threatened those people who 
would not check that they wanted to 
join a union. They said if we want to 
take over, we will get your job one way 
or another. We will get your job. 

There was a United Steel Workers of-
ficial. He was told to threaten migrant 
workers with deportation if they would 
not pick up the card and check that 
they wanted to be in the labor union. I 
don’t know where the freedom is. I 
don’t know where the choice is, but I 
certainly know where the pressure and 
the intimidation is. 

Recently, just this last week, we had 
testimony from a worker in Oregon 
who said that when she would not pub-
licly check the card that she wanted to 
join a labor union, that her work life 
became miserable, miserable when she 
refused to do this. Again, this is noth-
ing more than assault on a funda-
mental right to a secret ballot in a 
labor union election. 

This overturns decades and decades 
of custom and practice and law in 
America on how people can choose. 

Now, listen, we live in a free society. 
We should live in a free society. Work-
ers ought to be able to choose if they 
want to be part of a labor union. That 
is not a question. There is only one 
question that is going to be before the 
floor and that question is, should work-
ers have the right to a secret ballot? 
Are they going to be open to intimida-
tion, pressure and shakedown? Not one 
worker in America, not one worker in 

America is going to be benefited by 
this. 

Now, I can think of others who are 
going to be benefited by this, because 
all of a sudden, labor union bosses are 
automatically going to have access to 
hard-working Americans’ paychecks 
where they used to not have that, to 
source the money, and unfortunately, 
so many of these issues come down to 
money. 

Indeed, follow the money. It may be 
instructive. The Pew Foundation has 
indicated that over half a billion dol-
lars of labor union money has gone to 
the Democrat party since 1994. You 
know, even in Washington DC, a half a 
billion dollars is a lot of money. Seven 
out of the top ten political contribu-
tors in America are organized labor. 
The American people don’t want this, 
workers don’t want this, even union-
ized workers don’t want this, but labor 
union bosses do. They want a funda-
mental assault on the right, the right 
to a secret ballot. What a day of in-
famy it will be in this House, should we 
approve that. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. I thank the gen-
tleman from Texas for those well- 
structured remarks. Again, we are 
talking about a bill, a piece of legisla-
tion that would be a big win for big 
labor. It is something that they have 
wanted for a long time. It is something 
that they have said would strengthen 
them, the labor union, and, as my col-
league from Texas said, the labor union 
bosses. This is where they want to go 
to build some power, to have access to 
those paychecks and access to the in-
formation of what their members are 
doing. 

Now, we have a couple of documents 
that some of our friends may want to 
actually log on and get. Again, at 
www.house.gov/hensarling/rsc, you can 
come to these documents and pull 
them down. One is the card check 
issue, the end of secret ballots in 
America. I think this is very instruc-
tive. 

It is important for individuals to 
read, and as my colleague from Texas 
said, are Members of Congress ready to 
do away with secret ballots in their 
elections? If it is good enough for the 
American worker, should it be consid-
ered for Members of Congress? 

Now, in this document that I have 
just shown you, there is a list of groups 
that are opposed to card check and a 
list of groups that support it. Those 
that support it are ACORN, AFL–CIO, 
Americans for Democratic Action, Cen-
ter for American Progress, Council on 
American Islamic Relations, the Demo-
cratic Leadership Council, the Demo-
cratic National Committee, 
Earthwatch, Human Rights Watch, 
NAACP, Sierra Club, Unitarian Univer-
salist Association of Congregations in 
Washington, DC, and UNITE HERE! 

Now, the groups that are in opposi-
tion to the card check proposal, the 
American Hospital Association, the 
American Hotel and Lodging Associa-
tion, Associated Builders & Contrac-
tors, Associated General Contractors, 
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Independent Electrical Contractors, 
International Council of Shopping Cen-
ters, International Food Service Dis-
tributors’ Association, International 
Franchise Association, National Asso-
ciation of Manufacturers, National 
Restaurant Association, National Re-
tail Federation, Printing Industries of 
America, U.S. Chamber of Commerce. 

I also have in front of me the state-
ment that has come to us from the 
Fraternal Order of Police. The Fra-
ternal Order of Police in this great Na-
tion stands against the card check bill. 
They are not for this, and their na-
tional president has called on Congress 
to reject the bill. 

A couple things I would like to read 
to be certain that we get these in the 
RECORD, because the men and women 
who are members of our local law en-
forcement communities are there on 
the front line every single day defend-
ing our streets and our communities 
and keeping our homeland safe. 

I think that it is worthy that we lis-
ten to them and that we heed what 
they tell us. There is some wisdom in 
the thoughts that they present to us. I 
am quoting from this press release. It 
says, ‘‘The legislation as proposed 
would replace the current democratic 
process of secret ballots with the card 
check system that invites coercion and 
abuse.’’ 

Under this process, the identity of 
workers who signed or refused to sign 
union organizing cards would be made 
public to the union organizers as well 
as to the workers’ employer and co-
workers, leaving these individuals vul-
nerable to threats and intimidation 
from union leaders, management or 
both. 

The most common method for deter-
mining whether or not employees want 
a union to represent them is a private 
ballot election overseen by the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board. 

Then going on further and quoting 
from Mr. Canterbury’s release, without 
the anonymity of the secret ballot, the 
FOP would probably not exist today. 
The only way to guarantee worker pro-
tection from coercion and intimidation 
is through the continued use of secret 
ballot elections so that personal deci-
sions about whether to join a union re-
main private. 

That is just comments from one of 
the organizations that understand how 
harmful this piece of legislation, the 
card check bill, or, as I have called it, 
the worker intimidation bill, would be 
on our Nation’s business structure. 
This is something that we need to 
think very, very carefully about. 

Another document that I would love 
to call attention to, from our Repub-
lican Study Committee, and, again, 
send us your thoughts at 
rsc@mail.house.gov, and you can go to 
our Web site, www.house.gov/ 
hensarling/rsc, and you can pull this 
information down. But it is a Q&A on 
the card check issue, with some of the 
myths and some of the facts, the rights 
and the wrongs that spell this out, 

what it would mean to our Nation’s law 
enforcement community, what it would 
mean to our Nation’s business commu-
nity. 

Mr. HENSARLING. I wanted to fol-
low up on the gentlelady’s point, again. 
We are trying to preserve the funda-
mental right to the secret ballot in 
labor union elections. No matter what 
the opposition says that this is going 
to do, what we know is from the actual 
people, actual workers who are sub-
jected to this card check procedure, we 
know intimidation and harassment is 
taking place. 

Madam Speaker, I submit for print-
ing in the RECORD a statement from 
Mike Ivey, materials handler at 
Freightliner Custom Chassis Corpora-
tion in Gaffney, South Carolina. 
STATEMENT OF MIKE IVEY, MATERIALS HAN-

DLER, FREIGHTLINER CUSTOM CHASSIS COR-
PORATION 
My name is Mike Ivey, and I appreciate the 

opportunity to share with the committee my 
experiences under an abusive card check or-
ganizing drive which is still ongoing after 41⁄2 
years. 

Freightliner Custom Chassis Corporation 
(FCCC) in Gaffney, South Carolina, has em-
ployed me for approximately 7 years. We are 
a non-union facility and more than the ma-
jority of employees are extremely proud of 
that fact. The problems we have started in 
the fall of 2002. 

During contract negotiations for their 
union facilities, the UWA and Daimler 
Chrysler Corporation reached a card check 
agreement to allow the UAW to try to orga-
nize their non-union facilities. This agree-
ment prevents FCCC from doing anything 
positive for their employees, or discussing 
the situation with the employees. This 
agreement also allows the union to recruit 
and pay FCCC employees at this facility to 
handle their card check system. 

The card check system consists of coercing 
employees to sign a card for the union. If 
enough cards are signed, 50 percent + 1, then 
the facility is considered to be a union facil-
ity. In this process of obtaining the needed 
signatures, there are a lot of untruths told. 

Early on, the employees for a non-union 
FCCC signed and submitted a petition which 
clearly states that they want no union rep-
resentation at this facility. More than 70 
percent of all employees signed this petition. 
The UAW and Daimler Chrysler Corporation 
received these petitions with no response, 
nor any halt in the card check drive. 

In April 2003, the CEO of Daimler Chrysler 
promised the employees of FCCC a wage in-
crease at a plant-wide meeting. In August 
2003, when the time came to make good on 
that promise, the union threatened a lawsuit 
against Daimler Chrysler if the wage in-
crease was implemented. They feared that if 
employees got the wage increase they had 
long been promised, it would reduce support 
for the union. We obtained free legal aid 
from the National Right to Work Legal De-
fense Foundation, and only after we filed 
charges at the National Labor Relations 
Board, did the union allow the pay increase. 

Employees are told at off-site meetings 
that signing a card only certifies that they 
attended the meeting. Employees are also of-
fered a free t-shirt if they sign a card. What 
they are not told is that these cards are a le-
gally binding document, which states that 
the employee is pro union—thus placing the 
union one step closer to their goal of com-
plete control of the employees’ workplace 
lives without the employees even realizing 
it. 

In the workplace, the employees running 
the organizing campaign for the UAW are re-
lentless in trying to get the employees to 
sign union cards. This has created a hostile 
work environment, with employees who once 
were friends who are now at odds with each 
other. 

The employees who are not in support of 
the union should have the right to go to 
work and not be harassed every day. This 
harassment has been going on more than 4 
years with no end in sight. Faced with this 
neverending onslaught, we employees feel 
that the UAW is holding our heads under 
water until we drown. 

In April 2005, the UAW obtained the per-
sonal information of each employee. It 
wasn’t enough that employees were being 
harassed at work, but now they are receiving 
phone calls at home. The UAW also had 
union employees from other facilities actu-
ally visit these employees at their homes. 
The union’s organizers refuse to take ‘‘no’’ 
for an answer. If you told one group of orga-
nizers that you were not interested, the next 
time they would send someone else. 

Moreover, in many instances, employees 
who signed cards under pressure or false pre-
tenses later attempted to retrieve or void 
this card. The union would not allow this to 
happen, telling them that they could not do 
so. 

After 41⁄2 years of trying to organize our fa-
cility, the majority of employees are still 
against the union by roughly a 3 to 1 ratio. 

We feel that the aggressive behavior of 
UAW organizers will only escalate in 2007. 
All the union Freightliner facilities are fac-
ing major layoffs in the coming months. We 
expect the UAW to turn up the heat at our 
Gaffney facility to make up for the dues rev-
enue shortfalls at the union facilities. 

I understand that some members of Con-
gress would like to mandate this abusive 
card check process for selecting a union so 
that employees everywhere will go through 
what we continue to experience. Rather than 
increasing this coercive practice, Congress 
should ban it. 

Everyone in public office is elected by se-
cret ballot vote. Please give us a chance in 
our workplace to make the decision on rep-
resentation in the same manner. 

I will read from it in part, ‘‘My name 
is Mike Ivey, and I appreciate the op-
portunity to share with the committee 
my experiences under an abusive card 
check organizing drive which is still 
ongoing after 41⁄2 years.’’ 

So 41⁄2 years this fight has been going 
on in Gaffney, South Carolina. Appar-
ently it is dating back to fall 2002. This 
gentleman talks about what is going 
on in these 41⁄2 years. 

To quote from his letter, ‘‘The em-
ployees who are not in support of the 
Union should have the right to go to 
work and not be harassed every day. 
This harassment has been going on 
more than 4 years with no end in sight. 
Faced with this never-ending on-
slaught, we employees feel that the 
United Auto Workers is holding our 
heads under water until we drown.’’ 

Quoting from his statement further, 
‘‘In April of 2005, the UAW obtained the 
personal information of each employee. 
It wasn’t enough that employees were 
being harassed at work, but now they 
are receiving phone calls at home. The 
UAW also had Union employees from 
other facilities actually visit these em-
ployees at their homes.’’ The orga-
nizers would not take no for an answer. 
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‘‘Some employees have had five or 
more harassing visits from these union 
organizers. The only way, it seems, to 
stop the badgering and pressure is to 
sign the card.’’ That’s the pressure, 
that’s the intimidation. 

I would quote further from this state-
ment, ‘‘Moreover in many instances, 
employees who signed cards under pres-
sure or false pretenses later attempted 
to retrieve or void this card.’’ 

b 1530 

The union would not allow this to 
happen. After 41⁄2 years of trying to or-
ganize the facility, 41⁄2 years, Madam 
Speaker, the majority of employees are 
still against it by roughly a 3–1 ratio. 

He goes on to say, and imploring this 
body, Madam Speaker, ‘‘Rather than 
increasing this coercive practice, Con-
gress should ban it. Everyone in public 
office is elected by secret ballot. Please 
give us a chance in our workplace to 
make the decision on representation in 
the same manner.’’ 

Madam Speaker, again, every single 
person who comes to the floor of the 
House, the Members of this institution, 
are elected by secret ballot. Our con-
stituents, our workers, both union and 
nonunion, cry out for the same funda-
mental fairness and the same funda-
mental democratic rights. 

But since labor union bosses helped 
the Democrats, since labor union 
bosses need more money in their cof-
fers, they have found a new and innova-
tive way to get money, and that is 
through this thing called ‘‘card check.’’ 

And what is interesting, also, Madam 
Speaker, if you will look at those who 
are bringing this legislation to the 
floor, for example, the gentleman from 
California, the chairman of the Edu-
cation and Labor Committee, well, he 
seems to have done a bit of a flip-flop 
on the issue. He and several other lead 
sponsors of this legislation, just a few 
years ago, for whatever reason, coun-
seled the Mexican Government about 
labor union elections. Let me quote 
from their letter. 

‘‘We understand that the secret bal-
lot is allowed for, but not required by 
Mexican labor law. However, we feel 
that the secret ballot is absolutely nec-
essary in order to ensure workers are 
not intimidated into voting for a union 
they may otherwise not choose.’’ 

I mean, this was sent by the sponsor 
of this legislation. So 5, 6 years ago, he 
believed that Mexicans fundamentally 
should have the right to a secret ballot 
in labor union organizing. But now, in 
2007, he wants to deny that very same 
fundamental right to American work-
ers. I don’t get it, Madam Speaker. 
What has changed? 

Well, what has changed is clearly, 
number one, declining union member-
ship and an election. And I understand 
elections have consequences, but the 
American people need to be watching 
very, very closely, very closely what 
this is all about, because my guess is 
most of them did not vote to fun-
damentally deny Democrat rights to 

American workers, to fundamentally 
strip them of their right to a secret 
ballot on whether or not they care to 
join a labor union. And so I hope, 
Madam Speaker, that the entire atten-
tion of America will be on this body to-
morrow. 

Again, 90 percent of Americans be-
lieve fundamentally you ought to have 
the right to a secret ballot in these 
elections. Survey after survey of work-
ers, including unionized workers, be-
lieve this as well. But apparently the 
Democrat majority and labor union 
bosses who put all kinds of money into 
these races believe otherwise. And so it 
will be a very significant vote on this 
House floor tomorrow. 

Will this body stand for democracy? 
Will this body stand for the secret bal-
lot? Will this body stand for American 
workers? Or will this body stand for 
labor union bosses who want to get 
their hands on more worker money? 

And with that I would be happy to 
yield back to the gentlelady. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. I thank the gen-
tleman from Texas. 

And, Madam Speaker, as he said, it 
took 2 days to go about raising spend-
ing. Within a couple of weeks taxes 
were raised. We have seen those taxes 
be raised on the American worker to 
the tune of $32 billion that the Demo-
crat majority has passed since taking 
control as the majority party in this 
body; $32 billion in tax increases. We 
have seen spending increased. And now 
what we are seeing is within the first 
couple of months they are going to 
come along and they are going to com-
promise the workplace. And they are 
going to push a piece of legislation on 
the American worker that the Amer-
ican worker does not want. 

And again, looking at the poll that I 
have quoted from, when you ask the 
question, tell me if you agree or dis-
agree with the following statement, 
every worker should continue to have 
the right to a federally supervised se-
cret ballot election when deciding 
whether to organize a union, and near-
ly 9 out of 10 individuals think that the 
worker deserves that right. 

You know, Madam Speaker, it is so 
interesting. We have moved away from 
the days of coercion and intimidation 
and union bosses that would beat up on 
people. That is how the National Labor 
Relations Board came about, when peo-
ple sought to have relief from that type 
of coercive, intimidating activity that 
would strike fear in the hearts of fami-
lies and fear in the hearts of workers. 

And how sad, how very, very sad that 
in this year and in this time, and in 
this 110th Congress, we would take 
steps that would return to those ways 
that would limit the freedom of men 
and women who have chosen a profes-
sion, chosen a career, chosen a job that 
they want to perform and would place 
them under the heavy-handed fist of a 
union boss who would seek to challenge 
their viability in the workplace and 
who would seek to challenge their free-
dom. 

It is my hope that more of our Mem-
bers will become familiar with the sta-
tistics on this issue, and the desires of 
the American people, and will realize 
there is nothing in this legislation that 
speaks to free choice at all. That is a 
fancy, dressed-up name for card check, 
which is a fancy, dressed-up name for a 
return to worker intimidation and co-
ercion. And it is unfortunate that we 
see it happening here in this body. 

One of the things that we do, that we 
put a focus on when we talk about our 
job here and our work here, and those 
of us in the Republican Study Com-
mittee as we gather and we talk, we 
talk a lot, Madam Speaker, about what 
are we going to do to preserve this 
great union. What are we going to do 
to protect its sovereignty? What are we 
going to do to extend individual free-
doms? How do we make decisions that 
are going to be so that we are certain 
that we extend the opportunity for 
prosperity to future generations? 

And I can honestly say, increasing 
government spending doesn’t do that. 
Increasing taxes on our families does 
not do that. Increasing taxes on our 
children and increasing the debt that 
they are going to bear does not do that. 

History shows us that when you cre-
ate a government program, a govern-
ment program continues to grow. I 
have said many times on this floor, as 
Ronald Reagan said, there is nothing 
so close to eternal life on Earth as a 
Federal Government program. 

We have 141 programs that we would 
like to see eliminated or reduced this 
year. Unfortunately, we don’t see that 
happening. What we do see happening 
is they are increasing your taxes, they 
are increasing spending, and now they 
are going to limit your freedom in the 
workplace. 

And I yield to the gentleman from 
Texas. 

Mr. HENSARLING. I thank the 
gentlelady for yielding once again. And 
we are going to have a very important 
debate tomorrow in this institution 
about whether or not the Democrat 
majority will strip workers of their 
fundamental right to the secret ballot 
in labor union organizing elections. 

But beyond that we know what is 
next on their agenda. It didn’t take 
them too long, about 2 weeks, to first 
raise taxes on the American people; 
and that is the next big debate that 
will be taking place in this institution. 
It is all about the budget. 

Now, everybody in this House, both 
Republican and Democrat alike, will 
all tell you they want to balance the 
budget. And you know what? I believe 
each and every one of them. But there 
is a very, very different way to go 
about it. 

Today the debate in the House tends 
to be whether or not tax relief that has 
been granted over the last 5 years was 
a good thing or bad thing. Well, guess 
what? We put tax relief into the econ-
omy on this end, and let’s see what 
comes out on the other end: 7.2 million 
jobs; 7.2 million Americans who used to 
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not have work now have work. How 
many of them used to have to settle for 
a welfare check, but now they have a 
paycheck? 

How many took from the system, 
from unemployment and food stamps 
and Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children, who now get to pay in the 
system because they have a paycheck? 

We have one of the strongest econo-
mies that we have had in decades. We 
have one of the lowest unemployment 
rates we have had. All of that was due 
to tax relief. 

And, Madam Speaker, for purposes of 
this debate, and this is a very impor-
tant point, and don’t take my word for 
it, go to the United States Treasury. 
Tax rates have been lowered, and guess 
what? We have more tax revenue. We 
have more tax revenue than we have 
ever had in the history of the United 
States of America. 

Now, how can that happen? Well, 
maybe it is difficult to understand in 
Washington, D.C., but it is pretty easy 
to understand in Tennessee Colony in 
Anderson County, Texas, that I have 
the pleasure of representing in the 
United States Congress. If you will 
allow farmers and ranchers, if you will 
allow small business people, if you will 
allow American families to keep more 
of what they earn, guess what? They 
will save. They will invest. They will 
go out and create their American 
dream and put a new automobile trans-
mission shop on one street corner. 
They will add another couple of jobs at 
a barbecue stand. And guess what? 
They create jobs of the future, and we 
have more revenue. 

Now, Madam Speaker, some people 
may reject this theory. You can’t, you 
may have your own opinion, but you 
are not entitled to your own facts. You 
cannot debate that we have more tax 
revenue. But some people don’t see a 
link between job creation and tax re-
lief. 

Even if I am wrong, Madam Speaker, 
if you will look at the Federal budget, 
if you will look at the Federal budget, 
if we had a line item called tax relief in 
the Federal budget, it is 1 percent, a 
little more than 1 percent of the entire 
Federal budget. Even if that money 
was wasted, burned, buried and didn’t 
do any good to the economy, had no 
connection to job creation, to home 
ownership, to people being able to send 
their kids to college, it is about 1 per-
cent of the budget. 

My point is if you want to do some-
thing about the deficit, your focus 
needs to be on the spending side. We 
have a deficit not because we are 
undertaxed; we have a deficit because 
we are spending too much. 

And listen, I take a back seat to no 
one as far as my concern about passing 
debt on to future generations. I am the 
father of a 5-year old and the father of 
a 3-year old. But even if we were to bal-
ance the budget today, and thanks to 
Republican progrowth economic poli-
cies, we will balance the budget, it has 
very little to do with spending dis-

cipline. We know we don’t find any of 
that among our Democrat colleagues. 
It has everything to do with tax rev-
enue growth. 

But even if we were to balance the 
budget in the next few years, as my 
colleague from Tennessee has indi-
cated, in Washington, D.C., tax relief is 
temporary, but spending is forever. So 
much spending has been put on auto-
matic pilot. And it just doesn’t grow 
horizontally, it grows exponentially. 

If we don’t do something now to re-
form the spending patterns in Wash-
ington, D.C., the next generation will 
face a nasty fiscal fork in the road. 
And don’t take my word for it. Go to 
the General Accountability Office, the 
Office of Management and Budget, the 
Congressional Budget Office. They will 
all tell you the same thing. We are on 
the verge of either having to double 
taxes on the next generation or prac-
tically cut out the entirety of the Fed-
eral Government except Medicare, 
Medicaid and Social Security. 

Just think about it, Madam Speaker. 
There will be no United States Ma-
rines. There will be no Border Patrol. 
There will be no student loans. There 
will be no airport security. 

If we don’t take fundamental steps 
now to end wasteful, unaccountable, 
runaway spending in Washington, D.C., 
that is the future we are facing. The 
Comptroller General of the United 
States has said in testimony before the 
Budget Committee that we may be on 
the verge of being the first generation 
in America’s history to leave the next 
generation with fewer opportunities 
and a lower standard of living. 

b 1545 
Madam Speaker, I don’t plan to be a 

part of that, and I am going to do ev-
erything I can to fight this on this 
House floor. So those who go around 
saying we must balance the budget and 
those who won’t do anything to try to 
find ways to get better retirement se-
curity and better health care at a 
lower cost, what they are really telling 
you, Madam Speaker, is, I want to dou-
ble taxes on the next generation. I 
want to leave your children and your 
grandchildren with less freedom and 
less opportunity. 

Madam Speaker, how anybody can 
look themselves in the mirror and do 
that, I don’t know. Again, that is the 
magnitude of the tax increase that 
Democrats are going to have to have if 
they won’t join us in a bipartisan fash-
ion and do something about out-of-con-
trol entitlement spending. It will be a 
massive tax increase the likes of which 
America has never seen before. And 
once they impose that tax increase on 
the American people, how many of our 
children will be able to send their chil-
dren to college? How many of our chil-
dren will be able to realize their Amer-
ican Dream and start their first busi-
ness? How many of our children will be 
able to buy their first home when this 
body doubles their taxes for refusing, 
refusing, to do anything to stop run-
away spending? 

So, Madam Speaker, that is where 
the fight is. That is where the fight is. 
Republicans want to try to reform. 
Democrats want to raise taxes, but 
they don’t own up to the magnitude of 
the tax increases. But the future of our 
country is resting upon this debate, 
and I hope the American people will 
watch very, very closely. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Speaker, 
reclaiming my time, I thank the gen-
tleman. As he has pointed out, in the 
2006 budget we had reduced spending by 
$40 billion. It was called the Deficit Re-
duction Act, a first step. Our col-
leagues across the aisle immediately 
increased spending in what was to have 
been a continuing resolution. 

Then we look at taxes. We reduced 
taxes, which stimulated the growth of 
the economy and growth of jobs. Our 
colleagues across the aisle have al-
ready raised taxes by $32 billion. 

And as my colleague from Texas said, 
we have more workers than ever in the 
American workforce at this point in 
time. There are more Americans than 
ever holding a job and getting a pay-
check. And over the past 4 years, we 
have seen the addition of 7.2 million 
new jobs to the U.S. economy. Now, 
these are not new hires. These are new 
jobs, newly created jobs. And, Madam 
Speaker, I think that that is important 
for us to put the attention on. These 
are jobs where a business owner sits 
down and says, ‘‘I can create a new po-
sition. We have our taxes down. We 
have seen some regulatory relief. We 
are doing well. We see growth in this 
business. We see a future that indicates 
growth.’’ So they create a new posi-
tion, and they hire someone to fill that 
position. That is how we get business 
growth. That is how we get business ex-
pansion. 

And now we find that on top of in-
creasing spending and on top of in-
creasing taxes, our friends across the 
aisle are saying, We want to let the 
union bosses get another hit at those 
workers. We want to take away the 
workers’ right to a secret ballot. We 
want to infringe on that freedom in the 
workplace that American workers 
enjoy that was a hard-fought battle 
decades ago, and we want to com-
promise that and give big labor a win.’’ 

And that, Madam Speaker, is how the 
liberal elites couch this battle. It is, as 
was said in the letter that I read, a re-
turn to coercion and intimidation. It is 
something that in the 21st century we 
should not do. I do personally consider 
it an inappropriate step for this House. 
This House should be focused on how 
do we expand freedom? How do we ex-
pand hope? How do we expand oppor-
tunity? And how do we make certain 
that every man, woman, and child has 
their shot at the American Dream in a 
safe, free, and productive country. 

f 

THE 30-SOMETHING WORKING 
GROUP 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
CLARKE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 18, 2007, the 
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