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Mr. President, we respectfully request your
swift consideration and approval of this re-
quest. If you have any questions or need ad-
ditional information, please do not hesitate
to contact us.

Sincerely,
BLANCHE L. LINCOLN.
MARK PRYOR.
MIKE ROSS.
MARCH 5, 2007.
Hon. GEORGE W. BUSH
President of the United States,
The White House, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT, I am writing to you
because I have great concerns regarding the
lack of a federal disaster declaration for
Desha County, Arkansas, and the desperate
need for temporary housing for this storm-
ravaged Delta County.

On February 24,2007, two terrible tornadoes
hit the towns of Dumas and Back Gate in
Desha County, Arkansas. While my heart
goes out to the people in Alabama and Geor-
gia who were recently hit by deadly torna-
does, I write to you because I am concerned
that the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) has now forgotten about our
situation in Arkansas. The tornadoes that
passed through our state destroyed or heav-
ily damaged more than 150 homes; caused 800
people to be out of work because 25 busi-
nesses were destroyed; required the Governor
to send in the National Guard to enforce se-
curity and for clean up purposes; and forced
the town to be without electrical power for
five days. In this small town, with an esti-
mated population of 5,300, this level of dam-
age and destruction has been overwhelming.

Desha County has still not been declared a
federal disaster area, and one of my greatest
concerns is the fact that there is no alter-
native housing for those residents who have
been displaced. Nearly 9,000 brand new, fully
furnished mobile homes sit less than three
hours away at a FEMA staging area in Hope,
Arkansas, and all I ask that you make wise
use of our taxpayers’ money and instruct
FEMA Director David Paulison to move 150
of these mobile homes to Desha County for
temporary housing.

Last week, I toured the devastation in
Desha County with Governor Mike Beebe and
strongly supported his request to you for a
federal disaster declaration to assist those
businesses and individuals that have been
damaged or left without shelter. I also joined
Arkansas’s U.S. Senators Blanche Lincoln
and Mark Pryor in support of that request.
At that time FEMA Director Paulison in-
formed me in a phone conversation that the
Governor’s request had been passed on from
the FEMA Region VI office to FEMA’s Wash-
ington, DC office and was pending his review.

Mr. President, as you and I spoke a month
ago at the House Democratic Caucus Retreat
in Williamsburg, Virginia, the need to put to
use the nearly 9,000 brand new, fully fur-
nished mobile homes stored in Hope could
not be greater. It has now been more than a
week since these storms hit our state, and I
respectfully request that you do what is
right and declare Desha County, Arkansas, a
federal disaster area. Such a declaration
would enable area businesses to take advan-
tage of federal resources and allow you to
begin moving mobile homes from the Hope
Airport to Desha County for temporary hous-
ing.

I have toured the devastation in Desha
County and seen first-hand the effects of this
storm. I have also enclosed a photo taken
Saturday of the nearly 9,000 fully furnished
mobile homes purchased for Hurricane
Katrina victims but never used that sit un-
used in Hope, Arkansas. I again ask that you
declare Desha County a federal disaster area
and make 150 mobile homes available so that
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victims can have access to temporary emer-
gency shelter. This is the right thing to do
and I look forward to your response.
Sincerely,
MIKE ROSS.

————

THE OFFICIAL TRUTH SQUAD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. PRICE) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 1
appreciate that recognition. I want to
thank the leadership on the Republican
side for the opportunity to address
once again the House of Representa-
tives and talk about some important
issues that our Nation is dealing with,
and bring the latest version of the Offi-
cial Truth Squad. This is a group of
folks who have determined to try to
bring some sunlight and some truth to
the issues that we talk about here in
Washington. And after the last hour,
Mr. Speaker, a lot of truth needs to be
shed, because the amount of misin-
formation and disinformation that our
friends on the other side of the aisle
have put forward needs to be corrected,
and so we are here as the Official Truth
Squad to do just that. It is a great
privilege, and I want to thank the Re-
publican Conference, the Republican
leadership for that opportunity.

The Official Truth Squad started as a
group of freshmen last term who were
frustrated by, as I said, the
disinformation and the misinformation
that was perpetrated and brought for-
ward on this House floor day after day
after day after day, and we thought
that it was appropriate to get together
and attempt to bring some light to
issues, attempt to bring some facts to
issues. And we have a favorite quote.

We have a lot of favorite quotes, but
one of our favorite quotes is indeed one
of my favorite quotes that I think crys-
tallizes exactly what the mission is
here. And in Washington it is so dif-
ficult to try to get to the second clause
of this sentence. But this is from Dan-
iel Patrick Moynihan, Senator Moy-
nihan, a former United States Senator
from the State of New York and a
former United States representative of
the United Nations, a wonderful gen-
tleman, a very wise individual. And he
said, ‘“‘Everyone is entitled to their
own opinion, but not their own facts.”
Everyone is entitled to their own opin-
ion, but not their own facts.

So it is in that spirit, Mr. Speaker,
that we come to the floor tonight and
talk about a number of issues, and try
to shed some of that light, try to bring
some facts to the table.

We get visited oftentimes here in
Washington by folks who are constitu-
ents, folks from back home. They come
here and they visit us, and they talk
about the kinds of issues that are im-
portant to them. And today, Mr.
Speaker, and yesterday in Washington
we have been visited, all of us have
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been visited, I know, by members of
the VFW, by the Veterans of Foreign
Wars. And it is very humbling to sit
and to talk with members of the VFW,
to listen to their stories, to hear their
concerns, to appreciate the challenges
that they have and the issues that they
believe Congress ought to be address-
ing.

These are truly heroes. They are
truly heroes from previous conflicts
that our Nation has been involved in.
And it is distressing when you talk to
these members of the VFW and you
hear their same Kkinds of concerns
about facts.

Many of them from my district came,
and they wanted to know why there
was not the kind of correct informa-
tion that was getting out on the floor
of the House of Representatives, why
we weren’t talking about the truth as
it relates to, not just our veterans, but
the current situation in the world.
They were extremely concerned that so
many of our friends on the other side of
the aisle were distorting the truth,
were not bringing real information to
the American people, and were causing
great challenges for all of us to try to
do the right thing as it relates to our
Nation and to our members of the mili-
tary right now who are defending lib-
erty around the globe, and to assist
veterans in their time of need. And so
I shared my concern with them about
the information that was being
brought forth, especially about the sit-
uation in Iraq.

As you know, Mr. Speaker, we have
heard what the strategy of the Demo-
crats is as it relates to Iraq. They have
preemptively surrendered. One of their
Members has defined what has been de-
scribed as a slow-bleed policy. It kind
of gives you chills when you think
about it, Mr. Speaker, a slow-bleed pol-
icy. That individual was interviewed 2
or 3 weeks ago, and during that period
of time when asked how is he going to
institute this, how is he going to insti-
tute this slow-bleed policy on the mili-
tary as a Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives, an influential Member of
the House, a member of the majority
party, a member who has an oppor-
tunity to do great things, and what he
has said is, “They won’t be able to con-
tinue. They won’t be able to do the de-
ployment. They won’t have the equip-
ment.”

Mr. Speaker, that is chilling. That is
chilling.

It is made all the more disgusting be-
cause of the comments of our own
Speaker who said that funds would
never be cut off from our troops in
harm’s way. And here the individual
who is charged with developing the
strategy for the majority party in the
House of Representatives on Iraq says,
“They won’t be able to continue. They
won’t be able to do the deployment.
They won’t have the equipment.”

Mr. Speaker, I don’t know about you,
but I get e-mails and communications
sent to me from constituents who are
serving in Iraq. I know men and women
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who are serving in Iraq who are doing
their duty. To have a Member of the
House of Representatives in a remark-
ably influential role say he is going to
do all he can to limit the equipment
that will protect our men and women
in harm’s way in Iraq and around the
world is deplorable. It is deplorable.

Mr. Speaker, that is a fact. Not an
opinion, not my opinion. That is a fact.
That is what he said. That is what he
plans on doing. That is what he said he
will work to convince his party to do.

About that same time, our Speaker
was quoted as making the following
claim, ‘“‘Democrats have proposed a dif-
ferent course of action over and over
again, and we have suggested a dif-
ferent plan.” That is the claim. That is
the facts of the statement.

The truth, according to United
States Senator JOE LIEBERMAN who has
been a stalwart in recognizing the dan-
ger that the world finds itself in and
recognizing the importance of sup-
porting our troops who are in harm’s
way, the truth, as he states it, is, ““Any
alternatives that I have heard ulti-
mately don’t work. They are all about
failing. They are all about with-
drawing. And I think allowing Iraq to
collapse would be a disaster for the
Iraqis, for the Middle East, and for us.”
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Mr. Speaker, I find the double talk
that is coming out of the majority par-
ty’s mouth at this time as it relates to
protecting our troops and fighting for
freedom and liberty to be not only dis-
ingenuous, I find it to be a disservice to
the American people, because when we
are not talking about facts, it is impos-
sible to reach the right conclusion.

All of us come to this body with var-
ious experiences, different  back-
grounds, different professions, different
work experience. Mine is as a physi-
cian. I spent over 20 years, nearly 25
years practicing medicine. And I knew
that when I took care of patients, that
if I didn’t do my level best to make cer-
tain that I had made the right diag-
nosis, that I had dealt with truthful
items to get to the right diagnosis, I
couldn’t institute the right treatment.

And so I would suggest, Mr. Speaker,
to my colleagues that unless we recog-
nize truthful statements, unless we
recognize the facts that are presented
to us, that we will not make the right
diagnosis. And I would suggest, Mr.
Speaker, that the other side, the ma-
jority party has failed to make the cor-
rect diagnosis, so it will be difficult for
them to institute the right treatment.

Now, I won’t go so far as to say, al-
though I might be legitimate in doing
so, that occasionally, when physicians
make the wrong diagnosis, they are
charged with malpractice. But I would
ask my friends on the other side of the
aisle to appreciate and recognize that
truth will get you to the right diag-
nosis, which will allow all of us to
work together to identify what the
right treatment ought to be.

And that is in the case with this rep-
rehensible, ‘‘slow bleed’’ policy that

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

has been put forward by the majority
party, as much it is with the rest of the
policies that we will address, some of
which we will address tonight.

I want to just highlight a couple
other matters as it relates to this
‘“‘slow bleed” policy. And Mr. Speaker,
as you know what that has been de-
fined as is cutting off the funding or
decreasing the funding, not for the
troops specifically but for the equip-
ment, for the logistics, for the support
staff that is required, all of the things
that make it so our men and women
can be secure in the knowledge that
they are able to have all the equipment
and the personnel available to protect
themselves and to carry out their mis-
sion.

So, once again, the quote from our
Speaker, another quote from our
Speaker about, almost now 2 months
ago, from January 19, 2007. The quote
was, ‘‘Democrats will never cut off
funding for our troops when they are in
harm’s way.”

The reality is, and it goes into a bro-
ken promise that I believe, we believe,
the other side is getting very adept at.
They are continuing to break promises
that they make with the American
people over and over again. This one,
the promise was, we will never cut off
funding for the troops.

The reality, according to Mr. JOHN
CONYERS, Representative JOHN CON-
YERS, ‘‘The founders of our country
gave our Congress the power of the
purse because they envisioned a sce-
nario exactly like we find ourselves in
today. Not only is it in our power, it is
our obligation. It is our obligation to
stop President Bush.”

Another quote from Representative
MAXINE WATERS, Representative from
California, made just a couple of weeks
ago, ‘I will not vote for one dime. I
will not vote for one dime.”’

So, Mr. Speaker, we see the promises
that are being made, that are being
talked about to the American people,
but the truth of the matter is that the
majority party is continuing to break
promises, and I find that very dis-
tressing. I also find that of great con-
cern to being able, once again, to reach
the right diagnosis of the challenges
that we have before us and then mov-
ing forward with the correct treat-
ment.

I want to talk for a little bit, now,
Mr. Speaker, about another item that
has, another issue that has not had a
whole lot of light from the other side of
the aisle on it, and that is our economy
and the remarkable economic growth
that this Nation has seen over the last
three to 4 years.

If you look at truth, and you look at
facts, one would have to admit that
this has been a remarkably robust
economy. We have now seen nearly 3%
years of solid, consistent economic ex-
pansion which followed the downturn,
the economic downturn and the reces-
sion of 2001.

The measure of economic expansion
can be measured by all sorts of dif-
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ferent parameters, and we are going to
look at a couple of them this evening.
Measure of economic expansion can be
measured by real GDP growth, gross
domestic product growth. And that has
averaged a robust 3.6 percent since the
enactment of what, Mr. Speaker? Tax
reductions in 2003. The tax relief meas-
ures of 2003 have resulted in, I believe,
we believe, a remarkably robust econ-
omy.

And so as we move through these
facts tonight, as we move through
these measures, it is important to ap-
preciate, well, how did that all come
about? Why did that happen? It didn’t
just happen willy nilly. And so what we
have seen over the last 3% years is a
remarkably robust growth in the gross
domestic product; 3.6 percent, as I men-
tioned, over that period of time. Mr.
Speaker, that is faster than the aver-
ages of the 1970, which was 3.4 percent,
the 1980s, which was 3.1 percent, and I
know this will come as a shock to some
folks, Mr. Speaker, but those glory
days of the 1990s, when we all thought
that the economy was booming as rap-
idly as it could and as good as it could;
in fact, that growth during the 1990s
was 3.3 percent, again, compared to 3.6
percent since the tax reductions, ap-
propriate tax reductions in 2003.

What we have on this chart, Mr.
Speaker, is the unemployment rate,
and it is another kind of gauge of how
the economy is doing. How many jobs
is our economy creating? And that is
the good news, Mr. Speaker, that since
June of 2003, 7.4 million new jobs; 7.4
million new jobs, Mr. Speaker, which is
a remarkable number, an average of
169,000 new jobs each and every month.

Now, you would say, well, that had
just been going on just like that before
the reductions in the tax rates in 2003.
But this poster, Mr. Speaker, speaks to
that. What this poster shows is the
level of unemployment, the percent
level of unemployment in our Nation
and plots it over a period of time.

Here on the far left portion of the
graph, we have 2001, and on the far
right portion, we have 2007. So over the
past 7 years, 6 to 7 years, what we see
is this red line that demonstrates the
level of unemployment. And we see it
climbing from a rate of mid 4 percent
until 2003, at this point where it
reached its apex, its highest amount of
about 6.3 percent. And at that point,
something happened.

Something happened, Mr. Speaker.
And what happened was that this ad-
ministration recognized and this Con-
gress recognized that the economy
needed stimulating, needed some en-
couragement, needed some investment.
And our good friends on the other side
of the aisle oftentimes say, well, when
the economy needs more money what
we need to do is to get more taxes from
the American people. We need to take
more money from them so that govern-
ment has the amount of money that it
needs to be able to do whatever they
would like to do with revenue that
comes into the Federal Government.



H2224

But what we understand, and what
fiscal conservatives understand and
what true historians understand is
that, when you cut taxes, when you de-
crease taxes on the American people,
revenue goes up, the economy booms,
and jobs are created. And that is what
happened in 2003, Mr. Speaker. And you
see, since then, a steady decline in the
unemployment rate. Why? Because the
American people had more money in
their back pocket, because American
people know best how to spend their
money, not government. It is not the
government’s money. It is the Amer-
ican people’s money. And when they
have that money and can make those
decisions, those personal financial de-
cisions, then our Nation is helped in
ways that are incalculable. Incalcu-
lable. And what happens is that the
economy grows, the economy booms,
and more jobs are created.

What about household net worth? We
have heard, well, it is not getting down
to real people. It is not getting down to
those who own homes. In fact, Mr.
Speaker, there are more individuals,
more people, more percent and more
numbers of Americans owning homes
now than ever before in the history of
our Nation. Mr. Speaker, that is a good
thing. That is a good thing.

I know there is a lot of doom and
gloom out there, and a lot of people in
this town don’t want the American
people to know that there are some
good things that are happening in our
Nation. I, frankly, get tired of all the
naysayers. I know that people in my
district do as well, because they know
what is happening on the ground and
what is happening out there across
America is that more Americans own
their home now than ever before in the
history of our Nation.

And that is not just absolute num-
bers. That is a percent. Nearly 70 per-
cent of the American people own their
home. That is a record. That is a
record, Mr. Speaker.

And when you look at household net
worth, household net worth, the value
of homes for the American people has
reached an all-time historic high, and
in the last year, it increased by 7 per-
cent. We see the unemployment rate
down to 4.6 percent in January of this
year.

We talked about some averages for
economic growth over the last couple
of decades, comparing now, where we
are right now, to where we have been
over the last couple of decades.

What about unemployment? Well, the
unemployment rate that we have right
now, at 4.6 percent, is lower than the
average for the 1960s, 1970s, 1980s, and
yes, Mr. Speaker, the 1990s, too. Isn’t
that something? That is wonderful
news. That is great news. And I would
suggest to my colleagues in the House
that it would be important to relay
that news to your constituents. That is
a good thing.

The average rate in the 1960s of un-
employment was 4.8 percent. Right
now, 4.6 percent. The average for the
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1970s, difficult time, 6.2 percent. Right
now, Mr. Speaker, 4.6 percent. The av-
erage through the 1970s, 7.3. Right now,
Mr. Speaker, 4.6 percent. And you re-
member the 1990s? Again, that wonder-
ful time, those halcyon days of the
1990s, when our economy was booming
and everybody was doing just grand?

Well, Mr. Speaker, the average unem-
ployment rate in the 1990s was 5.8 per-
cent. Today, 4.6 percent. Mr. Speaker,
that is a fact.

And remember, Mr. Speaker, people
are entitled, as Senator Moynihan used
to say, they are entitled to their opin-
ion, but they are not entitled to their
own facts.

And then we hear, well, there are
jobs, yes, but they are not good jobs.
They are not real jobs. They aren’t jobs
that have seen any real economic
growth. Well, let’s look at some facts
there, too, Mr. Speaker.

Productivity growth, which is a fun-
damental driver of the potential long-
term economic growth, what kind of
productivity, what kind of output our
economy is producing, grew at a rate of
2.1 percent in 2006. The average growth
between 1993 and 2000, remember those
halcyon days, Mr. Speaker, the average
growth during that period of time in
productivity was 1.8 percent.
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The average growth now, produc-
tivity growth: 2.1 percent.

So, Mr. Speaker, these are good days
from an economic standpoint.

And then wage growth, we hear from
some of our friends on the other side of
the aisle, well, they just aren’t good
jobs. Real wage growth isn’t hap-
pening. But wage growth plus benefits
growth, total compensation, which had
lagged behind productivity growth ear-
lier in this recovery, surged in the last
year, in 2006. It was up 6.3 percent, 6.3
percent on an analyzed rate in the
fourth quarter of 2006.

Mr. Speaker, that is good news. That
is good news. I would once again urge
my friends on the other side of the
aisle to convey that good news to their
constituents. And then I would urge
them to ask why is that happening,
why have we seen this kind of good
news.

Well, Mr. Speaker, it is because of
the appropriate tax reductions that
this Congress, this administration
passed on to the American people in
2003.

We have many folks who will say,
well, when you cut taxes, what happens
is that the government doesn’t have
enough money to be able to do what it
needs to do. And that sounds plausible,
I guess. But when you look at what
really happens, when you look at what
happens historically and you look at
what has happened with this tax reduc-
tion in 2003, what we have seen is a sig-
nificant increase in revenue coming
into the Federal Government. And it
ought not be a surprise, Mr. Speaker,
because in the two major tax reduc-
tions that have occurred in this Nation
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over the last 45 years, the tax reduc-
tions of President Reagan’s adminis-
tration and, yes, Mr. Speaker, the tax
reductions of President Kennedy’s ad-
ministration, both of those tax reduc-
tions saw a significant increase in the
amount of revenue that comes into the
Federal Government. And why is that?
It seems Kkind of counterintuitive. Why
is that?

Well, again, when you allow the
American people to make decisions
about their own money and not have
the government making decisions
about that money, they decide for
themselves when to save or to spend or
invest that money, and what that does
is stimulate the economy in ways that
the government never, never can stim-
ulate.

And consequently what you see, Mr.
Speaker, is this kind of graph: here we
have the capital gains tax revenues.
These are revenues from taxes on the
gains that are seen across all types of
investments. And what we have is the
amount of money from that capital
gains that came into the Federal Gov-
ernment in the years 2003, 2004, 2005,
and 2006 on the same track as heading
for 2007. And the yellow line on the bot-
tom here, Mr. Speaker, is the projec-
tion that the CBO, the Congressional
Budget Office, made prior to the tax re-
ductions, appropriate tax reductions.
So we see a gradual, steady increase in
the amount of money coming into the
Federal Government based upon cap-
ital gains tax revenue. The same graph
would hold for dividend taxation rev-
enue.

And what we see actually happened
when the tax reductions were insti-
tuted is the blue line, and it tracked a
little bit above it for the first year. But
what we always see, when you keep tax
reductions in place, is more economic
development, more job growth, more
gross domestic product growth, more
revitalization of the economy; and so
what happens is that annual revenues
coming into the Federal Government
actually increase, and they increase by
a huge amount. Increase by a huge
amount.

The tax relief has resulted in signifi-
cant economic growth that has re-
sulted in significantly higher tax rev-
enue. After the declines from 2000 to
2003, revenue surged in 2004, 2005, and
2006. In 2005 the revenues grew by 14.6
percent. In 2006 they were up by 11.8
percent.

This next statement, Mr. Speaker, is
important because it speaks to the per-
manence and the penetration of the re-
sult of these tax reductions and how
they affect the economy and how they
affect our Nation. Those two revenue
increases, 14.6 percent in 2005 and 11.8
percent in 2006, that was the first time
since the mid-1980s, and you will recall
that that was the last time we had sig-
nificant tax reductions, the first time
since the mid-1980s that our Nation has
generated double-digit revenue growth
in consecutive years. Remarkable, Mr.
Speaker. It really is.
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And I would think that any indi-
vidual charged with representing this
Nation and charged with having some
input into how to keep this economy
moving and how to generate more
growth in this economy would want to
know why, why did that happen? What
happened in 2003 to turn that around?

And it is still continuing. Revenues
continue to surge in fiscal year 2007.
Through the first 4 months of the year,
revenues are up by 9.8 percent, with
12.6 percent for individual receipts and
22.1 percent for corporate receipts.

Mr. Speaker, these are incredible
numbers, truly incredible numbers. So
one would think that Members of the
House of Representatives, Members of
the Senate, who are charged with for-
mulating national policy that by any
estimation anybody would look at
these numbers and say, yes, that kind
of looks pretty good, maybe we ought
to continue that. And if you are
charged with developing policy, Fed-
eral policy, national policy that results
in these kinds of good numbers, you
would think that they would want to
know why, how did that happen.

How did that happen? Well, there are
some other charts that I would like to
share with you that will demonstrate
how that happened and the effect of it.

I think it is always helpful, Mr.
Speaker, to compare what happened be-
fore the tax reductions and what has
happened since because unless you can
point to a date on the calendar when
something concrete changed and iden-
tify the occurrences in this Nation
from an economic standpoint before
that date and after that date, it be-
comes difficult to answer that question
why, why did these seemingly good
things happen?

So this poster here demonstrates
business investment before and after
the tax relief of 2003. And this is re-
markably telling. As you see, the mid-
dle line here is the percent of business
investment, either increased invest-
ment or decreased investment. And you
could say, Mr. Speaker, that through
2001 and 2002 and the first quarter of
2003, virtually all of those quarters had
decreased business growth or invest-
ment. In fact, the average was a de-
crease of 5.6 percent. And that is a de-
crease from year to year to year. So, in
fact, the cumulative amount of de-
creased investment is huge.

And then something happened here.
Mr. Speaker, on this vertical line,
something happened. And it answers
the question why, why did we see these
remarkable improvements? And it was
the appropriate tax reductions of 2003.
And these are undeniable numbers.
This is the business investment after
the tax reductions of 2003, and they
have averaged since that time 7.29 per-
cent every quarter. So you see it over
and over and over and over again. In
fact, we have had 15 straight quarters
of economic business investment in-
crease. And that is not because the
business of America says it is not a
good idea to invest, it is not a good
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idea to grow. That is because they say
it is a great idea. And the policies that
have been put in place at the Federal
Government level will result in their
opportunity to succeed, their oppor-
tunity for their employees to succeed,
the opportunity for employees to then
take that success from the company
and from the employee and go buy
homes and go buy cars and go buy all
sorts of items that are needed by each
and every American. And what happens
then is that it just becomes a wonder-
fully self-perpetuating cycle.

But, Mr. Speaker, the reason that it
is important to look at this and the
reason that I am talking about this to-
night and that we on our side of the
aisle are trying to bring truth and
light to this issue is because there is a
plan on the other side of the aisle to do
away with the tax reductions that have
resulted in all this wonderful, wonder-
ful economic news. And that is just
baffling to me when I think about
again the challenge, the charge that
each of us in this House has, which is
to, I believe, develop policies that will
work to the benefit of the vast major-
ity and as many Americans as possible.

And these types of numbers here,
these facts, Mr. Speaker, not opinions,
but facts, demonstrate that that is ex-
actly and precisely what the tax reduc-
tions have done from 2003. And they
have done so by decreasing also the
budget deficit. And, again, if the econ-
omy is booming to a greater degree, if
it is more successful, more people
working, more people investing, more
people participating in the American
Dream, that is a good thing. And what
happens is that more revenue comes
into the Federal Government, and what
happens, Mr. Speaker, to the budget
deficit? It decreases. It goes down. In
fact, if we allow the tax reductions to
remain in place, which is what we abso-
lutely ought to do, and some of our
friends on the other side of the aisle,
some of our friends in the majority
party have already said they don’t be-
lieve any of those tax reductions ought
to remain in place, that every Amer-
ican ought to have a tax increase, but
if we allow them to stay in place, what
this chart demonstrates, Mr. Speaker,
is that the budget will balance of its
own accord because of the policies al-
ready in place within a 4-year period of
time. Within a 4-year period of time.

Now, our friends on the other side of
the aisle, they will come up to the well
of the House and they will say, sure we
have got to balance the budget, but we
have got to raise taxes to do it.

Mr. Speaker, it just isn’t so. It just
isn’t so. So I would encourage all Mem-
bers of the House to look at these num-
bers, to appreciate the trend that has
occurred, the facts of the economic
numbers that we have available to us
in this Nation, and to appreciate that
there is a reason, there is a reason that
more people are working now. There is
a reason that more people are owning
their own home. There is a reason that
more individuals are able to invest in
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this economy. There is a reason that
there is more money coming into the
Federal Government. And that reason
is we are allowing more Americans to
keep more of their hard-earned money.

Oftentimes I hear in committee
meetings many Members of Congress
who will talk about the government’s
money as if it is the government’s, as
if it is ours in Congress, that we have
ownership of this money and that we
ought to be able to just spend it as we
please without absolute priorities.

We heard our good friends earlier this
evening talk about PAYGO, pay-as-
you-go, making certain that new pro-
grams that come before the Congress,
that any costs for those new programs
will be offset by decreasing the expend-
itures for another program. But what
they don’t tell you, Mr. Speaker, is
that in that small print of the rules
that they have passed, it doesn’t apply
to the vast majority of the budget. It
doesn’t apply. And, in fact, what the
Rules Committee upstairs does over
and over and over again is to say we
are going to bring this bill to the floor
and we are going to adopt this program
and we will adopt it and not require it
to comply with the PAYGO rules that
this House has supposedly adopted.

That is what happened in the very
first 100 hours, Mr. Speaker, the
vaunted 100 hours, that period of time
when the new majority was taking this
Nation in what they called a ‘“‘new di-
rection.”” Well, they were. And the di-
rection they were taking them was
into the red, further into the red, by
spending more money without any off-
sets.

Mr. Speaker, I don’t think that is
what the American people voted for in
November of 2006. I just don’t believe
that. And when I go home, that is what
people tell me at home. They don’t be-
lieve that the Federal Government
ought to be spending more money.
They think that we ought to be de-
creasing the expenditures, not increas-
ing them.

So the challenge from an economic
standpoint is truly the size of the Fed-
eral budget and the lack of ability of
this Congress, this new majority Con-
gress, to prioritize where it wants to
spend the hard-earned taxpayer money.
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Again, Mr. Speaker, it is not the gov-
ernment’s money. It is not the govern-
ment’s money. It is the American peo-
ple’s money, and they work hard, hard,
for that money, and we ought to be
very diligent about how we address
spending their hardearned money.

I believe that we ought to allow them
to keep a whole lot more of their
hardearned money. I believe, if you
look objectively at the facts of our
economy right now, we are moving
along pretty well. But there is caution
on the horizon.

We are moving down a highway, and
we are ticking along pretty well, our
speed is pretty much at the speed
limit, but the signs are flashing. They
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are flashing, and they are saying, cau-
tion ahead, caution ahead, because, in
our Federal budget, there is automatic
spending that is occurring, and it is oc-
curring primarily in three programs:
Social Security, Medicare and Med-
icaid, three wonderfully successful pro-
grams providing great comfort and as-
surance to the individuals who receive
the benefits from those programs.

BEach of those programs have been
promises made to the American people,
and those programs ought to continue
for the individuals who are eligible for
those programs currently in the man-
ner in which they were instituted. But
if we continue them in that manner for
every American who reaches that won-
derful age of 62 or 65 and becomes eligi-
ble for them, then this is what hap-
pens, Mr. Speaker.

This chart demonstrates the entitle-
ment programs, and I don’t like that
word ‘‘entitlement,” I like the word
“‘automatic,” because it is automatic
spending. It just keeps on going. These
programs have a formula built into
them that generates increased money
going into those programs year after
year after year because there are more
individuals who become eligible for
them, because of the demographics of
our society. But we are an aging soci-
ety. There are more individuals who
are becoming eligible for these pro-
grams, and consequently, it takes more
money.

This poster demonstrates the per-
centage of the Federal budget that is
generated in tax revenue, and this line
here is the revenue of the Federal
budget. So we average somewhere a lit-
tle below 20 percent of the gross domes-
tic product coming in as tax revenue. If
we continue that right along, that is, if
we don’t raise taxes on the American
people, which is what we are com-
mitted to doing, that is, not raising
taxes, this is about the level of revenue
that we will have as a nation.

Down below are the fiscal years
starting with 2007, this year, and mov-
ing forward all the way to 2050. People
say well, that is a long way away, and
they are absolutely right. But if no
changes are made in these three pro-
grams, Medicare being the blue, Med-
icaid being the yellow and Social Secu-
rity being the green, this chart dem-
onstrates that those three programs,
those three automatic spending pro-
grams, will consume the entire Federal
budget, the entire Federal budget by
the year 2045 or 2046.

That seems like a long way away,
Mr. Speaker, but do you know what?
That is under 40 years from now. Under
40 years ago was the late sixties, and I
remember the late sixties very well.
Many of us will remember when the
United States landed on the moon.
That is about 40 years ago, 38 years
ago. Many individuals, most individ-
uals who were alive at the time will
certainly remember when President
Kennedy was assassinated. On the one
hand, it seems a long time ago. On the
other hand, it doesn’t seem like very
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long at all. It doesn’t seem like very
long at all. So this is not a long way
away.

What this is screaming at us, what
this is shouting at us, what this is say-
ing to us as we travel down that road
and those caution lights are flashing, is
that we as a United States Congress, in
order to be wise and prudent and spend
taxpayer money appropriately, these
programs need to be reformed. We need
to keep the solemn promise that we
have with the American people who are
in these programs currently, and we
need to make certain that we move for-
ward aggressively and actively with
programs that will make it so these are
financially sound programs.

Now, there are a couple ways you can
go. There are a couple directions you
can head when you reform programs
like this. The real question that be-
comes asked when you reform these
kinds of programs is this question, Mr.
Speaker. It is the question that is real-
ly being shouted right now in Wash-
ington. That is the question, who de-
cides? Who decides?

We all come to Washington as Mem-
bers of Congress with different experi-
ences, as I mentioned. We come to
Washington with different political
stripes. We come to Washington with
different political philosophies. We
come to Washington with various de-
grees of understanding or appreciation
for our Nation’s history and how we be-
came great.

Right now, we are at a crossroads,
Mr. Speaker. We are at a crossroads for
our financial programs. We are at a
crossroads for so many of our social
programs. We are at a crossroads for, I
believe, our Nation when it relates to
freedom and liberty. And the question
being asked is, who decides?

Are we going to, with our tax policy,
allow the Federal Government to make
more and more decisions as it relates
to how to spend the hard earned tax-
payers’ money? Are we going to allow
the Federal Government to be the ones
that prioritize how the American pock-
etbook ought to be spent? Are we going
to allow the Federal Government to in-
crease its involvement in American
lives?

Our friends in the majority party
talk about new direction. Mr. Speaker,
that is the new direction that I see.
When they talk about it, bill after bill
and policy after policy, if you look at
each and every one, whatever the pol-
icy is, the question that they are an-
swering is, who decides?

Their answer to that question, more
often than not, Mr. Speaker, is that
the Federal Government ought to be
deciding, not the States, not the local
communities and not the American
people.

Mr. Speaker, I happen to believe
firmly in the rectitude of decisions
made by the American people. I believe
strongly that decisions are best when
left to the American people, about al-
most anything. I believe that the
American people know best how to
spend their hardearned money.
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That is why I believe that it is in-
cumbent upon all of us to ask those
questions, why is the economy doing as
well as it is right now, appreciating the
truth in the facts that have been pre-
sented this evening that demonstrate
that the reason that the economy is
doing so well right now is because
Americans have more of their
hardearned money in their back pocket
so that they can decide when they
spend or they save or invest their
money. What that results in is the abil-
ity and the opportunity for them to
make those personal decisions; not the
Federal Government.

So, Mr. Speaker, when you see people
coming down to the floor of the House
and they are asking questions about or
asking their colleagues to support this
program or that program or this policy
or that policy, I would ask you to
think about this question: Well, who is
deciding? Who are they asking to make
decisions in this bill? And more often
than not, Mr. Speaker, I think you will
appreciate that this new majority, the
Democrat majority that is currently
controlling this House of Representa-
tives, is answering that question with
the Federal Government. The Federal
Government is deciding.

I mentioned earlier, Mr. Speaker,
that I am a physician. In my previous
life, T was a doctor. I practiced medi-
cine outside of Atlanta for nearly 25
years. I have great concerns about the
direction of health care in our Nation.

We are at one of those crossroads,
and this is the question that this Con-
gress will have to answer as it relates
to health care: Who decides? Who is
going to be allowed to make personal
health care decisions? Is it going to be
patients and doctors, is it going to be
families and their children, along with
the guidance of a medical professional,
or is it going to be the Federal Govern-
ment? Is it going to be individuals in
buildings around this Capitol and
around this Nation who may or may
not have any medical training or any
medical experience at all that will be
making decisions, personal health care
decisions, for people?

I don’t think that is the direction in
which we ought to go, Mr. Speaker, and
I don’t think that is what the Amer-
ican people believe we ought to do as it
relates to health care, and I certainly
don’t believe that that is the new di-
rection that the American people
thought they were going to get when
they went to the polls last November.

You say, well, what kind of program
could that be? Well, Mr. Speaker, there
are a number of proposals that have
been put forward by members of the
majority party, and not just freshman
members, not just members who don’t
have any input, real input, into the
nuts and bolts of health care policy
that is coming forward. In fact, what
we have are the chairs of the commit-
tees of jurisdiction, the chair of the
House Ways and Means Committee
that has jurisdiction over health care
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and the chair of the Energy and Com-
merce Committee that has jurisdiction
over health care in this Nation.

Those individuals, certainly the lat-
ter, has said that what he believes we
ought to move toward in terms of
health care in this Nation is what he
describes as Medicare for all. Medicare
for all.

Mr. Speaker, I am here to tell you
that all patients have to do around this
Nation, all citizens have to do around
this Nation, is the next time they talk
to their doctor, ask their doctor, do
you believe that our health care sys-
tem would be better if it were to look
like Medicare? Do you believe that my
personal insurance would be better if it
were like Medicare? Do you believe
that allowing the Federal Government
to make health care decisions like they
do in Medicare for our entire Nation is
the right way to go?

I don’t believe that is the case, Mr.
Speaker. I don’t believe that is what
the American people want, and I know,
I know that when patients ask their
doctors around this Nation, that is not
what they will want.

Why? Why wouldn’t we want Medi-
care for all? Let me give you an exam-
ple or two, Mr. Speaker.

We had a huge debate a couple of
years ago in this Nation about whether
or not Medicare ought to cover pre-
scription medication for Medicare re-
cipients. That debate went on for a few
years. It was a proposal by this admin-
istration, passed by this Congress in
2003, and we have seen that program in-
stituted over the past 14 months, 15
months, and it is a relatively success-
ful program.

But I don’t want to talk about the
merits of the program, because that is
a different debate. I want to talk, Mr.
Speaker, about a program that takes 40
years to decide that it needs to cover
prescription medication for seniors in
this Nation. That is Medicare. It is a
government program that cannot, it is
impossible for it to be responsive to
people. It is impossible for it to incor-
porate the kind of new inventions and
wonderful treatment options that are
available to the American people in a
private system. It is impossible for
them to be able to incorporate those
treatment changes to benefit patients.

Why is it impossible? Because it is a
massive government bureaucracy, and
a massive government bureaucracy
cannot be by its very definition nimble
and flexible and responsive to the
American people. And that is the an-
swer to this question, who decides?
Who decides?

This new majority thinks that the
Federal Government ought to be decid-
ing personal health care decisions for
people. I, and most of my colleagues on
our side of the aisle, simply believe
that ought not be the case; that pa-
tients and doctors, that families and
children in consultation with their doc-
tor, that those people ought to be the
ones that are making those personal
health care decisions.
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So I urge my colleagues to ask as we
go through the next number of months,
as we go through the kind of policy
suggestions and bills that will come to
the floor, to ask this question. I know
what my answer is. Who ought to de-
cide in terms of the policies that we
brought forward? I know what my an-
swer is. I believe that the American
people ought to be the ones deciding.
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I believe that the American peobple
ought to be the ones that have an op-
portunity to say, I think that my hard-
earned money ought to be spent in this
way. I ought to be allowed to decide
when to spend or save or invest my
money, not the Federal Government,
not the Federal Government. As well
intentioned as they are, and individ-
uals who work in the Federal Govern-
ment by and large are extremely well
intentioned, they are encumbered by
the very apparatus that is in place be-
cause of the size and massive nature of
our Federal Government. It is impos-
sible for them to be responsive to the
American people. It is impossible for
them to be as nimble as they ought to
be, to be as flexible as they ought to
be.

Health care is one example where
science is exploding, and all sorts of
wonderful opportunities are available
for the treatment of disease. But
should we in this House of Representa-
tives be the ones deciding what kind of
health care treatment ought to be
given in a very particular instance? I
would say no. Those decisions ought to
be the decisions of people, individuals
with their doctor and their family.

So I urge my colleagues as we 1look at
the issues that come before us over the
next number of months to ask this
question: Who decides? Who ought to
decide? I think if they answer honestly,
they will come down on the side that I
have come down on, and that is on the
side of the American people.

I would encourage my colleagues
when they go home this weekend when
they talk to their constituents to ask
their constituents, who do you think
ought to decide how to spend your
money? Should you, should the Amer-
ican people decide that, or should the
Federal Government? Should the
American people be able to decide what
kind of health care treatment they
ought to receive, or should the Federal
Government? Should the American
people be able to decide what kind of
education system they want for their
children, where they want their child
educated, what kind of curriculum
they want for their children in their
community, or should that decision be
made by the Federal Government?

Huge questions, Mr. Speaker. We are
at a crossroads. We are at a crossroads
in this Nation on so many areas. Our
time right now is to govern respon-
sibly. It is our time to make certain
that we listen to our constituents. It is
our time to do our due diligence to
make certain that we appreciate how
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we became this wonderful and glorious
and grand and great Nation. It is our
responsibility in the United States
Congress to listen to the truth, to ap-
preciate how we got to where we are
right now and to incorporate the struc-
ture that allowed us to become this
great and wonderful and glorious Na-
tion, to be the Nation that truly is the
beacon to all who love freedom and
love liberty around this world. How did
we become that Nation, and to incor-
porate the reasons, the rationale and
the policies that brought us to that
point into the policies that we promote
to move our Nation forward.

I am confident that if we do that, we
will answer the question of who de-
cides, with the American people being
first and foremost. I am confident if we
do that as a Congress, we will make the
right conclusions. I am confident if we
do that as Congress, we will make the
right diagnosis for this Nation, and we
will develop the right treatment plan
as we go forward.

I want to thank once again the lead-
ership for allowing me the opportunity
to come and speak to the House this
evening and bring some truth and light
to some issues that are oftentimes very
complex, but oftentimes very simple
because we ask simple questions. We
ask simple questions: Who should de-
cide? Should it be the American people
or the Federal Government? Mr.
Speaker, I vote for the American peo-
ple.

——

PEAK OIL
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ARCURI). Under the Speaker’s an-

nounced policy of January 18, 2007, the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. BART-
LETT) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, I believe this is the 24th time
since the 14th day of last March that I
have come to this floor to talk about a
subject which is growing in impor-
tance. That subject is energy.

I had the privilege of leading a codel
to China. We left just after Christmas
and we spent New Year’s in Shanghai.
There were nine of us who went there,
and the primary purpose of that con-
gressional delegation was to talk to
the Chinese primarily about energy.

I was both surprised, shocked, and
really pleasantly surprised that they
began their conversation about energy
by talking about post oil. This just
wasn’t the energy people in China, it
was high officials in other parts of the
government. Everywhere we went and
spoke with them, they talked about
post-oil, a recognition that oil cannot
be forever, and they talked about a
five-point program.

The first point of this program was
conservation, a recognition that the
world has no surplus energy to invest
in developing alternatives. If there was
any surplus energy, we wouldn’t be
paying $60 a barrel for oil.

Conservation not only frees up oil,
but it buys some time because if we in
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