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where he would be joined with every-
body else in his State or in his region 
who is looking for an individual policy, 
and we would join their forces together 
and negotiate on their behalf. We’d 
have insurance companies bid into the 
exchange to bid to have the right to 
offer coverage to all of those individ-
uals, and we would leverage the pur-
chasing power of thousands of individ-
uals. 

Now, health insurance companies 
would still be regulated, just like they 
are today, but rather than operating in 
a market in one State at a time, rather 
than operating in a market where they 
are allowed to essentially negotiate 
with one person and one person and one 
person, they would now be negotiating 
with a pool of individuals, which would 
lower the costs for those people. Just a 
different way to structure the market. 
Still a regulated insurance market. It’s 
just a different set of regulations. 

It’s another example of where gov-
ernment, by setting a more fair set of 
rules for insurance companies and indi-
viduals, can lower prices. That’s what 
this legislation is talking about doing; 
not taking over the health care sys-
tem, but establishing a different set of 
rules that benefits our constituents, in-
dividuals, and small businesses who 
have gotten the short end of the stick 
so far. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. And so you go to 
this exchange that’s going to be—there 
will be an essential benefits package 
that will be set by the Surgeon General 
and a group of experts who will decide 
what the essential benefits package 
would be, you know, dental, maternity, 
hospital, all the basics, and every in-
surance company that goes into this 
exchange, that will be the bare min-
imum. So there won’t be any of this, 
I’m paying a lot of money out of pock-
et but my coverage is terrible, or, I 
don’t have any to begin with. There 
will be this essential benefits package 
which will be the baseline coverage for 
every single private insurer that comes 
to the exchange. 

Then they can build on that with pre-
mium plans, Cadillac plans, however 
high they want to go, so people who 
have a lot of money, there are still 
going to be plans up there because in-
surance companies will be making 
money. 

What we’re asking here in the House 
side now is, in addition to all of these 
private insurers, we put in, basically, a 
Medicare program, a Medicare program 
that will compete with all of the other 
private insurers. Everyone, 80 percent 
of the people who have Medicare like 
it. Sixty-five percent of the American 
people say this is a good idea. But that 
Medicare that would be in the ex-
change with all the other insurance 
companies would compete with all of 
them, but they wouldn’t have to put 
money into marketing. They wouldn’t 
have to pay a CEO $100 kajillion a year 
or, turns out, like $200,000 a minute or 
an hour, whatever it is nowadays and 
would compete. And by not having to 

put all that money into advertising 
and all those other things could help 
bring costs down, and everyone else in 
the exchange would now have to com-
pete with that. 

So you want to talk about choice, 
that public option and the way we’re 
setting up the exchange is all about 
choice. And if you’re a family of four 
making less than $89,000 a year, you’re 
going to qualify for some health care 
credits, some subsidies. So you will get 
the subsidy from the government based 
on your income, and then you go to the 
exchange and pick any plan you want. 
No government bureaucrat’s telling 
you what—no, you’ve got to pick this 
plan; no, I mean that one; you pick this 
one. There’s none of that. 

b 1815 

You get the credit and then you go to 
the exchange. And if you want the pub-
lic option, you could pick it. If you 
don’t want it, you don’t have to pick it. 

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Mr. 
RYAN, I think for those of our col-
leagues who are against this exchange, 
they’ve got to go to their constituents 
and the American people and explain to 
them why they don’t believe that indi-
viduals should be able to join together 
and negotiate for lower rates. 

If they’re against the public option, 
they have to make the argument to 
their constituents why they don’t 
think their constituents should have 
the choice to choose the same kind of 
health care that Members of Congress 
and Medicare beneficiaries and soldiers 
and veterans and public employees 
have. This is about banding people to-
gether to get lower rates, giving people 
more choice. And the reason why both 
of those ideas, Mr. RYAN, and I’ll wrap 
up, have broad public support, every 
single poll that comes back says 60, 70 
percent support the idea of the insur-
ance exchange and a public option 
within it is because that’s what they 
want. That’s what they want, the abil-
ity to negotiate together and the abil-
ity to have more choice. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. And how do our 
friends who talk about freedom and lib-
erty want to deny the ability to basi-
cally buy into a Medicare-type pro-
gram? That seems to me like it’s lim-
iting the consumers’ choice, limiting 
freedom. And what we’re saying is they 
have all got to compete. They have all 
got to be there. We’re going to help you 
pay for it because we know if you don’t 
get insurance you’re going to go cost 
us a heck of a lot more money in the 
emergency room and this is all about 
choice. 

And you know, if you like what you 
have, you keep it. That’s fine. So you 
know, this is good. I think about the 
1,600 families in my district that go 
bankrupt because of health care. I 
think of the people that will have op-
portunity and options because of what 
we’re trying to set up here and reform 
this system. 

But as we close, Mr. Speaker, I would 
just like to say, if you look at what we 

have tried to do and what we have done 
over the course of the last 7 or 8 
months, we’ve taken on the oil indus-
try; we’re taking on the insurance in-
dustry. Since we’ve been here, we’ve 
raised the minimum wage, increased 
money for Pell Grants, taken the 
banks out of student loans so that peo-
ple can afford to go to college, make 
investments back into the middle 
class, infrastructure money, stimulus 
money, thousands of teachers are at 
school right now because of stimulus 
money that is coming out, invested in 
the green technologies, green energy. 

If you look, issue by issue by issue by 
issue, everything that we have done 
has been sticking up for the middle 
class and taking on the special inter-
ests that have been driving down 
wages, driving up health care costs, 
making it difficult for small busi-
nesses, making it difficult to go to col-
lege, cutting every business in on the 
deal, no matter what; and it’s impor-
tant to recognize that this reform pro-
posal and this reform bill is all about 
giving the middle class consumer pro-
tections, choice, and affordable health 
care in a system that has justice. 

So I want to thank my friend from 
Connecticut, I want to thank our 
friend from Pittsburgh, western PA, 
who was here. And, again, our condo-
lences out to people in the Pacific who 
are going through a very, very difficult 
time who shared with us earlier in the 
hour. 

With that, we yield back the balance 
of our time. 

f 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 

A further message from the Senate 
by Ms. Curtis, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has agreed to 
a concurrent resolution of the House of 
the following title: 

H. Con. Res. 191. Concurrent resolution di-
recting the Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives to make technical corrections in the 
enrollment of H.R. 2918. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
2918) ‘‘An Act making appropriations 
for the Legislative Branch for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2010, and 
for other purposes.’’. 

f 

NATIONAL HEALTH CARE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SCHAUER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 2009, the 
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) is rec-
ognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, it is 
an honor and a privilege to address you 
here on the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives. And having listened to 
the dialogue that was presented by my 
colleagues, often I will be able to see 
them on C–SPAN and then I’m inspired 
to come over here and take up the 
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other side of the argument. They have 
inspired me for a number of years now, 
especially the gentleman from Ohio, 
who has headed up some of the dia-
logue that has brought, I think, signifi-
cant philosophical disagreement, al-
though personal disagreement seems to 
be nonexistent, at least from my part. 

And the strong sales pitch that 
they’ve given on the government op-
tion compels me to lay out the facts on 
this case; and I’ll say present it to you, 
Mr. Speaker, from a different perspec-
tive. The first perspective is this: this 
is, this perspective, Mr. Speaker, is the 
old HillaryCare perspective. This is the 
flow chart that is the basis of the facts 
on the original national health care act 
bill that was put together as a result of 
President Bill Clinton’s speech here in 
the well on September 22, 1993. 

And out of that came sometimes 
closed-door meetings, some would say 
secret. I really just think they were 
just closed-door meetings that were 
headed up by Hillary Clinton, now Sec-
retary of State. And as that plan to 
take over the entire health care system 
in the United States in 1993 and ’94 
took shape, this is the flow chart that 
grows from it. This is the flow chart, 
this is actually out of The New York 
Times, Mr. Speaker, is the source of 
this document. But I had a similar one 
that I hung in my office for quite a 
long time. 

And to see this government that was 
created by that proposal back in ’93 
and ’94 was enough to scare me out of 
the private sector and into politics to 
try to engage in saving Americans 
from this disaster that was coming, 
that was delivered to us and served up 
by at that time President and Mrs., I’ll 
say the first man and the first lady of 
America, for that period of time in the 
early nineties. 

Now, when you have the living day-
lights scared out of you and you’re 
scared out of the private sector and 
into politics, it’s kind of good to be in 
a position to seek to, let me say, put 
the brakes on such a disastrous policy. 
This is a black and white policy, Mr. 
Speaker. It was back in those days 
when we didn’t have newspapers that 
were in full color. The Internet was 
just forming in a way, but we see all of 
these new government agencies that 
are shaped here. And we have some of 
the things that stand out on it. 

Let me say, two cases of ombudsmen 
that are there to be liaisons between 
people and government because govern-
ment is so impossible to deal with we 
have to give them ombudsmen. And 
then each one of these is a government 
agency. The acronyms, many of them I 
don’t recognize anymore. I knew most 
of them, probably not all of them at 
the time because this is such a maze 
and a menagerie. HMO provider plan is 
one of them. And the accountable 
health plan. Accountable. So this, 
black and white, not full color version, 
is a pretty scary proposition; and 
Harry and Louise and others scared 
this right out of the United States Con-
gress. 

When Senator Phil Gramm stepped 
out on the floor of the Senate right 
down that hallway and he said, this 
legislation will pass over my cold, dead 
political body, he meant it. A lot of 
people thought that it wouldn’t hold up 
to be true and that Phil Gramm would 
get run over. Instead, the American 
people stood with Phil Gramm and 
many others and they rejected this na-
tional health care plan. 

Well, fast forward 15 years, Mr. 
Speaker. Here’s the black and white 
version, rejected. Here is the modern 
technicolor version. And I expect that 
we will have an opportunity to defeat 
this scary legislation. It’s scarier be-
cause we can see it now in full color. In 
the black and white are existing gov-
ernment agencies and programs. And 
so we can see as we look across here, 
these are existing Departments, Treas-
ury, Veterans, Defense Department. 
Here are existing, well, let me say gov-
ernment-run operations. Here are CMS, 
Congressional Medicaid Services, here 
is Medicaid. There’s SCHIP. Big debate 
we’ve had on that. Here’s Medicare. 

Down here are where I’d bring your 
focus. Let me predict also that we have 
a chance to kill this, and in about 15 
years we’ll see the 3–D color version of 
this. It will come up and it will be 
you’ll put on your 3–D glasses and 
there will be the display, and govern-
ment will be so big and complicated 
you can’t understand it in two dimen-
sions. It’s multiple dimensions. But 
this is for us to be able to understand. 
And anybody that read the bill and 
didn’t look at the flow chart is a bril-
liant person if they can track all of 
this. If you read the bill, follow the 
flow chart you have to still be a bril-
liant person to understand what 
they’re doing. 

But I’d direct your attention down to 
the private insurers, Mr. Speaker. This 
is 1,300 companies today. The President 
has said there are two principles that 
we need to address and fix in this 
health care in the United States. One 
of them is that we don’t have enough 
competition among health insurance 
companies. So we have 1,300 health in-
surance companies. The gentleman 
from Ohio said we just need to have the 
government option, one more. I haven’t 
quite heard the President say; 1,301 
companies selling insurance is the 
magic number. In fact, he would cringe 
if he had to be confronted with such an 
idea that adding one more, it being 
government, to 1,300 companies is 
somehow constructive. It’s not. It’s de-
structive to the private sector and the 
American people know it. 

But these are the private insurers in 
this little white box existing. And they 
would be, under this bill, forced into— 
all of their health insurance policies 
would have to meet the traditional 
health insurance plans. In order to 
qualify, these traditional health insur-
ance plans would have to meet the new 
government standards. There are ap-
proximately 100,000 different varieties 
of health insurance policies available 

in the market across the 50 States. 
Now, you can’t buy them from State to 
State. We need to be able to buy health 
insurance across State lines. That 
would put all 1,300 companies in com-
petition with each other, and it would 
put all 100,000 policies within reach of 
any American. 

But instead, they want to shut that 
down and set up a government-run op-
tion, government regulated health in-
surance company, and that is these two 
purple circles here to bring your focus, 
Mr. Speaker. The qualified health ben-
efits plans. And this would be these 
1,300 companies, 100,000 policies that 
would have to be approved by the new 
government agency called the Health 
Choices Administration. Yeah, they’re 
all about choice and all about change. 

Health choices administration com-
missioner. The commissioner, he’s not 
called a czar. He’s called a commis-
sioner. The reason he’s called a com-
missioner is because we’re full up to 
here with czars. And so he would be the 
central planner for all public health in-
surance and private health insurance 
in America. A czar, a commissioner, a 
‘‘commissar,’’ I call him a ‘‘commi- 
czar-issioner.’’ He would be the guy 
with all the juice that could make all 
the rules if he could just direct his new 
Health Choices Administration that 
would be empowered by legislation pro-
posed by the people on this side of the 
aisle that the President will find he 
gets anything in it, a title that looks 
like a national health care plan of any 
kind, a path to his goal, which is sin-
gle-payer, and we know it and we’ve 
seen the video tape. The videotape 
doesn’t lie. It might get edited slightly, 
but the President’s for a single-payer 
plan. 

That is the socialized medicine 
model. We know that. Why don’t we 
just be honest about it? I mean, if the 
President would step up and say I 
think that the United States of Amer-
ica can actually run socialized medi-
cine better than any other country in 
the world, better than any country 
ever has, then he could make his case 
as to why. But instead they want to 
say it’s not socialized medicine, just 
the same way they wanted to argue 
that amnesty wasn’t amnesty. Well, 
even if you’re the President of the 
United States, you don’t get to rede-
fine the English language. 

b 1830 
This is about the health choices com-

missioner calling these shots, Mr. 
Speaker, and the very idea that social-
ized medicine could be called some-
thing else. In fact, when we declared it 
to be the House Democrats’ health 
plan, the public option—they want to 
call it the public option plan, we want 
to call it the government plan. The 
government plan is the government 
health insurance plan that would even-
tually replace most, if not all, of the 
private health insurance in America. 
They wanted to censor that. 

In fact, this chart was banned from 
being mailed out under our franking 
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mailing privileges because it was 
deemed to not be accurate because it 
called it the ‘‘organizational chart of 
the House Democrats’ health plan.’’ So 
I just posted it on my Web page and 
said, Come and take it. This is the 
truth. 

By the way, this has been clearly and 
carefully vetted. Congressman KEVIN 
BRADY of Texas on the Ways and Means 
Committee, he went down and care-
fully examined every component of 
this bill, put his staff on it, and chal-
lenged them to make sure it was all 
correct. This chart has withstood all 
criticism. This is a chart that shows 
what’s going on with health care here 
in the United States. 

The points that come from the Presi-
dent are health care in America costs 
too much money, and we have too 
many that are uninsured, and that we 
need more competition in health insur-
ance. 

I think I pointed out that competi-
tion is not what we need more of, but 
if he’s right on that, we can provide the 
maximum amount if we just simply al-
lowed everybody to buy health insur-
ance in America wherever they choose 
and simply go around these State man-
dates. 

So, for example, a similar policy in 
New Jersey that would cost a young 
man, 25 years old, $6,000 a year can be 
bought in Kentucky for $1,000 a year, 
and that’s the difference in the man-
dates. 

So yes, vote with your feet. Surely 
you’d think about moving to Ken-
tucky. Business will go there. They 
need to come to Iowa, too, by the way, 
Mr. Speaker. But we can solve a lot of 
this health insurance competition sim-
ply by allowing insurance to be pur-
chased across State lines by providing 
for the portability so people can take it 
with them. That solves the problem of 
competition in a far more effective way 
than the President’s proposal of start-
ing up and running and putting tax-
payer dollars into a Federal health in-
surance policy. 

The best example I know of to de-
scribe what will happen if we have a 
Federal health insurance policy can be 
what happened with the flood insur-
ance in America. In 1968, this Congress 
passed a National Flood Insurance Act, 
and what it did was it put the Federal 
Government in competition with the 
property and casualty companies that 
were selling flood insurance at the 
time. And then the Federal Govern-
ment decided we need to be able to 
compete in this marketplace and so 
we’ll keep low premiums and we’ll re-
quire the loans on real estate that are 
given through national banks to in-
clude Federal flood insurance. That 
was 1968. 

This is 2009. There is no private prop-
erty and casualty flood insurance prop-
erty available in America because the 
Federal Government has crowded out 
all the competition, and now they own 
the flood insurance in the United 
States. It has been nationalized, and 

the flood insurance program has a $19.2 
billion deficit—in the red. The only 
way to get that back—well, they can’t 
get it back. They just simply borrow 
money from the Chinese or the Saudis 
and drive us further into debt and pay 
the deficit of a bad business model. 
That’s what’s going on with health in-
surance. 

Now I’m going to make just one more 
brief point, and I see that the gentle-
lady from Minnesota has arrived to add 
her dynamics to this debate. 

These are the uninsured in America, 
Mr. Speaker. I have to edit this a little 
bit because my numbers aren’t all the 
way I’d like them: 47 million unin-
sured. I have 44 to 47 million. So I sim-
ply start out with a high number, 47 
million of those uninsured, and then 
said, Let’s break this down. Let’s break 
this down and find out who really are 
these people? And do we really want to 
provide for a government plan out of 
the taxpayers’ dollars to fund this uni-
verse of 47 million who don’t have 
health insurance? 

So we start around the top. These are 
the illegals. That number is 6 million 
in this chart; it was 5 million in my 
other chart. These are the people that 
were here under the 5-year bar. Non-
citizens who were barred by law from 
public benefits, that number was 5.2 
million. But they add up to 10, 10 mil-
lion people, the legal and illegal who 
are disqualified by law from public ben-
efits. 

Then you go to those who are earning 
more than $75,000 a year. That’s 9 mil-
lion. Presumably they could write a 
check for a premium for their own 
health insurance but they’ve opted not 
to. 

Then you have those eligible for 
health insurance under their employer, 
roughly 10 million—9.7 is the number I 
recall. They’ve opted out, perhaps. 
They’re eligible and didn’t sign up, or 
they opted out. 

Then we have those that are eligible 
for government benefits. That’s gen-
erally going to be Medicaid people. And 
that’s actually the 9.7 million, and it’s 
6 million that are eligible by employers 
but don’t sign up. 

Now, take all of these numbers that 
come pretty fast, Mr. Speaker, and I 
can just tell you what the math is: 47 
million minus those that are disquali-
fied for the reasons that I’ve given 
leaves us this number: It’s actually 12.1 
million people that are Americans 
without affordable options. That’s the 
universe of people that really we’re 
trying to address. 

Here’s the real chart. This is all of 
the American people right here, 306 
million people, and here are all of the 
categories of folks that I’ve listed that 
I don’t believe we should be subsidizing 
their health insurance: the immi-
grants, the illegals, those that are al-
ready qualified under Medicaid and 
don’t bother to sign up, those that are 
making over $75,000 a year, those that 
qualify for an employer plan and opt 
out. That’s all of these people along 
this spectrum from blue to yellow. 

Then we have all of these covered 
Americans here which are 84 percent of 
the American people. Who are we real-
ly trying to address? Americans with-
out affordable options. Here they are. 
Less than 4 percent. And for less than 
4 percent, the proposal from the people 
on this side—and I am not going to ac-
cuse them of being rational, Mr. Speak-
er—the proposal is that we tear asun-
der the entire health insurance indus-
try in America and the entire health 
care delivery system in America—the 
best in the world by many standards— 
in order to get at this less than 4 per-
cent that are Americans without af-
fordable options. 

There would not be a rational person 
that would declare that to be rational 
behavior, Mr. Speaker. 

I would be happy to yield to the gen-
tlelady from Minnesota to pick up from 
wherever it is I might have left off. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. I thank the gen-
tleman from Iowa, and I thank you for 
clearly laying out what the problem is 
and what some of the solutions are 
that are being offered by the Democrat 
majority that controls both the House 
and the Senate and the White House. 

As the gentleman stated, we’re look-
ing at about 85 percent of the American 
people who have health care who, in 
survey after survey, have demonstrated 
that they are happy with their health 
care; they have no desire to change 
that system that they’re currently able 
to receive. They’re very worried, 
though, because they know that the 
Federal Government very likely will 
cause their current insurance system 
that they have to go away. And they’re 
right. 

President Obama has made three 
things abundantly clear: one is that if 
we have current insurance, we won’t 
lose it; we will be able to hold on to it. 
We know that’s patently false from the 
legislation that the House has taken 
up, H.R. 3200. It states quite clearly 
that within 5 years, insurance pro-
grams would all have to conform with 
the Federal Government. And that’s in-
dividual insurance plans, which are 
only 8 percent of all outstanding insur-
ance plans. Other programs are em-
ployer-sponsored plans. So overwhelm-
ingly within 5 years, all insurance 
plans will have to come under the one- 
size-fits-all option. 

And isn’t it interesting with the pro-
posal of the public option, pretty soon 
that will be like the blob that ate New 
York City. The public option will be 
the only option for the American peo-
ple. 

It happened with the student loan 
situation 2 weeks ago. The last vote we 
took was to have the Federal Govern-
ment take over the student loans in 
this country. Twenty-five years ago, 
all student loans were private. Then 
the government introduced a public op-
tion. Well, that one choice, just as Rep-
resentative KING of Iowa said, adding 
that one choice to 1,300 insurance com-
panies was like having the Federal 
Government add one choice to multiple 
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hundreds of banks across the country 
that were already making loans pri-
vately to students. 

But here’s the problem. Let’s be seri-
ous and let’s be honest with the Amer-
ican people. The government doesn’t 
like competition. It didn’t like com-
petition when it came to the student 
loans that were offered. It wanted all of 
the revenue that potentially could 
come out of that, and it thought it 
could do a better job, even though on 
the private sector more people chose to 
go with private student loans than the 
public student loans. It didn’t matter. 
The Federal Government wanted to 
have the whole market to itself, and it 
captured that market. 

It’s the same thing now with health 
care. The President of the United 
States is suggesting that he wants a 
public option. As a matter of fact—and 
this shouldn’t shock anyone—during 
the course of his campaign when he 
was running for President, he clearly 
stated that he wanted to see the Fed-
eral Government have a single-payer 
plan where the Federal Government 
would be the provider of all of the 
health insurance in the United States. 

Knowing that, it’s no shock that this 
is the direction that this body wants to 
go. We know that. Let’s be honest. 
Let’s not dance around this. Members 
within this body on the other side of 
the aisle—meaning the Democrats in 
this body—numbers of them have said 
they want a single-payer plan. What’s 
that? Government takeover of health 
care. That’s the ultimate goal, Mr. 
Speaker, to have the government take 
over health care. 

What’s the result? Health care will 
cost far more than it ever did in the 
past. It will be more expensive to indi-
viduals, more expensive to businesses, 
and it will provide less services. We 
know that. We know that’s exactly 
what’s going to happen despite the fact 
that the President has said if you have 
health care, you will get to keep it. 
Wrong. 

Then the President said each Amer-
ican would be able to save about $2,500 
a year. In other words, we’d see cost 
savings of about $2,500 a year. There is 
no estimate anywhere that has ever 
verified that wild statement that the 
President made. 

Then the final statement that the 
President has made over and over and 
over again, people making $250,000 a 
year or less would not see any tax in-
creases. Well, that’s verifiably false. 
We know exactly that Americans will 
see tax increases. 

But there’s something that hasn’t 
been talked about much, and it’s the 
whole idea of school-based clinics in 
schools all across America. And that’s 
in H.R. 3200. 

Now, this would raise the hackles on 
the necks of school parents all across 
this country when they understand sec-
tion 2511 of H.R. 3200. The House gov-
ernment takeover of health care bill 
has a section called school-based 
health clinics. It would allow a non-

profit health agency—just say Planned 
Parenthood because that’s what this is 
written for. Again, we need to be seri-
ous. Planned Parenthood is an organi-
zation that is the largest abortion pro-
vider in the United States. And written 
into this bill is a provision whereby 
Planned Parenthood could become the 
proprietor for school-based clinics in 
every school across the United States. 
These have been more accurately 
called school sex clinics. 

One of the very first school sex clin-
ics that was put into this country was 
in St. Paul, Minnesota. And it was told 
to the families and the parents that 
this would actually reduce pregnancy. 
Of course we knew it wouldn’t reduce 
pregnancy. It increased pregnancy. It 
increased sexually transmitted dis-
eases. It was a disaster for young 
women in St. Paul public schools. 

The greatest, kindest, most compas-
sionate gift we could give to our young 
people—whether it’s young girls or 
young boys—is to teach them and tell 
them the travesty that they can en-
counter with early onset of sexual ac-
tivity. It really is an epidemic now in 
this country. 

For so many girls across this country 
now, 25 percent of girls have sexually 
transmitted diseases, potentially life- 
threatening sexually transmitted dis-
eases. Boys as well. 

This isn’t the kind of country that 
we grew up in, but today where we have 
almost a patting on the back of telling 
young people, It’s your choice; do 
whatever you want to do. Now the Fed-
eral Government is going the final 
step, and they’re saying, Let’s put sex 
clinics in our schools. 

Can you believe this, Mr. Speaker? 
Let’s put sex clinics in our schools, and 
let’s put Planned Parenthood in charge 
of these sex clinics, because the bill re-
quires under this provision, Planned 
Parenthood would be authorized to 
serve as a sponsoring facility for the 
Nation’s schools. As a matter of fact, 
the bulk of this health care bill is 
scheduled to go into effect in 2013. Re-
member, all the taxes will start this 
coming January, Mr. Speaker. Right 
away, at the time we can least afford 
it, the taxes will go into place, but the 
provisions of this bill actually go into 
effect in 2013. 

Not the school-based sex clinics. 
They would go into effect next summer 
so that these clinics would appear in 
public schools next fall, and it would 
require that the school-based sex clinic 
would provide on-site access during the 
school day when school is in session 
and have an established network of 
support and access to services with 
back-up health providers when the 
school is closed. Can you imagine what 
this would cost, Mr. Speaker, if every 
school in the United States had a built- 
in health clinic? And this health clinic, 
parents won’t have access to. 

How do we know that? Parents are 
going to be excluded from Planned Par-
enthood as they write these clinics be-
cause the bill orders that these clinics 

protect patient privacy in student 
records. 

b 1845 

What does that mean? It means that 
parents will never know what kind of 
counsel and treatment that their chil-
dren are receiving. As a matter of fact, 
the bill goes on to say what’s going to 
go on—comprehensive primary health 
services, physicals, treatment of minor 
acute medical conditions, referrals to 
followup for specialty care. Is that 
abortion? 

Does that mean that someone’s 13- 
year old daughter could walk into a sex 
clinic, have a pregnancy test done, be 
taken away to the local Planned Par-
enthood abortion clinic, have their 
abortion, be back, and go home on the 
school bus that night? Mom and dad 
are never the wiser. They don’t know 
any different. 

As a matter of fact, the bill also pro-
vides for mental health planning. This 
is very concerning. In our State in 
Minnesota we’ve done a lot of research 
on this. Mental health; mental health 
assessments; crisis intervention; coun-
seling; treatment; referral to a con-
tinuum of services, including emer-
gency psychiatric care, and mom and 
dad can’t know what’s going on? 

Mr. Speaker, I am almost without 
words to think that we have come to 
the time when the Democrats that con-
trol Washington, D.C.—and, make no 
mistake, they control every level of 
power in this city. Now they want the 
taxpayers, if they haven’t been belea-
guered enough, to pay for sex clinics 
all across the United States. 

Planned Parenthood, which takes in 
a billion dollars a year, $300 million of 
which is taxpayer subsidies—hey, that 
was just the prologue. This is the gravy 
train. Because now it would be billions 
and billions and billions on into the fu-
ture. 

What did the President say earlier 
this week or last week? He wants 
America’s schools to have longer 
school days and longer school years. 
Where in the Constitution does it say 
that the President decides how long 
the school day is or how long the 
school year is? And now we’re going to 
have the sex clinics in the schools and 
they’re essentially going to take over 
the health care services of our kids? 

I don’t know about you, Representa-
tive KING, but this is highly offensive 
to me as a parent to think the audac-
ity—the audacity of the President and 
of this Congress stepping into this area 
of privacy of family life. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming my 
time, I just so appreciate the analysis 
that’s been delivered, Mr. Speaker, by 
the gentlelady from Minnesota. I think 
about what this is like to be a parent 
and to deliver your child to a public 
education system that had this kind of 
a Federal mandate laid out. 

I think back to the days when edu-
cation was actually local. I often think 
about where I live. There’s a country 
school just across the road from my 
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house. I actually missed going to the 
country school by about 5 weeks be-
cause of the circumstances involved. 
And I regret I didn’t have that experi-
ence. But I grew up around people that 
did—many of them. 

At that time, it was about four miles 
by four miles, the school district, and 
the people that owned the land paid the 
taxes and they hired the teacher and 
they approved the curriculum. And 
they bought the coal and hauled it in 
and carried the ashes and clinkers out. 
And if they didn’t like the job the 
teacher was doing, they fired her and 
hired a new one. And if they weren’t 
happy with the curriculum, they 
changed it. That was local control. And 
it reflected the values—the moral, aca-
demic, and religious values of the peo-
ple that were paying the taxes. 

Today, we have a growing Federal 
reach that reaches way down into the 
heart of our educational system from K 
through 12 and wanting to get into pre-
school—and is, in some ways—and they 
want to go clear back to the womb and 
they want to inject themselves into the 
unborn children as well with Planned 
Parenthood, to set them up as some-
how the protectors of young children, 
when they’re the people that abort lit-
tle babies. 

We had a debate and a vote here on 
the floor of the House, and it was an 
amendment offered by Congressman 
PENCE of Indiana that would have un-
funded Planned Parenthood. And that’s 
what this Congress has an obligation to 
do. We’ve got to get there. We’ve got to 
get there eventually. No organization 
that provides abortion services or 
counseling should have Federal tax-
payer dollars involved. 

$300 million, as Mrs. BACHMANN has 
said, $300 million out of a billion in re-
ceipts, fungible money, poured into, 
you might as well say, one pot of 
money and sets them up with clinics in 
our schools so the young girls can go in 
and out of there and be recruited in the 
hallways by an organization that’s 
vested in what? Promiscuity. Promis-
cuity is what Planned Parenthood is 
invested in. 

If you doubt that, Mr. Speaker, I 
would just submit this proposal. Pull 
promiscuity out of the equation and 
see what’s left of Planned Parenthood? 
See what they call for services that are 
there. There’s very little that’s left. 
Without promiscuity, you don’t have a 
birth control program and you don’t 
have an abortion problem and you 
don’t have all of this counseling that 
goes on with it either. 

They are a destructive purpose in 
this society, and it is something that 
no taxpayer should be compelled to 
fund, whether it’s in this country or 
whether it’s overseas. 

I yield to the gentlelady. 
Mrs. BACHMANN. If the gentleman 

would yield, Planned Parenthood has a 
real problem on their hands—a big 
problem on their hands—almost on the 
level of ACORN and the problems that 
ACORN has had. It’s simply this. 

There’s a case that’s been filed in Cali-
fornia, and Planned Parenthood appar-
ently, allegedly, has been overcharging 
the Federal Government tens of mil-
lions of dollars, because what is alleged 
is that Planned Parenthood has fraudu-
lently marked up the birth control 
pills that they have been giving out to 
people. 

So they have been giving out birth 
control pills free to people in Cali-
fornia and charging the Federal Gov-
ernment for those pills. They aren’t 
charging the going rate, allegedly, ac-
cording to this complaint. They’ve 
overcharged the Federal Government. 

Well, the President stood in this 
Chamber and said that he was planning 
to pay for this big health care extrava-
ganza by getting rid of waste, fraud, 
and abuse in the health care system. 
Easily, Planned Parenthood can be 
considered a part of ‘‘the health care 
system.’’ Why? The President considers 
abortion part of health care. He con-
siders abortion, what he calls reproduc-
tive rights, which is a code word for 
abortion, he considers that essential 
health care. Well, by the President’s 
own definition, Planned Parenthood is 
a part of his essential care. 

And this is the payoff. This is the 
payoff to Planned Parenthood. They 
would be given free access to our kids 
all day long, and this is an organiza-
tion that allegedly has overcharged the 
Federal Government tens of millions of 
dollars. 

Here’s another opportunity for the 
IRS; here’s another opportunity for 
them to go after a 501(c)(3) organiza-
tion. Again, they brought in a billion 
dollars last year. They received prob-
ably $300 billion worth of benefits, 
meaning they didn’t pay any taxes, but 
they received $300 billion of taxpayer 
money. This is an organization that 
should be investigated by the IRS; 
very, very likely should lose its 
501(c)(3) status, as should ACORN; and 
they should have all taxpayer subsidies 
pulled everywhere across the United 
States. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming my 
time, I agree with the gentlelady from 
Minnesota. I regret that I didn’t bring 
a similar sign for Planned Parenthood, 
but I did bring one for ACORN. 

As we talk about 501(c)(3)s, not-for- 
profit organizations, ACORN might 
claim that they are filed as some kind 
of a not-for-profit organization. That 
was one of their reports. We see at 
least 45 of their affiliates that are filed 
as 501(c)(3)s, not-for-profit organiza-
tions. We see that ACORN’s money 
flows into a central account, and then 
it’s distributed from that central ac-
count out to the entities as ACORN 
needs them. 

One big pot of money, one big cookie 
jar with a lot of Federal dollars in-
volved, State dollars involved, donor 
dollars involved, tax avoidance dollars 
involved, and what is ACORN involved 
in? Other enterprises that are—I’ll call 
them unethical and immoral, Mr. 
Speaker. And I will go down the list of 

some of the things that I recall that 
ACORN has been involved in. 

By the way, the linkage with some of 
what’s coming out of Planned Parent-
hood I think is useful. And I think 
that’s a constructive linkage to make. 
This segue from Planned Parenthood to 
ACORN is one that is a natural segue. 

Never was it envisioned by a limited 
government to be funding such huge, 
behemoth national and international 
organizations for the purposes of 
breaking down the core of our society 
and turning it into an immoral mass of 
people. They have attacked our institu-
tions, and they have worked within our 
schools and the educational institu-
tions and the institutions of govern-
ment and the institutions also of the 
media. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. If the gentleman 
would yield, just to add to that, 
Planned Parenthood was one of the or-
ganizations that gave money to 
ACORN for the purpose of voter reg-
istration before this last election. And 
it wasn’t just Planned Parenthood. It 
was also the teachers’ union. 

We’ve seen videos coming out in 
these last 2 weeks of little school-
children, kindergarten schoolchildren, 
on videos, they’re all across the Inter-
net, where little children are being 
taught praise of the United States al-
most in a personality cult-like worship 
in video after video after video. 

Again, this is concerning because we 
have a teachers’ union—there’s nothing 
wrong with unions—but we have a 
teachers’ union that came out and gave 
money to ACORN for the purpose of 
voter ID. 

It’s interesting how you can link 
Planned Parenthood with ACORN, with 
the President. And there’s a lot of 
questions that need to be answered. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. I did happen to 
bring my poster of the President and 
ACORN to help add some clarity to 
this matter. As critical as the United 
States Senate, the United States House 
of Representatives, and the public has 
been of ACORN—and they deserve 
every bit of it and a lot more, Mr. 
Speaker—there hasn’t been enough 
focus on the involvement of the Presi-
dent with ACORN. 

His political start was with ACORN. 
That’s by his own self-admission. He 
said, You’ve been here from the very 
beginning. I’ve been with you from the 
beginning. Some of the statements 
from the leader of ACORN ties that 
back in. I believe her first name is 
Madeleine, the last name is Talbot, the 
head organizer of ACORN in Chicago; 
she has said that she and Obama were 
working together in this cause from 
the beginning. 

President Obama headed up Project 
Vote. Project Vote is indiscernible 
from ACORN. They are one in the 
same. And that’s ACORN’s position on 
it as well as any objective analysis 
that’s taken place. 

So he made his reputation with 
ACORN. ACORN was ‘‘Get Out the 
Vote for President Obama.’’ He paid 
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them to get out the vote even though 
they registered it as—let’s see—as pro-
duction and lighting. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Staging materials. 
That was a big problem for the Presi-
dent during, of course, the election be-
cause he had falsely listed on his FEC 
report that money that was given was 
for staging materials. That was very 
concerning. That was brought to the 
attention of the campaign. They 
changed that once they found out 
about that. But, again, this is over 
$800,000 that was transferred from the 
Obama campaign to ACORN. 

But you were correct when you went 
back in history, and actually the Presi-
dent back in 1991 took time off from his 
law firm to run a voter registration 
drive for Project Vote and an ACORN 
partner that was soon fully absorbed 
under the ACORN umbrella. 

This is in a Wall Street Journal arti-
cle written by John Fund: The drive 
registered 135,000 voters. It was consid-
ered a major factor in the upset victory 
of Democrat Carol Moseley Braun over 
incumbent Democrat Senator Alan 
Dixon in the 1992 Democrat Senate pri-
mary. 

Congressman KING, I wonder if you 
can comment on this. This is some-
thing I don’t understand. Why in the 
world would ACORN have a tax-exempt 
status? Why in the world would ACORN 
be receiving taxpayer money when 
they worked consistently in election 
after election to elect one political 
party—the Democrat Party? Why are 
the taxpayers paying allegedly for the 
election of Democrats? 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Clearly, according 
to law, they cannot be a 501(c)(3) not- 
for-profit organization if they advocate 
for candidates in a partisan fashion. 
One might argue that some of the ac-
tivities were not partisan. 

I will make this argument. This is a 
picture I took at ACORN’s head-
quarters in New Orleans; 2609 Canal 
Street in New Orleans. This is the 
weekend before the Fourth of July. I 
stood across the street with a 300-milli-
meter lens. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Was this prior to 
the election? 

Mr. KING of Iowa. It was this year. It 
was after the election in the fall of 
2008. So this would be on or about July 
1st or 2nd, 2009. I took this shot of the 
window. This is about the second floor 
of this most fortified building in the 
neighborhood in New Orleans, the 
ACORN headquarters, and in the win-
dow is this huge—we call them barn 
signs—this huge campaign poster: 
Obama for President ’08. Easily it can 
be seen right here. 

This no Photoshop, Mr. Speaker. I 
mean I’m here on the floor of the 
United States Congress. I took the pic-
ture personally. 

Hanging over on this side is the 
ACORN banner that one can easily see. 
This is ACORN’s headquarters. The 
doors are barred, the windows are 
barred, but you can see through the 
bars to see that they’re still adver-

tising for the election of 2008, and that 
is a violation of their not-for-profit 
status. 

That picture itself, Mr. Speaker, 
should be enough to get the IRS to go 
in and do a complete forensic examina-
tion and audit of ACORN and all of 
their 361 identified and other unidenti-
fied affiliates if we’re going to have 
any integrity in this country. 

b 1900 

When you are a partisan organization 
and you are collecting donation dol-
lars, Federal tax dollars and political 
subdivision grants that are coming in, 
and they are coming in to a series of 
affiliates, maybe as many as 361 dif-
ferent ones, you commingle that into 
accounts, and you deploy thousands of 
people across the country to register 
voters and you brag about it—an issue 
in a press release that ACORN did says 
that they registered 1.3 million new 
voters when, in fact, the number of ac-
tual legitimate voters was closer to 
450,000. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. If the gentleman 
will yield, in my home State of Min-
nesota, it was 41,000 voters who were 
registered by ACORN. And of course we 
know year after year, election after 
election, State after State, the polls’ 
rolls are flooded with false and fraudu-
lent voter registrations, and there’s a 
reason for that. If you have that many, 
it is very difficult for those who are in 
charge of the voter registration polls 
to be able to make accurate counts. 
Plus, once a person casts their vote— 
let’s say you register the day before 
you cast your vote—that vote stands. 
That vote isn’t thrown out. So there is 
method in the madness for ACORN. 

Again, you take a look at tax money 
going in, tax-exempt status, and you 
see one political party being benefited. 
How is this allowed? I don’t understand 
it. And what’s amazing to me is there 
hasn’t been one investigation yet, not 
from the Department of Justice. We 
haven’t seen one from the Department 
of Housing. ACORN, after all, was the 
organization that was literally shaking 
down banks, shaking down mortgage 
companies. This was also at the be-
hest—our President, again, was in-
volved in ACORN during this time. 

All of this agitating was going on for 
the purpose of relaxing lending stand-
ards, lowering lending standards. But 
for the work of ACORN lowering those 
lending standards, would we have had 
the disaster in housing that we have 
today? I mean, these are very serious 
questions. And nobody’s investigating? 
Not the IRS, not the Department of 
Justice, not the Department of Hous-
ing. We’ve been hearing that the IRS 
will be investigating ACORN, but there 
have been no investigations. 

As a matter of fact, as you and I 
stand here, has there even been a 
defunding of ACORN? There have been 
votes, but has one dime been cut off 
from that? That’s why the American 
people know that something doesn’t 
smell right now, and they have to con-

tinue to call their Member of Congress. 
They have to continue to call their 
Senator and demand a full and com-
plete investigation. 

Has an audit occurred? Does the gen-
tleman know? Has any audit occurred? 
I believe the gentleman told me that 
there is something like 361 affiliate or-
ganizations under the ACORN um-
brella. Has a full audit occurred? 

Mr. KING of Iowa. If the gentlelady 
will yield, I will lay out the picture of 
this of the way I think it is in America 
with the ACORN investigation. 

There have been investigations going 
on within some States for voter reg-
istration fraud primarily. Now, those 
States string up to—we used to have a 
total of 12, then 14, and now as many as 
20 States over time. In only one case do 
we have an investigation of ACORN as 
an entity. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Do we have a Fed-
eral investigation? These are Federal 
dollars that are going in. Again, 
ACORN has received $53 million from 
1994 forward. But since the President of 
the United States, Barack Obama, 
came in, a former employee under 
ACORN with Project Vote, he now has 
given access to this organization of $8.5 
billion, an unheard of amount of 
money. Certainly the taxpayer has the 
right to demand that investigation 
occur. 

Yet when George Stephanopoulos did 
an interview with the President and 
asked him about ACORN, the President 
didn’t seem to know. He didn’t seem to 
know much about the votes we took in 
the House and the Senate. He didn’t 
know much about ACORN. Maybe it’s 
because he’s working on going to Co-
penhagen to get the Olympics in Chi-
cago. I don’t know, but he certainly 
didn’t seem to know much about 
ACORN. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Let me reclaim 
and capture the breadth of what is 
going on here in America, and then I 
will yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. Speaker, it’s this: In over a cu-
mulative period of time from about 
1990 until today, which is coming to be 
almost two decades, there have been a 
string of smaller investigations that 
took place within the States. As we 
speak, though, ACORN is under trial in 
Nevada for direct violations of Ne-
vada’s voter registration laws that pro-
hibits paying commissions for reg-
istering voters. 

So, for the first time, ACORN, as an 
entity, is on trial in a State. It looks 
like there is a very strong case on the 
part of the prosecution. There have 
also been as many as 70 convictions of 
ACORN employees, for election fraud, 
mostly. 

There are new indictments in Flor-
ida, 11 individuals indicted that worked 
for ACORN; six were arrested, five were 
on the loose. I haven’t heard if they 
collected them or not. Those are some 
of the things that are taking place. 

But now this Congress fully under-
stands, having voted twice in the 
United States Senate and once on the 
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floor of the House to reject funding to 
ACORN, fully understand that ACORN 
is a corrupt, criminal enterprise, al-
most an economy unto itself that 
draws in money from many different 
sources, the fungibility of it poured 
into usually a central account and dis-
tributed out to the active entities of 
the 361 affiliates of ACORN to conduct 
partisan political exercises, shake 
down lenders. 

Madeline Talbott has bragged about 
that, who is the mentor of President 
Obama as he went into ACORN and 
Chicago politics back in the early nine-
ties, as the gentlelady from Minnesota 
said. So they have been involved in 
shaking down lenders and using the 
Community Reinvestment Act, which 
was written to prohibit lenders from 
drawing a red line around certain dis-
tricts that they didn’t want to loan 
money into. 

And ACORN has been involved with 
red-lining themselves and shaking 
down bankers to force them to loan 
money into their red-lined districts. 
They contributed significantly to the 
mortgage lending meltdown that we 
had. They have been corrupting the 
election process. They’re promoting 
child prostitution. In five cities, we 
have them on videotape. 

And by the way, $1 million of embez-
zlement covered up for 8 years by Wade 
Rathke, whose brother was the embez-
zler in-house. And when the board rose 
up to make an issue of it, they fired 
the board of directors. This is a com-
pletely corrupt, criminal enterprise. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Let alone the 
charitable organizations, large, well- 
known charitable organizations that 
have put money into ACORN. It’s time 
these charitable organizations and the 
trustees of those organizations be held 
responsible for putting money into the 
account of a corrupt organization. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. And I’m advised 
that the Catholic Church has ceased 
their contributions into ACORN. I’m 
very happy about that. It’s easier for 
me to put money in the collection 
plate on Sunday. 

I would be happy to yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas, who always has a 
unique and accurate viewpoint, my 
friend LOUIE GOHMERT. 

Mr. GOHMERT. I appreciate my 
friend from Iowa and my friend Mrs. 
BACHMANN. I was able to listen to some 
of the argument that you’ve been pro-
viding and debate that’s been put forth. 
I know you were discussing health care 
earlier and now ACORN. I would like to 
tie the two things together, actually, 
because I haven’t heard a lot of people 
point this out. 

Despite the President, during his 
joint session of Congress as an invited 
guest in this House, coming in and say-
ing that we have not—those critics of 
the Democratic plan, he said we are 
not engaged in honest debate, that we 
were using scare tactics, that we have 
been using bogus claims, wild claims, 
demagoguery, distortion, acrimony, 
cynical and irresponsible, facts and 

reason are thrown overboard, that 
we’re robbing the country of oppor-
tunity, killing the President’s good 
bill. Then he actually used the ‘‘L’’ 
word and said something that was a lie, 
plain and simple. But it’s hard for me 
to appreciate that because the only bill 
we had to go from was H.R. 3200. 

And as my friends here have been 
doing, you take the bill—and this is 
just the first half of it—and you read 
from the bill. It’s kind of hard to dis-
tort or not engage in honest debate 
when you are reading from the bill. But 
I would like to direct you to page 99, 
the subsection, Consumer Assistance 
with Choice. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. What is the sec-
tion number? 

Mr. GOHMERT. It’s on page 99 of the 
bill. This is section 205, entitled, Out-
reach and Enrollment of Exchange-Eli-
gible Individuals and Employers in Ex-
change-Participating Health Benefits 
Plan. That is on page 95. Well, we get 
over here to Consumer Assistance with 
Choice: To provide assistance, to ex-
change eligible individuals and employ-
ers, the commissioner shall—not 
‘‘may,’’ but ‘‘shall’’—and it includes 
things like assist exchange-eligible in-
dividuals in selecting exchange-partici-
pating health benefits plans and ob-
taining benefits through such plans. So 
that’s one of the things that the com-
missioner shall do. 

You go down to subsection 3, two- 
thirds of the way down page 100, Use of 
Other Entities. In carrying out this 
subsection, the commissioner may 
work with other appropriate entities to 
facilitate the dissemination of infor-
mation under this subsection and to 
provide assistance as described in para-
graph 2, which included assisting ex-
change-eligible individuals in selecting 
exchange-participating health benefit 
plans and obtaining the benefits in 
those plans. 

Well, if you recognize this language, 
this is the kind of language that has 
normally been used to hire ACORN to 
go out and do the work. This is what it 
says: You may work with other appro-
priate entities to facilitate the dis-
semination of information and to sign 
these people up to the Federal health 
plan. 

So that is a potential source—like 
my friend Mrs. BACHMANN was pointing 
out—of not millions or hundreds of 
millions, but potentially billions of 
dollars for these people who obviously 
have been engaged in political efforts, 
but to go and evangelize the world, or 
at least this Nation, for the Demo-
cratic health care plan. That is there, 
and I don’t see how you deny that is 
another source of revenue for ACORN. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. GOHMERT, can 
you draw a distinction between this 
language that you read in H.R. 3200 in 
the health care bill and the language 
that would perhaps enable ACORN to 
be the ones that are counseling on, let 
me say, mortgage loans for houses of 
prostitution, or how to avoid taxes by 
underreporting income that might 

come in as cash by the work of a pros-
titute, or an ability to file a tax return 
that would qualify someone who under-
reports their income for their earned 
income tax credit, or the ability to 
claim child prostitutes as dependents? 
Do any of those things seem to also fit 
in this similar authorization language 
that allowed ACORN to do all those 
things that I listed that might also 
qualify them to be the loan counselor 
as well as now the health insurance 
counselor under this exchange that is 
here? 

Mrs. BACHMANN. I would also add to 
the gentleman, if we look at the legis-
lation that came before us, the very be-
ginning of this year, it was the expan-
sion of AmeriCorps. Remember, that 
was a $5 billion bill. Part of that bill 
were volunteers—of course they’re all 
paid—but these volunteers were also 
going to be health workers. So it would 
be curious to look at that language as 
well to see if they also paid money to 
community organizations to be work-
ers under AmeriCorps, kind of to also 
link together with this particular pro-
vision, and then work with an ACORN 
as these volunteers under AmeriCorps 
all for the effort of putting together 
this plan. 

It really reminds me of the poster 
that the gentleman from Iowa has of 
the President with ACORN stitched 
onto his shirt with the windmills in the 
background. We’re looking at a com-
plete dominance and takeover of Amer-
ican society. Remember, it was just 1 
year ago that we had the $700 billion 
bailout. Prior to that bailout, 100 per-
cent of business profits were private. 

After that time, today, 30 percent of 
all private business profits today are 
owned or controlled by the Federal 
Government. And if the President gets 
his dream to come true and takes over 
18 percent of health care, that means 
he will have taken over and controlled 
48 percent of our private economy. 

And if his national energy tax, the 
cap-and-trade global warming tax, goes 
through, that’s another 8 percent, or 56 
percent of our private economy that he 
plans to take over. That is something 
that should give pause to every Amer-
ican. It’s stunning. It’s stunning, and 
it’s frightening. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. I will pick up on 
that. This part that I think is not un-
derstood by the White House is that 
this economy that we have is not sim-
ply a giant chain letter that is gen-
erated by government borrowing and 
government spending. A chain letter is 
a Ponzi scheme, and underneath it 
there’s not substance there. 

We have an economy that’s based 
upon our natural resources and adding 
value to our natural resources, and the 
intellectual basis that contributes to 
the value that we add to our natural 
resources, you have to produce things 
that have value. The most essential 
ones are the things that are necessities 
for life, and the services that build 
around that are the services that make 
it more efficient to produce the neces-
sities for life. 
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able income. All of this is real, and it’s 
founded on production. But govern-
ment, government has no ability to do 
that. Government obstructs produc-
tion, and they add a weight on to the 
legitimate economy. 

We have two sectors of the economy: 
the productive sector, which is the pri-
vate producing sector I have described, 
and then in my less charitable mo-
ments I describe it as the parasitic sec-
tor, the sector of the economy that 
sucks the lifeblood out of the pro-
ducers. 

I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

b 1915 

Mr. GOHMERT. In answer to the gen-
tleman’s question about the language, 
having seen some of the videos of the 
propositions that were put literally to 
ACORN workers in different cities 
about bringing in illegal immigrants 
under-age for prostitution, I have to 
say that this language on page 100 
would fit. They were assisting them in 
obtaining benefits, and ‘‘obtaining ben-
efits’’ is the language in this bill, but 
just, unfortunately, we are assisting 
them in obtaining benefits for activity 
that was illegal and immoral. 

I mean, to have under-age kids en-
gaged in prostitution, the damage that 
that does to those young kids is just 
deplorable. But this is language that 
specifically would allow them to assist 
and to obtain benefits through these 
plans. So it fits right into their efforts. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. I would ask the 
question of the gentleman from Iowa, 
didn’t the President say to us at the 
very beginning of this debate in early 
August that we needed to pass this 
health care bill, or I guess I should say 
in July, that we had to pass this bill by 
August 1 so we could hurry up and 
start saving money? Do you remember 
that? We are going to save money if we 
have the government take over health 
care in the United States. 

I’m wondering, to the gentleman 
from Texas and the gentleman from 
Iowa, how in the world does paying 
people ACORN, for instance, to do all 
of this assistance, how does that save 
money? 

Mr. GOHMERT. Let me just say he 
also said, as the gentlewoman had men-
tioned, that his plan would save all 
this money and nearly pay for the 
whole plan by eliminating waste, fraud, 
and abuse; and yet we’re not going to 
eliminate the waste, fraud, and abuse 
unless we pass his bill. 

But, now, in the days of my being a 
judge, what we saw was if you knew 
that fraud was going on and you al-
lowed it to continue and you had a 
duty or an obligation to do something 
about the fraud and you did nothing, 
you were an accomplice to that fraud. 
So it just staggers the imagination 
that somebody would know where the 
waste, fraud, and abuse is, know ex-
actly the amount of waste, fraud, and 
abuse or potentially very close to the 
amount of waste, fraud, and abuse and 

we’re not going to do anything until we 
pass his bill? That’s a little tough to 
swallow. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. And that is as if 
it’s a bargain. And there are some bet-
ter ways of saying that out there, and 
they don’t come to me immediately, 
but if it has to be the bargain that we 
have to adopt a national health care 
act in order to get the waste, fraud, 
and abuse cleaned up, if the American 
people’s demand that Congress clean up 
corruption, waste, fraud, and abuse has 
to be held hostage to somebody’s gov-
ernment medical plan, I think that 
tells you what’s going on. 

This operation has got to go. That is 
the ACORN logo. And this man has 
been part and parcel of it for nearly 20 
years. And his political life, his public 
life cannot be separated from ACORN 
and from Project Vote and from the 
full continuum of history of his polit-
ical life, including having been hired 
by ACORN, worked for ACORN, done so 
as a pro bono attorney for ACORN, 
been a trainer of ACORN’s workers, 
having hired ACORN to get out the 
vote but it was misrepresented in his 
document and, additionally, having 
hired ACORN, move the Census to the 
White House from the Commerce De-
partment, then back from the White 
House to the Commerce Department 
when the public outcry got so great, 
but left a link and a liaison so that 
they have oversight in the White House 
anyway. And twice now the Census Bu-
reau has said, well, we’re not going to 
use ACORN with our census workers. 

I didn’t believe them the first time. I 
don’t know that I believe them the sec-
ond time. But it’s certain that they 
must have confessed they weren’t tell-
ing the truth the first time or they 
wouldn’t announce the second time 
that they were going to sever their re-
lationship. The U.S. Treasury has now 
said that they don’t want to use 
ACORN to counsel them for the tax 
services that are out there. The list 
goes on and on and on. 

ACORN and all their affiliates are a 
pariah. This is their logo on the shirt 
of the President of the United States. 
He is part and parcel. And we’ve got to 
dig through this all the way. This 
United States Congress and four to six 
committees in the House and commit-
tees in the Senate have to launch com-
plete investigations and hearings. The 
IRS has to do this. The Department of 
Justice has to do this. The American 
people demand it, and so do I, Mr. 
Speaker, and so do the speakers here 
on this floor. 

I thank the gentlewoman from Min-
nesota and the gentleman from Texas 
for their contribution. 

f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 3183, 
ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2010 

Mr. PASTOR of Arizona (during the 
Special Order of Mr. KING of Iowa) sub-
mitted the following conference report 

and statement on the bill (H.R. 3183) 
making appropriations for energy and 
water development and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2010, and for other purposes: 

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 111–278) 
The committee of conference on the dis-

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
3183), making appropriations for energy and 
water development and related agencies for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2010, and 
for other purposes, having met, after full and 
free conference, have agreed to recommend 
and do recommend to their respective Houses 
as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and 
agree to the same with an amendment as fol-
lows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the Senate amendment, insert the 
following: 
That the following sums are appropriated, out 
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated, for energy and water development 
and related agencies for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2010, and for other purposes, 
namely: 

TITLE I 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL 
The following appropriations shall be ex-

pended under the direction of the Secretary of 
the Army and the supervision of the Chief of 
Engineers for authorized civil functions of the 
Department of the Army pertaining to rivers 
and harbors, flood and storm damage reduction, 
shore protection, aquatic ecosystem restoration, 
and related efforts. 

INVESTIGATIONS 
For expenses necessary where authorized by 

law for the collection and study of basic infor-
mation pertaining to river and harbor, flood and 
storm damage reduction, shore protection, 
aquatic ecosystem restoration, and related 
needs; for surveys and detailed studies, and 
plans and specifications of proposed river and 
harbor, flood and storm damage reduction, 
shore protection, and aquatic ecosystem restora-
tion projects and related efforts prior to con-
struction; for restudy of authorized projects; 
and for miscellaneous investigations and, when 
authorized by law, surveys and detailed studies, 
and plans and specifications of projects prior to 
construction, $160,000,000, to remain available 
until expended. 

CONSTRUCTION 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For expenses necessary for the construction of 
river and harbor, flood and storm damage re-
duction, shore protection, aquatic ecosystem res-
toration, and related projects authorized by law; 
for conducting detailed studies, and plans and 
specifications, of such projects (including those 
involving participation by States, local govern-
ments, or private groups) authorized or made el-
igible for selection by law (but such detailed 
studies, and plans and specifications, shall not 
constitute a commitment of the Government to 
construction); $2,031,000,000, to remain available 
until expended; of which such sums as are nec-
essary to cover the Federal share of construction 
costs for facilities under the Dredged Material 
Disposal Facilities program shall be derived 
from the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund as 
authorized by Public Law 104–303; and of which 
such sums as are necessary to cover one-half of 
the costs of construction, replacement, rehabili-
tation, and expansion of inland waterways 
projects (including only Chickamauga Lock, 
Tennessee; Kentucky Lock and Dam, Tennessee 
River, Kentucky; Lock and Dams 2, 3, and 4 
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