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can measure. That is why many of us are 
fighting for reform to improve the health in 
every State, city, county, and American. 

However, though a public plan will ensure 
so much, there are still some issues that need 
to be addressed in the Tri-Committee bill. 

(1) Ensure physician owned general-acute 
hospitals that provide services in underserved 
communities are protected; 

(2) support and strengthen language to in-
crease health care professionals in under-
served communities, especially provide grants 
to secondary schools in underserved commu-
nities; 

(3) provide tax incentives for the develop-
ment of Community Health Care Centers that 
are environmentally safe; 

(4) introduce language to provide employers 
a tax credit to develop preventive services for 
all their employees; 

(5) launch a pilot program that seeks to dis-
cover proven alternative medicine; and 

(6) in the wake of ongoing abuse of pre-
scription drugs, introduce language that will 
launch a Pilot Program to Reduce Abuses of 
Prescription Drugs. 

This legislation will not be easy, but if we 
want true reform we must guarantee no one 
will fall through the cracks. This means solidi-
fying every hole in our current health care sys-
tem. In order to ensure this, allowing those 
hospitals that serve a high indigent patient 
base maintain daily operations. The emer-
gence of physician owned hospitals has gen-
erated significant controversy. Yet, it is unclear 
whether physician owned hospitals differ sig-
nificantly from those not owned by physicians. 
Currently the House Tri-Committee Bill, con-
tain provisions that will effectively eliminate 
physician owned hospitals. ‘‘The Economic Im-
pact of Physician-Owned Hospitals in Eight 
States’’ concluded that Texas physician-owned 
hospitals, which employ over 22,000 Texans, 
have a net economic impact of nearly $2.3 bil-
lion on Texas economy and will pay approxi-
mately $86 million in taxes in 2009. 

St. Joseph Hospital is a general acute hos-
pital, in Houston, TX, and the only hospital in 
the Houston area to remain totally operational 
throughout Hurricane Ike in September 2008. 
The limitations in the health care bill will par-
ticularly harm the hospital’s ability to deliver 
much needed services to underserved com-
munities. If a hospital like St. Joseph is elimi-
nated, countless people in Houston will not re-
ceive adequate care. I seek to work with all 
my fellow colleagues, even those across the 
aisle to introduce language to exempt those 
hospitals like St. Joseph. 

Achieving diversity in our health programs 
must include diversity in our health profession. 
We need to enact a system that includes peo-
ple of every race, religion and socio-economic 
backgrounds. By proposing language that 
awards grants to the secondary education sys-
tem in underserved areas to encourage stu-
dents to seek health professions will improve 
our health care system. Encouraging young 
teens and young adults to pursue health care 
careers in areas of low population are often 
times only done through scholarships and 
grants to relieve those financial barriers that 
keep so many young children reaching for 
their dreams. 

With the recent passage of the Clean En-
ergy Act, a call for new advances in tech-
nology can be implemented in our health care 
system. Permitting incentives for the construc-

tion and renovation of community health cen-
ters to one of the four standards set by the 
National Green Building Association—Bronze, 
Silver, Gold, and Emerald, will ensure that the 
patients will be treated in an environmentally 
safe building. Increasing funding aims to im-
prove the air quality and other environmental 
features of buildings used for the provision of 
health care services particularly targeting un-
derserved communities. 

While these services are great for physi-
cians and the patients who see them, Ameri-
cans are having a harder time preventing ever 
seeing a medical physician. Safeway has im-
plemented a program that provides preventive 
services to their non-unionized employees. 
Based on the belief that rising health care 
costs are mostly driven by behavior (smoking, 
eating poorly, not checking your cholesterol, 
etc.), I seek to introduce language that will 
allow companies to establish a program that 
gives periodical screenings, questionnaires, 
prevention-related facilities like fitness clubs, 
along with advice and referrals to help im-
prove behavior. Ensuring discounted pre-
miums or refunds for those employees pass-
ing the screenings or showing improvement 
and establishing higher premiums for failing 
tests and no measurable improvement in be-
havior will hold people accountable and gives 
them incentives to live a healthy life style. This 
is the approach of Safeway, and it has kept 
Safeway’s health care costs to $1 billion or so 
a year, mostly flat over the past five years. 
This achievement few other companies can 
claim. 

When it comes to healthcare, just about ev-
eryone wants alternatives, especially options 
that include alternative and complementary 
medicine. This is why introducing an amend-
ment to provide what a large majority of re-
spondents expect healthcare providers to do is 
so important. The majority of society wants 
more research dedicated to alternative medi-
cine, and believes insurers and Federal 
healthcare programs should cover the cost of 
those therapies. Seventy-seven percent of the 
public favor more research. I seek to work 
with my fellow colleagues to introduce an 
amendment to launch a pilot program to prove 
alternative medical treatments, medicine, and 
services are safe. In doing so legislation can 
be enacted and will ultimately lower costs and 
provide the majority of the population re-
quested sources. 

Though this reform seeks to improve the 
lives of every American citizen, it’s important 
we consider every American citizen. In the 
sudden and tragic death of Michael Jackson, 
introducing language to study the abuse of 
prescription drugs by professional entertainers. 
Abuse of drugs often times has an impact that 
goes well beyond the individual performers, 
and frequently encourages impressionable 
young people to imitate this behavior. Depic-
tion of such conduct in film and other video 
programming may also lead young people to 
mimic harmful behavior therein relating to pre-
scription drugs. With this study, Congress can 
be guided on how best to address this di-
lemma and ensure the life of our children and 
celebrities alike. 

It brings great joy that the Congressional 
Black Caucus are at the forefront to lead our 
country in taking the initial steps to secure our 
economic future, health of our society, and the 
ideals of our country. There are those who 
want to destroy our initiatives, seek to divide 

our country, and maintain the status quo, and 
I ask my fellow colleagues in Congress to en-
sure the quality of our life will not fall to the 
ideals of those who seek this effort. It’s been 
a long time coming, but in this Congress and 
administration, America will now see a brighter 
day. 

Ms. FUDGE. Let me say this as well 
as we talk about preventive health 
care. I do live in a community where 
we do have some of the best health care 
in the world. But what I also know is it 
costs three times as much to go to a 
hospital emergency room as it does to 
your doctor’s office. 

What I envision with this preventa-
tive care is people who now only see a 
doctor when they are so sick that they 
have to go to an emergency room will 
now go to see a physician on a regular 
basis, that they will go and have an-
nual physical exams, they will go and 
have their mammograms, they will go 
and have their cancer treatments. 

They will do that because it will be 
less expensive. They will have the 
health care to do it. We’re going to 
make sure it is accessible because 
we’re going to put money into these 
community clinics so that they can get 
to these clinics and go on a regular 
basis. 

I just believe that if we do this, we’re 
going to see a much healthier and 
happier America. We’re going to be 
able to take care of our seniors, to take 
care of our children. I think it’s going 
to make a huge difference in where we 
go as a Nation. 

So I just want to be as supportive as 
you have been and as all of us are as we 
look at where we’re going to take this 
country as it relates to health care. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I so much 
thank you for the opportunity to ad-
dress you and this body, and I yield 
back the balance of our time. 

f 

DEMOCRAT’S VERSION OF HEALTH 
CARE 

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

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the privilege to be recognized 
to address you here on the floor of the 
House and in the aftermath of the pre-
vious Special Order that has discussed 
primarily the health care and health 
insurance issue here in America. 

I notice continually the expression 
‘‘health care’’ gets substituted for the 
expression ‘‘health insurance.’’ There 
is a distinction. Everybody in America 
has access to health care, which means 
everybody in America has health care. 
Everybody in America does not have 
health insurance. 

When we blend our verbiage, some-
times it’s intentional and sometimes 
it’s not. I catch myself occasionally 
using the wrong expression because our 
debates here blur the two. It’s com-
parable to the situation when people 
say ‘‘immigrants.’’ They sometimes 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 02:34 Jul 21, 2009 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00043 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A20JY7.035 H20JYPT1tja
m

es
 o

n 
D

S
K

G
8S

O
Y

B
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH8402 July 20, 2009 
mean illegal immigrants and some-
times they mean legal immigrants. 
Sometimes they mean legal and illegal 
immigrants. Well, health care and 
health insurance have been blended the 
same way, but there are distinctions. 

We should remember, everybody in 
this country has access to health care. 
Everybody in this country that needs 
service will get service. We’re talking 
about how we address those that are 
uninsured, not those that don’t have 
access to health care or that do not 
have health care. 

I thought it was interesting that the 
gentlelady from Texas put up the post-
er: Republicans’ ideas on health care— 
or health insurance. I’ve forgotten 
which that is. I look back on last week, 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. RYAN) 
put up a poster that actually had about 
the same title to it. The gentlelady 
from Texas’ poster was blank on Re-
publican ideas and the gentleman from 
Ohio’s poster was full of question 
marks on Republican ideas, but they 
were both generated by the same peo-
ple. The Democrat majority caucus 
produces these posters that come here 
to the floor. 

b 2100 

But we are full of all kinds of ideas. 
I am happy to talk about those ideas, 
Mr. Speaker. Some will say that you 
can’t beat something with nothing, and 
I would submit that you can beat bad 
ideas with most anything. And a real-
ly, really bad idea is socialized medi-
cine, national health care, HillaryCare, 
ObamaCare, United Kingdom Care, Ca-
nadian Care, European Union Care. All 
of that is bad stuff. Freedom is good 
stuff. I am all about freedom, and these 
proposals that are coming from the 
Democrat majority are about dimin-
ishing our freedom, about taking away 
our rights, about taking away our re-
sponsibilities and in the process of 
doing so, devolving downward the 
American vitality, the American 
Dream, the American can-do spirit. 

What kind of American would sit 
around and wring their hands and say, 
Woe is me, I can’t figure out how to 
take care of myself? Did anybody come 
to America and walk through the 
Great Hall at Ellis Island, thinking, 
I’m so glad I am here now in this wel-
fare state where I don’t have to worry 
about taking care of myself, woe is me 
no longer because the United States of 
America will take care of me? 

That kind of people didn’t come 
through Ellis Island. Ellis Island now is 
a tourist center. The United States of 
America is a welfare state. Now they 
sneak into the United States, thinking, 
Yes, America will take care of me. 
They think that they have now arrived 
at the giant ATM of the Western Hemi-
sphere that will provide for everyone’s 
wants and needs. And if they aren’t so 
sure, they just have to listen to Con-
gress here for a while, and somebody 
over on this side of the aisle, as a rule, 
will articulate some other defined want 
of some people that’s not a need. But 

even though it’s just a want, not a 
need, it will be declared to be a right 
and maybe even a constitutional right. 

We have got to understand what 
we’re doing here. It’s real people that 
are working, real people that have jobs, 
real people that toil away to produce 
goods and services that have a market-
able value; and they’re being taxed day 
after day, month after month, tapping 
into the sweat of the brow of the salt of 
the Earth people in America. 

They’re being told, Your taxes won’t 
increase. It will just be everybody 
else’s taxes that increase and that 
ObamaCare is going to be a better deal 
than whatever care you have. But if 
you like yours, then you don’t have to 
worry because if you like the health 
care you have, you get to keep it. 
That’s what the President said, cor-
rect? If you like the health care or the 
health insurance—I’m not sure which 
phrase he was actually talking about— 
if you like it, you get to keep it. 

The problem is, it’s not true. The 
President of the United States, how-
ever powerful he is, cannot make that 
promise with any sense of confidence 
that he can keep that promise because 
it will not be the President that de-
cides whether Wal-Mart, for example, 
keeps the health insurance programs 
that they have in place for their em-
ployees. That will be decided by the 
management of Wal-Mart who, a little 
over a week ago, announced that they 
would support an employer-mandated 
program that requires employers to 
provide health insurance for employ-
ees. Now once they made that decision, 
it didn’t necessarily mean that they 
endorsed the Obama plan because it 
really isn’t quite yet an Obama plan. 
There are only concepts throughout 
and some language that is moving 
through this House. But what it said 
was that they would endorse an em-
ployer-mandated plan. 

Now that opens the door for Wal- 
Mart to be in a position to make the 
decision when the public option, the 
Federal Government-run health insur-
ance policy would be set up to compete 
directly against the many hundreds of 
private health insurance policies that 
we have. 

For the President to say, If you like 
your health insurance policy, fine, you 
get to keep it, you only get to keep it 
until there is an alternative there that 
might be a better alternative for your 
employer. Your employer, like Wal- 
Mart or any other proud private sector 
company that’s there that is providing 
health insurance for a majority of their 
employees, will be making a decision 
on whether they want to opt into the 
public plan or they want to maintain 
the private plan; but also the newly-to- 
be-named health insurance czar will be 
writing some new rules for every single 
health insurance company in America. 

Now that lays the backdrop for what 
was said over this last hour and the 
way we need to be thinking about what 
transpired here within the last hour. 
However, I’ve also come here to talk 
about a number of different things. 

One of them is that if we remember 
correctly, Speaker PELOSI came to this 
Congress, and she said that she was 
going to drain the swamp. She was 
going to drain the swamp of corruption 
and alleged that there was corruption. 
Night after night a team would come 
down here for years—I would say 2 or 3 
or 4 years—and make allegations about 
certain Members of Congress, allega-
tions about the motives of certain 
Members of Congress. The comments 
about the culture of corruption was 
fairly baffling to me. You can point to 
examples on either side. But NANCY 
PELOSI pledged that she would produce 
the most open Congress in history and 
that there would be legitimate debate, 
and there wouldn’t be favorites being 
played. 

Now here is an example of what 
NANCY PELOSI said. She said, ‘‘I don’t 
want to have legislation that is used as 
an engine for people to put on things 
that are not going to do what we are 
setting out to do, which is to turn this 
economy around. I have the most to 
prove with this package. The choices 
we are making are those that will 
work, that must work. Our economy 
requires it. America’s families need it. 
This is urgent.’’ That’s Speaker NANCY 
PELOSI, January 25, 2009, this year, the 
end of January. 

That was her statement about how 
we were going to direct the efficiency 
of the stimulus plan to doing what’s 
good for our economy. We’re going to 
turn this economy around. Well, I came 
down to the floor and put up this very 
same picture. This very same picture is 
of a saltwater marsh harvest mouse. 
This is the saltwater marsh harvest 
mouse. It’s a mouse that Speaker 
PELOSI has been trying to get special 
earmarks for for a long time. And as 
she has been resisted on that, I pointed 
out that in the stimulus package, there 
were $32 million set aside for the salt-
water marsh harvest mouse. I came to 
the floor with a picture of this mouse 
and the numbers up on top. 

Of course, the spokespersons for the 
Speaker, the defenders of the status 
quo, and the defenders of the person 
that was going to come here and clean 
up this Congress, the one who has now 
established the most draconian Con-
gress, I believe, in history, the one that 
is the least deliberative body in his-
tory, the one who has launched an all- 
out assault on this deliberative democ-
racy and said that she didn’t have an 
earmark in the stimulus bill for this 
saltwater marsh harvest mouse and 
others in her defense said, Steve King 
made it up. He just pulled a number 
out of the air and made an allegation 
that there was an earmark in there for 
the saltwater marsh harvest mouse. 

However, now here we are far enough 
down the road, here are the real facts: 
the $32 million has been reduced to 
$16.1 million. Now the saltwater marsh 
harvest mouse not only has his own 
special earmark of $16.1 million, it sets 
aside his brackish little marsh down 
there by San Francisco so that he can 
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hop around in it and sets aside a marsh 
down there near San Francisco at the 
cost of $16.1 million, Madam Speaker, 
which is no economic stimulus plan. 

We’re going to do the things that 
count. We’re going to do the things 
that do the most for the economy. The 
language here: turn this economy 
around. We’re going to do that by set-
ting aside a hopping zone for a pet 
project here. This little pet, the salt-
water marsh harvest mouse, he gets an 
earmark. You can’t quite see it there, 
but he needs that ear notched a little 
bit because now he is a $16.1 million 
earmark. 

All this borrowing, expanding the 
debt to the American people, the Amer-
ican taxpayers and Americans not yet 
born, to where the debt for every man, 
woman and child in America today to-
tals up to over $37,000 per individual. 
Still their hearts are hardened, and 
still they want to raise the debt, and 
still they want to spend money on friv-
olous projects that don’t have a merit 
that affects the people that are paying 
the taxes, nor could a project like that 
ever gain the support of the majority 
of the people in this Congress. 

This is like the little mouse bridge to 
nowhere, $16.1 million for the little pet 
project, notched little earmark, the 
saltwater marsh harvest mouse, the 
pet project of Speaker PELOSI. She said 
she came here to clean up this process 
to make sure that there weren’t favor-
ites, and President Obama went on at 
great length about how he wasn’t going 
to sign any bill that had any earmarks 
in it. Then he signed a bill with about 
9,000 earmarks in it, and then Presi-
dent Obama made other remarks about 
the integrity of the process. 

Yet we’ve seen earmark after ear-
mark, billions and billions of dollars 
that have been unfolded here going on 
our debt, stacking it up against the 
American people. We’ve seen a process 
that has been shut down where we get 
surprise bills that get dropped on us. 
The stimulus package was a last- 
minute drop on us, and we could count 
not days but hours of reading and un-
derstanding what’s in a bill. Thinking 
in terms of 1,000 or more pages with 8 
or 10 hours to read the bill and then try 
to analyze all that it means when bills 
reference other sections of existing 
code, they reference definitions that 
exist in other places; and then if you 
get something like that read through, 
you also have to figure out what’s not 
in it, what’s missing, what’s been omit-
ted and, furthermore, what are the im-
plications of what is in it, and what are 
the implications of what’s missing. 

That’s why we need the public. There 
is no one person—in fact, all 435 Mem-
bers of this House of Representatives 
do not have among them, even if given 
enough time, the ability to analyze the 
implications of big pieces of legislation 
on their own, not without our staff, not 
without our constituents, not without 
people that have a direct responsibility 
for the components of the legislation 
that affects them the most. 

Good legislation is written by Mem-
bers of Congress that go out among the 
districts and among the real people 
that are working for a living and pay-
ing real taxes out of their income and 
their profits, taking a look at the cir-
cumstances of what’s right and what’s 
wrong, listening to the proposals that 
come from them and putting together 
careful legislation that brings about a 
right result. 

Once that’s put together, and then 
you float that out to get the input 
from Democrats and Republicans; and 
it isn’t just the input from the people 
that sit in these seats, Mr. Speaker. 
It’s the input from the American peo-
ple that talk to the people that sit in 
these seats who make the difference. 
When you short-circuit this process, 
when you take this process and bypass 
the committee process or do a mock 
markup, a sham markup in a com-
mittee process and pass a bill out and 
then do a bait-and-switch and bring a 
different bill to the floor than passed 
out of the committee—and it has hap-
pened at least three times this year, a 
different bill came to the floor than 
was passed out of the committee be-
cause they didn’t like an amendment 
that actually passed in the com-
mittee—they don’t seem to understand 
that the job of the Speaker or the job 
of the Chair of a committee is to bring 
out the will of the group. That’s the es-
sential responsibility of someone who 
is the Speaker or someone who is the 
Chair of a committee, bring out the 
will of the group. 

It’s not to impose their will on the 
group but to bring out the will of the 
group even when the Chair of the com-
mittee recognizes that there are good 
ideas coming before the committee but 
maybe it doesn’t exactly fit the poli-
tics that they’ve been directed to bring 
about out of committee, and when an 
amendment comes out of committee 
like, example for, an amendment that 
would have blocked all funding to 
ACORN to have the Chair afterwards 
change the language, send a different 
bill or a different piece of substance to 
the floor of the House of Representa-
tives, and the Members here have a 
right to have full confidence that the 
bill that comes to the floor reflects the 
product of the committee, too often it 
does not. 

The window for reading a bill and de-
bate and deliberation has been so short 
that on the cap-and-trade bill, that big 
bill of 1,100 pages that we had a very 
short time to digest, was brought to 
the floor, was filed, scheduled for de-
bate; and at 3:09 a.m. there was a 316- 
page amendment to an 1,100 page bill 
that was dropped into the RECORD at 
3:09 a.m.; and that morning we took the 
bill up. 

b 2115 

And we are to debate and deliberate 
and understand and evaluate with good 
judgment and due diligence the impli-
cations, ramifications and factors that 
come out of one of the biggest, most 

important bills in the history of this 
Congress? I believe Congress made, the 
House of Representatives made the 
most colossal mistake ever made in the 
history of this House. Three hundred 
sixteen pages at 3:09 a.m. on an 1,100- 
page bill. If you wanted to read it, no 
one had a chance to read it. No one had 
an opportunity to evaluate it. It was a 
surprise tactic. Actually, it wasn’t a 
surprise. We have gotten to the point 
where we expect those kinds of tactics. 
But that is bad policy. If you are pass-
ing legislation that cannot withstand 
the light of day, it should be pretty 
clear that it must be bad legislation, 
and the American people will reject it. 

To read a bill and have time to read 
a bill, I would direct, Mr. Speaker, 
your attention, and the public’s atten-
tion, to section 108 of the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1970 which reads 
in part, A measure or matter reported 
by any subcommittee shall not be con-
sidered in the House unless the report 
of that committee, upon that Member 
or matter, has been available to the 
Members of the House for at least 3 cal-
endar days. And that is 3 calendar days 
prior to the consideration of that Mem-
ber or matter in the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

We have a law, Mr. Speaker, we have 
a law that requires 3 calendar days to 
read a bill. But Mr. Speaker, the ‘‘salt-
water marsh’’ Speaker, the ‘‘personal 
earmark for brackish wetlands’’ Speak-
er, insists that a bill can come to the 
floor, and it can be a bill that no one 
has seen, it can be one that is written 
in the Speaker’s office, and it can have 
an amendment right behind it written 
also in the Speaker’s office just as a 
surprise tactic, and before the public 
can understand what is going on, actu-
ally before they can even believe some-
one would tear asunder this delibera-
tive body in the process, it is an act of 
the House of Representatives messaged 
over to the Senate, and on the cap-and- 
trade bill, the 1,100 pages sat down 
here, the 309 pages didn’t. And when 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
GOHMERT) asked the question, do we 
have a bill before us that is the subject 
of our debate? The answer that came 
from the Speaker’s chair was—I don’t 
remember exactly, but I remember the 
response: Well, we don’t quite have it 
yet, but everyone knows what we are 
talking about. 

So after many exchanges, finally, we 
suspended the operation for about 35 
minutes while we went through this ex-
change of trying to determine, what is 
the subject of our debate? Shouldn’t 
the House of Representatives have, 
even if no one else can get their hands 
on the paperwork or the electronic 
version, shouldn’t the United States 
House of Representatives have at least 
one copy of the subject? Have got a dic-
tionary over here, a big unabridged dic-
tionary. It is there if someone were to 
argue about what the English language 
is. But we are here arguing about a bill 
that no one can look up and read. No 
one can verify if we are accurate. The 
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bill’s amendment was not here. The bill 
was. The amendment wasn’t. Later 
they brought the amendment down and 
began to integrate it. It takes a long 
time to integrate 316 pages into 1,100 
and to get it right. 

And the question was asked, If this 
bill passes the House and it is not 
available for inspection by any Mem-
bers of the House, is it possible for us 
to message over to the Senate if it 
doesn’t exist at the time of its passage? 
Well, somehow, we did. But it shouldn’t 
be possible. The process has to be right. 

We should follow the law. We should 
follow this section of the law that is 
section 108 of the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1970. That is one of the 
laws we should follow. We should fol-
low the law of common decency and re-
spect for each other and respect for the 
process and the Founding Fathers and 
for the Constitution and do due dili-
gence and not put generational legisla-
tion up and pass it because there was a 
political momentum to get it done be-
fore anybody can see what it is that we 
are actually doing here and do it some-
times in the middle of the night. 

I would be really happy to yield to 
the gentlelady from Minnesota, who I 
know has been very engaged in these 
issues and on top of helping to clean up 
some of the open doors that are here 
for the culture of corruption that ex-
ists under this leadership of the House 
of Representatives. 

I yield so much time as she may con-
sume to the gentlelady of Minnesota 
(Mrs. BACHMANN). 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Iowa for 
this moment just to be able to speak 
about what is happening here in Wash-
ington, D.C. I don’t think anyone has 
ever seen anything like what we have 
seen in the recent months, and we can 
even trace it back to last fall when the 
Democratic Congress could not wait to 
get passed the TARP funding bill to-
gether with the former Bush adminis-
tration. 

They were in a hurry, just like the 
gentleman from Iowa has stated. We 
are seeing that this is a Congress that 
is in a hurry, in a hurry because they 
have got an agenda. They are on a 
steamroller path. They are on a blitz-
krieg path. They have to get every-
thing done yesterday. We can’t have 
time to read bills. We can’t take time 
to truly count the costs, because we 
are in a hurry. There is an agenda that 
has to be performed. 

We heard the President of the United 
States tell the Democrat Caucus just 
last week, We can’t miss this oppor-
tunity for reform. We have got to get it 
done. We have to do it now. We can’t 
wait. We have got to do everything 
now. That is what we were told last 
fall. We were told that we would see 
economic Armageddon if we didn’t pass 
the $700 billion TARP bill. 

What was that? That was a blank 
check. We were told, Just trust me. It 
was a ‘‘trust me’’ defense. We were 
told, Just trust the Treasury Sec-

retary. They have to have $700 billion, 
or we will see an absolute collapse of 
the financial world. And so we were all 
pushed into it. I voted ‘‘no’’ on that 
bill. But the Democratic-controlled 
Congress passed the $700 billion bailout 
for the banking system and also for the 
foreclosure and the subprime mess that 
we are in. 

Well, where are we at today with the 
subprime mess? We are seeing fore-
closures still at a record high. We are 
seeing unemployment still at a record 
high. Did this help us, this $700 billion 
blank check that went to the Secretary 
of the Treasury? What did that lead to? 

Well, President Obama was all for the 
TARP bailout when it came, when he 
was Senator Obama, and then we saw 
in December when he was President- 
elect Obama, he prevailed upon the 
President. He said, We can’t wait, we 
have got to hurry. We can’t wait until 
January until I’m sworn in as Presi-
dent. I’m asking you, President Bush, 
to release to the Automobile Task 
Force something like $17 billion so we 
can bail out GM and so we can bail out 
Chrysler, because it has to be done 
today. We can’t wait until January 
when I’m sworn in. It has got to be 
done today. 

So President Bush gave that $17 bil-
lion to the Automobile Task Force at 
President-elect Obama’s request. And 
we all know what happened. We saw 
what happened to Chrysler. It essen-
tially collapsed in a shotgun wedding 
to Fiat. A foreign car company was 
brought in and forced to purchase and 
buy out Chrysler. We saw the bond-
holders, whose rights were virtually 
stripped away from Chrysler, and we 
saw the UAW instead jump in front of 
the bondholders and take advantage of 
that position, and now the Federal 
Government and the UAW and Fiat 
own that company. 

What happened to GM? We saw that 
UAW owns that company and the Fed-
eral Government now, as of the Friday 
before last, is the 61 percent share-
holder. What did that get us? One hun-
dred fifty thousand jobs lost. Because 
we saw pink slips go to 3,400 dealers of 
Chrysler and GM across the country, 
and 150,000 people, potentially, are out 
of work. Well, then we had to get the 
stimulus passed, the largest spending 
package in the history of our country, 
$1.1 trillion. Think of that: $1.1 trillion. 
But it had to be done today. And we 
didn’t have time to read that bill, oh, 
no, sir. We can’t read that bill because 
this is too important. President Obama 
told us we had to pass that bill. 

The bill was passed by Congress. I 
voted against it. Representative KING 
voted against the stimulus bill. But 
President Obama had to have that bill. 
Well, did he sign it? No. He went to 
Chicago. He went to play basketball. 
He took 4 days, rather than passing 
this bill he had to have in his hands, 
because he had to have this $1.1 trillion 
stimulus bill. 

Well, we didn’t get that bill very 
much ahead of time either, and it was 

a little bit embarrassing because of all 
the earmarks that bill contained. Oh, 
we weren’t told they were earmarks, 
but they were earmarks nonetheless. 
All sorts of special projects were in 
that bill. 

Then we were told we had to pass the 
budget bill, an 8 percent increase over 
the previous budget bill. We had to 
pass it right away. We couldn’t wait 
and have extra time for debate, no, no, 
no. We had to pass that bill now be-
cause otherwise bad things might hap-
pen. 

Well, what has happened? What hap-
pened as a result of the stimulus bill? 
We were told if we didn’t pass that 
stimulus bill, we could see 8 percent 
unemployment. Wouldn’t that be ter-
rible? What is unemployment today? 
Nine point five percent. In the State of 
Michigan it is 15.2 percent. What about 
jobs? What about all the jobs that were 
created? Two million jobs have been 
lost since the stimulus bill was put for-
ward. One hundred fifty thousand jobs 
were lost because the government got 
involved in GM and Chrysler and hand-
ed out pink slips. This isn’t going real 
well for us. 

Then cap-and-trade, cap-and-tax, the 
ultimate authority that government 
could have over every person’s life in 
the United States. Literally, every 
time we flick on a switch, it will be the 
government telling us how much we 
are going to pay to flick on that 
switch, or if we can even have the 
power to do that. Cap-and-trade, the 
mother of all bills, and we got that bill 
13 hours before we passed that bill. 
Thirteen hours before, 1,100 pages, but 
don’t worry, trust me. Trust me. It will 
bring good things to this country. And 
what will that give us? We already 
know. Two and one half million jobs a 
year leave the United States. We might 
as well call it the ‘‘China-India stim-
ulus plan’’ because we are going to lose 
2.5 million jobs, bye bye, away they go, 
out of the United States. 

And then what is the next bill we 
have in front of us? Well, an article 
today in the newspaper says that on 
this health care bill that we are look-
ing at, that by the way, we have got to 
pass, it was revealed last week, here it 
was, 1,018 pages long, that the next day 
Members of Congress had to vote on it, 
and the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee revealed to the public that the 
next day we need to be prepared to vote 
on a 1,018-page bill. 

Mr. Speaker, it isn’t that Members of 
Congress are lazy. And it isn’t that 
Members of Congress are too stupid to 
be able to read these bills. It is the fact 
that the Democrat leadership in this 
House is unwilling to allow us to read 
the bills. We even had the majority 
leader, STENY HOYER, probably in an 
accident, admit that if many Members 
of this body actually read the bills, 
there probably would be very few votes. 
As a matter of fact, the gentleman 
from Iowa has the quote of the major-
ity leader, and it says ‘‘If every Mem-
ber pledged to not vote for the health 
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care bill if they hadn’t read it in its en-
tirety, I think we would have very few 
votes.’’ 

I would agree with the leader. I think 
that there would be very few votes if 
Members of Congress would read this 
bill. That is why the Obama adminis-
tration and the Democrat leadership 
are steamrolling these bills through be-
fore anyone has time to be able to read 
it because they know, as was written in 
the paper today, this is by Christina 
Romer, President Obama’s Council of 
Economic Advisers chairwoman, she 
said that this bill will cost employers 
$300 billion. It will cost workers 5 mil-
lion jobs. Well, let’s think about that 
now. Five million jobs from health care 
loss, and that doesn’t include the taxes 
that would be put on small businesses, 
so it is 5 million there, 2.5 million from 
cap-and-trade, that is every year 
though, and then 2 million from the 
stimulus, 150,000 from GM and Chrys-
ler. I don’t think we are going in the 
right direction. 

And this is from a President who said 
that he wouldn’t be raising taxes on 95 
percent of the American people. Unfor-
tunately, it appears that that promise 
has already been broken. 

I yield back to the gentleman from 
Iowa. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the gen-
tlelady from Minnesota. And I can’t 
help but reflect that the President’s 
earliest promise on this stimulus pack-
age was that he would create or save 
3.5 million jobs and that got lowered 
down to 2 million jobs altogether. But 
the instant those words came out of his 
mouth, I thought, why would someone 
say ‘‘create or save?’’ ‘‘Create or save,’’ 
what does that mean? What would be 
the point of a promise that he would 
‘‘create or save’’ 3.5 million jobs? And 
the answer, of course, is that if you 
say, I will create 3.5 million jobs, then 
you have to identify which jobs it is 
that you have created. Was it Cater-
pillar who he said had actually signed 
on with him in his stimulus plan? Was 
that an assumption on the part of 
President Obama? So where are these 
jobs that you would create? You would 
have to point to them and get a CEO 
that said, Yes, because of this stimulus 
plan, I have opened up this new produc-
tion line, and here are 20,000 jobs here, 
and you add them all up, and you have 
to come up with 3.5 million. But if you 
say ‘‘create or save’’ jobs, you can al-
ways point to existing jobs and claim 
that you have saved them. 

So in the analysis of his rationale, if 
someone is going to create or save 3.5 
million jobs, if they are remaining, if 
they haven’t been laid off except for 
the last 3.5 million and you can say, 
Oh, yes, they are the ones I saved. I 
saved the 3.5 million that were left, 
even though we may have lost 137.5 
million jobs in the process, and he 
would be telling the truth. 

This is a situation where we have the 
master of ambiguity. We do have the 
master of mesmerization going on at 
the same time. People hear what they 

want to hear because the language is 
crafted to speak to our hearts instead 
of our heads. 

b 2130 

When he says I’ll create or save 31⁄2 
million jobs, that is mostly on the save 
side, not on the create side, because 
this has gone south in a sad way. And 
we’ve seen our unemployment go from 
the promise that it could go above 8 
percent to 9.5 percent. How many peo-
ple is that, Mr. Speaker? 

Well, the number is 141⁄2 million un-
employed. That’s the ones on the un-
employment roll. Then there’s another 
5.8 million people that don’t qualify for 
unemployment that are looking for a 
job. So you add the total up to that, 
and it isn’t hard to get up in that num-
ber of over 20 million. 

And there was an article written just 
the other day. I believe it was in Na-
tional Review. I’ve forgotten the name 
of the author that had done the cal-
culation of this. And the projection 
was that it’s closer to 25 million people 
unemployed, especially when you ac-
count for those that are under-
employed, those that have seen their 
hours reduced. 

So we have had the data that shows 
that unemployment, the extended pe-
riod of time that people are claiming 
unemployment is longer than it’s been. 
I believe the number is the longest it’s 
been in 48 years of unemployment. And 
at the same time that was extended, 
the length of unemployment benefits, 
we’ve also seen people who are working 
fewer hours per week. So we have a lot 
of underemployed that don’t qualify 
yet as unemployed. 

This economy that’s here completely 
misunderstands what this economy is 
about. This is the experiment of the 
Keynesian economists on steroids; the 
people that believe that you can bor-
row money to no end, grow government 
to no end, replace private sector jobs 
with government jobs, and stimulate 
the economy with borrowed tax dol-
lars, and buy goods that are made in 
China and borrow money from the Chi-
nese to buy them. 

This whole circle doesn’t work. You 
have to produce things that have value, 
and you have to lay out the truth when 
you do it. 

I want to go back to this statement 
that I made earlier, and just very brief-
ly point out section 108 of the Legisla-
tive Reorganization Act of 1970 that 
says this. And without reading all that 
language through, it says, 3 days to 
read a bill or we’re not going to take it 
up on the floor. That’s the law. That’s 
the law, but apparently the Speaker of 
the House isn’t bound by the law, and 
I hope that there was a way to enforce 
that. And I actually don’t know how we 
enforce such a law. Republicans are 
doing all they can do, everything they 
can do procedurally. 

This is the quote, of course, from the 
majority leader that said, if every 
Member read the bill, well, there 
wouldn’t be a bill because they would 

come to grips with their senses or else 
the public would make sure that they 
did. 

This is a list of the bills that were 
rushed through to the floor, and many 
of them were addressed by the gentle-
lady from Minnesota (Mrs. BACHMANN). 
But here in the 111th Congress, every 
controversial bill passed by the House 
has been forced through in less than 3 
days, in violation of this section of the 
code here. In less than 3 days. Every 
one has violated this section 108 of the 
code, every one of these controversial 
bills. 

And to take you through them, the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act of 2000, the stimulus bill. I guess I 
didn’t really know what the real name 
was. The stimulus bill, $787 billion that 
was rammed through in less than 3 
days. Violation of public law 108, sec-
tion 108. 

Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram, SCHIP, rammed through, and 
this violates the very principle that 
SCHIP was established on in the first 
place, and it’s designed to bring about, 
to close the gap so that we end up with 
a mandatory national health care act. 
It’s one of the incremental changes 
that are there. They actually passed 
out of this House a bill that was 400 
percent of poverty, that would have 
paid people’s health insurance so that 
children in families making over 
$102,000 in Iowa, and some of those fam-
ilies would have been paying the alter-
native minimum tax, in fact, 70,000 
families in America would have been, 
well actually in the end, are paying the 
alternative minimum tax even though 
their children’s health insurance is 
paid for because SCHIP is designed to 
pay health insurance on children whose 
families can’t afford it. 

So, $102,000. Tax them some extra in 
the rich man’s alternative minimum 
tax. And we tax them so much they 
can’t afford to provide health insur-
ance for their children, so we buy them 
health insurance, and we rush the bill 
through. And by the way, in there it 
opens up the door for Medicaid to pro-
vide health care for illegals under Med-
icaid. That rule was also changed in 
this and the data that I put out holds 
up to be fact. 

The Lilly Ledbetter Fair Pay Act of 
2007. That was the bill where Lilly 
Ledbetter alleged that she was dis-
criminated against in a job way back 
some years ago. There was a statute of 
limitations on that bill, on the legisla-
tion that she sought to sue her employ-
ers under. The statute of limitations 
had expired, long past. And still Demo-
crats argued that, even though the Su-
preme Court upheld the statute, that 
they thought it just wasn’t fair. The 
old ‘‘it ain’t fair’’ brothers got at it 
again and decided that they wanted to 
change the rules after the fact. 

I’m okay with changing the rules 
after the fact, as long as it doesn’t af-
fect the people that were living under 
the law at the time, during the fact. 
But this was retroactive. This was like 
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double jeopardy for the taxpayers. And 
the Lilly Ledbetter Act rammed 
through this Congress. 

The Paycheck Fairness Act, rammed 
through Congress. Omnibus Public 
Land Management Act of 2009, rammed 
through. Omnibus Appropriations Act 
of 2009, the big stacked bill that runs 
the government when you’re afraid to 
do appropriations in a legitimate way, 
rammed through. No amendments ei-
ther, by the way. 

Then, to impose an additional tax on 
bonuses received from the TARP’s AIG 
bonuses. So we had to ram through 
TARP, and then when the rules weren’t 
written in TARP with any oversight, 
then AIG decided to pay millions of 
dollars of bonuses to people that 
worked for them, retention bonuses 
they were. But 11 of the people no 
longer worked for AIG. They got part 
of the millions in retention bonuses, 
too. That had to be rammed through 
because Democrats were vulnerable to 
public criticism because they had 
passed legislation that opened the 
door, and they rammed legislation 
through quickly so there wasn’t an op-
portunity to evaluate, debate, amend 
or scrutinize. And the result was hun-
dreds of millions of dollars paid off to 
provide retention bonuses for AIG ex-
ecutives, at least 11 of whom didn’t 
work for AIG anymore. So we had to 
pass some legislation to take the 
public’s pressure off of the people that 
opened up the door for that legislation. 
So that was that. 

The Supplemental Appropriations 
Act of 2009, rammed through. The 
American Clean Energy and Security 
Act, which, I’m sure—yeah, here we 
are. The cap-and-tax bill, rammed 
through. All of these major bills 
rammed through in violation of public 
law section 108. Three days to read the 
bill. That’s the law. 

You know, they’ve got the votes to 
repeal any piece of legislation that’s 
been passed by any previous Congress. 
When you’ve got the votes to do that, 
you would think you have—remember 
the audacity of hope that comes from 
the White House? You would think 
you’d at least have the audacity to 
change the law instead of violate it. 
That’s what I’m seeing here in this 
Congress, and it really irks me to see 
people do this to our Congress and to 
our system. 

This is the President’s promise. I 
spoke to it but not—I didn’t quote it. 
The President said, We need sunlight 
before signing bills. Too often bills are 
rushed through Congress and to the 
President before the public has the op-
portunity to review them. As Presi-
dent, I will not sign any nonemergency 
bill without giving the American pub-
lic an opportunity to review and com-
ment on the White House Web site for 
5 days. Barack Obama. 

Does that sound like anything we’ve 
seen him do? 

Mrs. BACHMANN. If the gentleman 
would yield. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. I’d yield. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. I’m wondering 
what he means by that, by 5 days. Does 
that mean that once the bill gets to 
the President, he’ll allow it just to rest 
on his desk for 5 days? People would 
have a chance to comment? 

But it also seems, the public law that 
the gentleman from Iowa displayed, 
Members of Congress are supposed to 
be able to get a chance, too. I think 
this is wonderful that the President 
wants the American people to have 5 
days to be able to read a bill, but I 
think it would be wonderful if Members 
of Congress could have 5 days to read a 
bill before we vote on it. After all, 
maybe we should all take an Evelyn 
Wood speed reading course, because if 
we have to read over 1,000 pages or 1,100 
pages in a bill in 13 hours, we’re going 
to need to have maybe those recordings 
where they’re sped up a little bit so it 
sounds like Alvin and the Chipmunks 
reading a bill to us. I don’t know what 
it’s going to take, but Members of Con-
gress should also have the opportunity 
to be able to read the bills, and to do 
that, we need to have time, too. So this 
doesn’t say much. 

If President Obama says that a bill 
should just maybe be on his desk for 5 
days, if Members of Congress aren’t 
also given that courtesy, after all, we 
are the people’s representatives. We’re 
sent here on behalf of the people back 
home to read these bills, talk about 
these bills between Republicans and 
Democrats. Isn’t that what we’re sup-
posed to do, talk to each other, talk 
about what our ideas are, what the 
ideas on the other side of the aisle are, 
make the bill a little bit better, then 
put it on the floor? 

Maybe part of the problem, I wonder, 
is the fact that we’re just trying to do 
things a little too fast. That’s what it 
seems like to me, that maybe this Con-
gress is trying to rush through too 
much too fast. Maybe that’s why we 
have a greater deficit than we’ve ever 
seen before. 

We ran out of money in April. Back 
in April, this Congress spent all the 
money that it had in its budget already 
in April. So every day we’ve been 
spending billions and billions and bil-
lions, every single day that we don’t 
have. And so now, today, it’s July, 
we’re already over $1 trillion in deficit. 
We’re going to be nearly $2 trillion in 
deficit. 

And here’s something else I don’t un-
derstand. The President is supposed to 
release, in mid-July, the budget up-
date. We have the numbers already, but 
the President has said he’s going to 
wait until mid-August to release his 
budget update. 

Now, this is a little concerning to 
me, a little fishy to me, because we’re 
being told, Mr. Speaker, that in less 
than 2 weeks’ time the President of the 
United States expects that we will pass 
legislation that would allow the Fed-
eral Government to take over 17 per-
cent of the private economy. 

Now, there was an economist from 
Arizona State University 2 weeks ago 

on the front page of the Washington 
Times who wrote an article that said, 
we now have the Federal Government, 
for the first time, having control or 
owning 30 percent of all private busi-
ness profits in this country. Thirty per-
cent of all private business profits in 
America are owned or controlled by the 
Federal Government today. 

If President Obama and if the Demo-
crat-controlled Congress gets their 
way, that will be an additional 17 per-
cent. 

Now, this President’s only been in of-
fice for 6 months, and already 30 per-
cent of the private business profits are 
owned or controlled by the Federal 
Government. Now, by August 1st he 
wants to make that 47 percent? I cer-
tainly hope we can read these bills first 
before we’re asked to do that. 

I yield to the gentleman from Iowa. 
Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the gen-

tlelady from Minnesota. And as you 
talk about that percentage, 30 percent, 
the private business profits in the 
country, who would have been believed 
a year ago or 8 or 9 months ago, who 
would have believed that eight huge 
private sector entities would be nation-
alized by this administration? 

We have three large investment 
banks nationalized by this administra-
tion, one large company, AIG Insur-
ance, nationalized. Fannie and Freddie 
used to be private, became a govern-
ment-sponsored enterprise, and now 
they’re wholly owned by the Federal 
Government, with about $100 billion 
dropped into each and about $5.5 tril-
lion in contingent liabilities wrapped 
up in Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. 
And of course we have General Motors, 
61 percent, and Chrysler a smaller per-
centage. I don’t remember that exact 
number. 

But then you’ve got, also, the Cana-
dians that own about 121⁄2 percent of 
General Motors and the unions that 
own 171⁄2 percent of General Motors. 
There’s not a lot left out there for the 
bondholders, the people that were the 
secured creditors, because they got 
aced out. 

Who would have thought eight huge 
entities, hundreds of billions of dollars, 
and taking these companies off, out of 
the private sector and put them into 
the hands of government control? 

And the President fires the CEO of 
General Motors and hires his guy, 
Fritz. And the President cleans out the 
board of directors at General Motors 
and appoints all but two of the board of 
directors of General Motors. 

And then he says, the President says, 
I’m not interested in the day-to-day 
operations of General Motors. I don’t 
think we should be running the place. I 
don’t want to do the nationalization of 
this. It is just something that we have 
to do. 

And here’s the irony of it. President 
Obama was elected at least in part be-
cause he attacked George Bush for 
going into Iraq and not having an exit 
strategy. Now, President Obama has 
gone in and nationalized these eight 
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huge private sector companies that I 
have listed here, and he says he doesn’t 
want to be nationalizing and he doesn’t 
want to be in the day-to-day oper-
ations, but he names the CEO, replaces 
the board of directors. His car czar is 
on the phone every day with the chair-
man of the board of General Motors, 
sometimes multiple times a day. Well, 
that was the former car czar. We don’t 
know what the future car czar is going 
to be. We’ve got 32 czars. 
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The President is in the formerly pri-
vate sector. He got invested in all of 
that. He found a crisis, capitalized on 
it: nationalized. Now, I have read the 
Web page for the Democratic Socialists 
of America. That is exactly their plan. 
It is in print. In fact, it’s more aggres-
sive than on their own Web site. The 
President has nationalized proud pri-
vate-sector corporations, and he has 
done so without an exit strategy. 

All at the same time, he has been 
critical of President Bush for not hav-
ing an exit strategy in Iraq. President 
Bush’s exit strategy in Iraq is in print. 
It’s called the SOFA Agreement, the 
Status of Forces Agreement, nego-
tiated and agreed to by President 
George W. Bush. The exit strategy for 
Iraq was victory, victory with honor, 
victory and leave a legacy of a self-gov-
erning democracy of a moderate coun-
try that could govern themselves and 
that could control their own national 
destiny. 

All of that is in place today, and 
President Obama is carrying out the 
exit strategy of George Bush to the let-
ter, spelled out in the Status of Forces 
Agreement, without a peep in the 
media about what’s going on over 
there. All they talk about is we’re de-
ploying out of Iraq. No, we’re deploying 
out of Iraq cities back to the bases be-
cause the surge worked. 

Now, President Bush had an exit 
strategy. He didn’t talk about it com-
pletely because he had to be a little 
flexible. He carried out his exit strat-
egy. He ordered the surge. He nego-
tiated the SOFA Agreement. He handed 
over an Iraq in a war that was won. 
The war was won on the day that 
Barack Obama took the oath of office 
here just outside these doors, and now 
it needs to be sustained and main-
tained. Afghanistan is a lot harder, but 
there is an exit strategy in place set by 
George Bush. There is no exit strategy 
for these eight private companies that 
have been nationalized by President 
Obama. 

When I see the picture of President 
Obama standing next to Hugo Chavez 
and when they ask me what that tells 
me, I say, you know, the chief 
nationalizer is our guy, not their guy. 
Our guy has nationalized more compa-
nies and more billions of dollars’ worth 
of privately held assets than Hugo Cha-
vez ever dreamed of doing—well, at 
least within the last year. Chavez 
might have added a bit more compa-
nies over time, but so far this year, he 

has only taken out one Cargill rice 
plant, and has nationalized that in 
Venezuela. 

It is a chilling thought to think of 
how fast this Nation has lurched to the 
left. We’ve leaped off of the abyss, and 
we’ve got to figure out how to fly to 
get back to where we are in the free 
markets again. 

So I would be happy to yield to the 
gentlelady from Minnesota to pick up 
from there. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. I thank the gen-
tleman from Iowa. 

There is a lot to contemplate when 
we’re talking about this national take-
over of health care. The gentleman has 
every reason to be concerned because, 
when the government takes over an 
area of American national life as we 
have seen, the American people are the 
ones who lose control and who lose 
choice over their economic destinies. 

Here is one thing we’ve been hearing 
about from the Speaker of the House. 
She has been talking about how this 
nationalization of health care will be 
paid for through prevention, that we’ll 
have new prevention in place that will 
keep Americans healthier and that we 
will realize something like over $500 
billion in savings in prevention. 

Well, where is it? Itemize it. What is 
it that we aren’t doing now that we’re 
going to see dramatically occur in pre-
vention? It isn’t there. 

It’s not going to materialize because 
we know where the savings will come 
from. It will come from the Federal bu-
reaucracy, and we have the Federal bu-
reaucracy that’s contained in the bill 
that the Democrats have put forward. 
This big mess that’s on this chart 
shows 32 new Federal Government 
agencies. This is what will stand be-
tween any American and his doctor. So 
think of an American standing on that 
side of the paper with 32 bureaucracies. 
You’ve got to get through this lab-
yrinth, Mr. Speaker, before you can get 
to your physician. 

Now, is this what Americans want? 
A study was just completed that 

showed that 89 percent of Americans 
today are happy with the health care 
that they receive. Another study that 
was done said 77 percent of Americans 
are happy with the health care that 
they receive. Now, that doesn’t mean 
that our health care system is perfect. 
It isn’t. One of the greatest things that 
we can do is to make all Americans’ 
medical expenses deductible on their 
insurance. That would be something 
great that we could do for the Amer-
ican people because the biggest prob-
lem in health care today is not access; 
it’s the cost. Health care premiums are 
going through the roof. Well, what can 
we do? 

We could change the Tax Code, and 
we could allow Americans to purchase 
their health care the same way they 
purchase their car insurance—across 
State lines, buy in pools, bring down 
the price, have true competition, and 
allow small clinics like the 
MinuteClinics, for instance in Min-

nesota, to be set up all across the 
United States. Have health savings ac-
counts so that you control your own 
costs, and you take it with you. The 
government doesn’t own your health 
care. You do. 

Mr. Speaker, this is the plan that 
President Obama wants for the Amer-
ican people, a great labyrinth of bu-
reaucracy. How are you ever going to 
get your health care if you’ve got to go 
through this bureaucracy? 

One thing we know about bureauc-
racies is they justify their own 
existences, and they all make a lot of 
money. The average Federal employee 
today makes about $75,000 a year plus 
benefits. There are a lot of people out 
there who would love to make $75,000 a 
year. Well, we’re creating 32 new bu-
reaucratic agencies. This is nonsense. 
This is about a government-created 
welfare bureaucracy. That’s what this 
is about. It’s not about insuring more 
Americans, because even under the 
Democrats’ own forecast, not all Amer-
icans are even going to be covered. 

Potentially, about half of the people 
who are uninsured now can afford to 
pay for that insurance. Of the other 
half who can’t afford it, we have a good 
amount of people who are under 35 who 
are in very temporary situations. 
About a third of those people are ille-
gal aliens. Truly, only somewhere be-
tween 12 and 16 million people aren’t 
insured. That out of 305 million? Sure-
ly, we can find an answer for them. 

Why wreck the health care that 89 
percent of Americans say they like so 
that we can give government control 
over 17 percent of the American econ-
omy? Why do we want to do this? 

This is President Obama’s vision for 
American health care. It’s not what 
Americans want. There is no savings 
extracted out of prevention, not to the 
level that they’re talking about. We 
need to get real about health care, and 
that’s why the American people need 
to melt the phone lines of their Mem-
bers of Congress. They need to let them 
know what they think about this plan 
before it’s too late. 

I yield back to the gentleman from 
Iowa. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the gen-
tlelady from Minnesota. 

Having seen the Technicolor, modern 
version of the National Health Care 
Act that has been delivered to us cour-
tesy, so far, of a committee or two here 
in the House of Representatives, I went 
back through the archives and dusted 
off this scary concept here. Some will 
look at this and will recognize what 
this is: 

This is the 1993–1994 HillaryCare 
version. This is a copy of the poster 
that is the precursor to the full color 
one that Mrs. BACHMANN put up. This 
poster was on my wall in my construc-
tion office back in those years, and it 
actually hung there for years. I hung it 
there for years as a reminder to me of 
what they could cook up if you put 
people in a room and closed the door. 

Remember, this was a secret process, 
too. It was driven about the same way. 
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It’s a process that they don’t want the 
American people to weigh in on, so 
they met in secret week after week 
with all of this intensity and with all 
of these—Ira Magaziner, do you re-
member that name? Harold Ickes was 
another one. These people were meet-
ing in there. They were smart people. 
They put smart people in a room. I can 
tell you what happens when you put a 
whole lot of smart people together and 
you give them an assignment, Mr. 
Speaker. Highly intelligent people will 
always overcomplicate things. The rea-
son they do that is, otherwise, there 
wouldn’t be any particular advantage 
to being highly intelligent. 

So you could just go down to the sim-
ple solution to the complex problems 
and let human nature take over, and 
all would go on just fine. But, no, we 
put highly intelligent people in place, 
and these are generally liberal elitists 
who are working to try to create this 
utopia here on Earth because they do 
think that is the ‘‘be all and end all’’ 
for them. It is not for us. 

So here is the HillaryCare version. I 
look down through this list, and there 
are some things that concern me a lot: 
the Regional Health Alliance, the om-
budsman. Why do you need him? You 
need another ombudsman here. The Ac-
countability Health Plan, that sounds 
really familiar. I think that might be 
different lingo there. The HMO pro-
vider plan, I don’t know that that’s in 
there. HMOs were de rigueur then, but 
now they have reached a little bit of 
criticism. Here is one, the global budg-
et. Why do you need a global budget to 
provide national health care? 

So of all of these things on this sche-
matic, this schematic, this scary flow-
chart, is, I think, the biggest thing 
that sunk HillaryCare back in the ’90s 
because the American people looked at 
that, and it scared them that anyone 
could cook up such a schematic. This is 
the black-and-white version that could 
be printed back then, which was just 
shortly after the advent of the Inter-
net. 

Mrs. BACHMANN has the full Techni-
color version, and I would appreciate it 
if the camera would turn there. 

If the camera would focus on the col-
ored chart, on the bottom are two iden-
tical-sized purple circles. The one on 
the left is the qualified health benefits 
plan, and the one on the right is the 
Obama plan, the Obama health insur-
ance plan. The white box to the left of 
the left purple circle is the existing 
health insurance, the traditional 
health insurance plans. None of them 
could qualify to sell insurance to any 
American until the health insurance 
czar qualifies them to go into the pur-
ple circle, the qualified health benefits 
plan circle. The health insurance czar 
would be the guy who would make sure 
that the new public health plan that 
was written could compete with the 
private plans. 

So if you’re going to write the rules 
for your guy, are you going to make 
one size fits all? Are you going to put 

conditions on those private insurance 
plans so that the public plan can com-
pete? Or are you going to take the pub-
lic plan and try to get it to compete 
with the private sector? I think it’s the 
former, not the latter. I think we will 
see a one size fits all. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Will the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. KING of Iowa. I would be happy 
to yield. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. That was the as-
pect of the Hillary plan. It was an out-
lawing of all private insurance. The 
one thing we know from page 16 of the 
1,018-page bill is that no more private 
insurance policies can be written— 
never, nada. You can’t write any more 
private insurance. Of course, if the pub-
lic option is subsidized by government 
at 30 to 40 percent less than the private 
insurance plans, what we know from 
the Levin Group is that 113 million 
Americans will be collapsed out of pri-
vate insurance and will be put over 
into the government option, thus col-
lapsing the private insurance industry. 
It will all be government, and that’s 
within 5 years that we will see the end 
of private care in the public. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate your indulgence, and I know 
I’ve convinced you deeply, and I would 
yield back the balance of my time. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. CAPUANO (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today. 

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York (at the 
request of Mr. HOYER) for today 
through July 31 on account of back sur-
gery. 

Mr. CRENSHAW (at the request of Mr. 
BOEHNER) for today on account of being 
unavoidably detained in the district. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. WOOLSEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Ms. WATERS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. POE of Texas) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:) 

Mr. CARTER, for 5 minutes, July 22. 
Mr. POE of Texas, for 5 minutes, July 

27. 
Mr. JONES, for 5 minutes, July 27. 
Mr. BUCHANAN, for 5 minutes, July 22. 
Mrs. SCHMIDT, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MCCOTTER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MORAN of Kansas, for 5 minutes, 

today, July 21, 22, 23 and 24. 

Mrs. BACHMANN, for 5 minutes, today. 
f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 57 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, July 21, 2009, at 10:30 a.m., for 
morning-hour debate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows: 

2727. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement; Use of 
Commercial Software (DFARS Case 2008- 
D044) (RIN: 0750-AG32) received July 8, 2009, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

2728. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement; Motor 
Carrier Fuel Surcharge (DFARS Case 2008- 
D040) (RIN: 0750-AG30) received July 8, 2009, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

2729. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement; Lease of 
Vessels, Aircraft, and Combat Vehicles 
(DFARS Case 2006-D013) (RIN: 0750-AF39) re-
ceived July 8, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

2730. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement; Lead Sys-
tem Integrators (DFARS Case 2006-D051) 
(RIN: 0750-AF80) received July 8, 2009, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

2731. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement; Limita-
tion on Procurements on Behalf of DoD 
(DFARS Case 2008-D005) (RIN: 0750-AG24) re-
ceived July 8, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

2732. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement; Acquisi-
tion of Commercial Items (DFARS Case 2008- 
D011) (RIN: 0750-AG23) received July 8, 2009, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

2733. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Reserve Affairs, Department of Defense, 
transmitting the National Guard ChalleNGe 
Program Annual Report for Fiscal Year 2008, 
pursuant to 32 U.S.C. 509 (K); to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

2734. A letter from the Under Secretary for 
Acquisition, Technology and Logistics, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting Selected 
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