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involved, that the Federal Reserve 
didn’t print enough money fast enough 
and they didn’t have a big enough bail-
out package and they needed a lot 
more regulation. 

So they did all of those things for the 
first time in our history, under the two 
administrations, the Hoover and the 
Roosevelt administrations, and they 
prolonged the Depression. They took a 
1-year depression/recession and turned 
it into a 15-year depression. 

So I believe what we are going 
through right now is the same old song 
and dance. We are doing the same thing 
again. We have this new inquiry, and 
the members of the commission are 
people who didn’t see it coming, didn’t 
explain it, and didn’t anticipate it. And 
the people who are coming before the 
commission, as far as I can see so far, 
had no anticipation or are acting sur-
prised that the crisis came and that 
there was a bubble. So I can hardly see 
any good results coming from this. 

My position over the many years has 
been that the Federal Reserve is a dan-
gerous organization because it creates 
the bubble. Our country would be bet-
ter off with a strong central bank like 
the Federal Reserve. I argue from a 
moral, economic, and a constitutional 
viewpoint that it has no right to exist 
and it is very dangerous to us. 

I am very pleased, though, that one 
of the pieces of legislation I intro-
duced, H.R. 1207, to audit the Federal 
Reserve, has met with a large amount 
of support. We have 316 cosponsors of 
that bill, and I think that is a major 
step in the right direction, looking to 
the Federal Reserve for the cause of 
our problem: the easy money system, 
the easy credit, the fixing of interest 
rates too low. 

Now, the reason I am addressing this 
is because I believe the correction has 
a long way to run and that eventually 
we will have to have monetary reform. 
Now, in spite of my position being that 
we don’t need the Federal Reserve, I 
am not in favor of closing the Federal 
Reserve down in one day or two. But I 
do believe the monetary system will 
close down this government and the 
monetary system and the Federal Re-
serve and a lot of other things if we 
continue on our profligate ways of 
spending and borrowing and inflating 
the currency and regulating the cur-
rency, and this will get much worse 
until we have a total collapse of the 
system. 

So my bill, what it does is it intro-
duces competition, competition in cur-
rencies. The Federal Reserve system 
and the dollar standard is run by a car-
tel, a monopoly. They don’t allow com-
petition because they know that they 
can’t compete. Just as we have com-
petition in the post office with FedEx 
and UPS, I think that the Federal Re-
serve deserves a little competition. The 
public school system has competition 
with private schools and it has com-
petition with home schooling. There is 
no reason in the world that we can’t 
enforce the Constitution, legalize the 

Constitution and say that we can have 
competitions in currencies, but there 
are three major things that we must do 
to do that, and the bill does this. We 
repeal legal tender laws and remove 
the monopoly control of the Federal 
Reserve. We legalize private mints so 
mints can mint coins, and they will be 
controlled by fraud laws and 
anticounterfeit laws. 

Today, our government commits 
fraud and counterfeit by printing 
money at will. If a private organization 
did that, they would be imprisoned for 
the fraud they are causing. 

But the other important reform that 
would have to occur for money to cir-
culate and compete against the monop-
oly control of the Federal Reserve 
would be to take taxes off money. The 
Constitution says only gold and silver 
can be money, only that can be legal 
tender, so you can’t tax it and allow it 
to be competitive. 

So these things could occur, and if 
nobody wanted to use it they wouldn’t 
have to and everybody could be happy 
with the Federal Reserve. But if the 
conditions get so chaotic and the peo-
ple are looking for an alternative, they 
can go and start operating in another 
currency. 

So this to me could provide a smooth 
transition. It would not be chaotic. It 
would be legalized in the Constitution. 
It would be good, sound economics; 
and, eventually, the most important 
thing it would do, it would restrain the 
spending of this Congress, because as 
long as you have a Federal Reserve 
over there willing to print up the 
money any time we spend more money 
that we don’t have and we can’t bor-
row, then the Federal Reserve will ac-
commodate us. Therefore, I argue the 
case for competition in currency and 
strictly limit it in government. 

f 

STUPAK-PITTS AMENDMENT 

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

Mr. MORAN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 
last month I wrote Speaker PELOSI and 
insisted that the Stupak-Pitts amend-
ment be preserved in any final version 
of health care reform legislation. The 
Stupak-Pitts amendment would main-
tain the current policy of preventing 
Federal funds, taxpayer dollars, from 
paying for elective abortion. This ques-
tion is even more crucial after passage 
of H.R. 3590, the Senate health care 
bill, which allows Federal funds to sub-
sidize elective abortion. Unfortunately, 
the Speaker has yet to respond to my 
inquiry. 

So this week, the same week as the 
annual March for Life in Washington, 
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. WAL-
DEN) and I are again sending a request 
to the Speaker: Madam Speaker, please 
respond to our request for information 
regarding your intentions on the Stu-
pak-Pitts amendment in health care 
reform negotiations. We continue to in-

sist that you keep the exact language 
of that amendment which passed this 
House by a wide, bipartisan margin in 
any final version of health care legisla-
tion. Please do not ignore the voice of 
the American people or their Rep-
resentatives on this very important 
issue. 

f 

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

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

f 

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

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

f 

DIFFERENT FEDERAL APPROACH 

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

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to begin by offering the con-
gratulations of myself and many others 
to Senator-elect SCOTT BROWN of Mas-
sachusetts who had a very exciting vic-
tory yesterday. And I know that he 
will be a good Senator for the people of 
that State, but his victory means so 
much more to so many more people, 
not only the people of Massachusetts 
who are very excited today, but also 
people all across the country because 
they viewed the election of Senator 
BROWN as an opportunity to send a 
message to this government, to this 
Congress, and to say to the Speaker of 
the House and the majority leader in 
the Senate and others that we need to 
take a different approach to health 
care reform and to the general direc-
tion of our Federal Government with 
regard to the out-of-control spending 
that we are experiencing here in Wash-
ington: last year’s Federal deficit of 
$1.4 trillion and another $1.2 trillion 
projected for this year; in fact, for each 
year as far as the eye can see, deficits 
exceeding $600 billion a year as far out 
as we project them, 10 years from now. 

b 1645 

At no time does this Congress offer a 
budget to the American people that 
would give them hope that we are 
going to get this problem under con-
trol. Instead, they have offered health 
care legislation that costs another, oh, 
some would say $800 billion. But the re-
ality is that over 10 years the real cost 
of this legislation is more like $2 tril-
lion-plus when you add in the fact that 
the taxes begin on this legislation 
sooner than the benefits begin. 

And cuts in Medicare are unreal at a 
time when we are going to see a dra-
matic increase in the number of people 
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in this country who are eligible for 
Medicare, as the baby boomers start re-
tiring this year, 2010, those born after 
World War II start retiring this year, 
and the number of people who are on 
Medicare and eligible for Medicare is 
going to skyrocket. 

With all of this going on, the message 
to this Congress, to the Democratic 
leadership in this Congress is you need 
to change course, change direction, and 
make sure that you are reflecting the 
will of the American people. But in-
stead, the leadership doesn’t get that 
message. Even today, as Senator-elect 
BROWN prepares to come down here to 
be sworn into the United States Senate 
sometime in the next few days, the 
White House and Democratic Congres-
sional leaders have once again re-
treated behind closed doors to make 
deals and finalize a single version of 
their government takeover of health 
care. That is not what the American 
people want. 

Speaker PELOSI said today, in re-
sponse to the election results, ‘‘Clearly 
the election results last night spell out 
that we have not been as clear about 
our deficit reduction measures. And 
that will change.’’ But the American 
people want to know what deficit re-
duction measures is she talking about 
when she continues, along with the 
other Democratic leaders here in the 
House and in the Senate and at the 
White House, to plot the expenditure of 
$2 trillion or more in additional ex-
penditures over the next 10 years for a 
health care bill that robs Medicare re-
cipients, that increases taxes, and will 
cost American jobs, that will do a 
whole host of things to regulate Ameri-
cans’ lives and how they will receive 
their health insurance, including man-
dating that they have to purchase 
health insurance whether or not they 
feel they want to, and telling them 
pretty much what that insurance is 
that they are going to have to purchase 
because of the fact that this health in-
surance will be regulated by a Federal 
Government health insurance commis-
sioner, one of the more than 140 new 
Federal Government agencies and pro-
grams included under consideration in 
the bill that they are planning to try 
to move forward. 

That is simply not what the Amer-
ican people are looking for. They want 
responsible leadership. They want a bi-
partisan effort to deal with this chal-
lenge of rising costs of health insur-
ance and health care. And they want 
bipartisan, responsible leadership in 
looking to ways to make health insur-
ance and health care available to more 
people. 

The legislation they are considering 
doesn’t do that. Instead, it busts the 
budget of our country. Yesterday’s 
election results in Massachusetts calls 
for a new direction in health care and 
in that debate. Many believe the elec-
tion of Senator SCOTT BROWN lessens 
the likelihood of passage of the current 
proposal that has been crafted by 
Democratic leadership. If this is indeed 

the case, Democrats and Republicans 
must work together toward health care 
reform that reduces costs and expands 
insurance coverage without reducing 
costs or adding to the national debt, 
rationing care, or putting the Federal 
Government between the patient and 
their doctor. 

One such bill to consider is H.R. 3970, 
the Medical Rights and Reform Act, of 
which I am a cosponsor. The Medical 
Rights and Reform Act includes fis-
cally responsible health care reforms 
like medical liability reform, small 
business insurance pooling, and letting 
families and businesses buy insurance 
across state lines. These are ideas at 
that have strong bipartisan support, 
but have been absent from the bi-
cameral health care negotiations. Most 
important, the Medical Rights and Re-
form Act is fiscally responsible. This 
alternative does not raise taxes, cut 
Medicare, or add to the deficit. And it 
lowers health care costs. 

This Congress already gave us a $1.8 
trillion debt. America cannot afford to 
spend another trillion dollars or $2 tril-
lion as proposed by the majority, and 
our families cannot afford to put life 
and death decisions in the hands of bu-
reaucrats. 

Mr. Speaker, resetting the health 
care debate and working together in an 
open and transparent way would help 
Washington regain the public’s trust. 

f 

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

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

f 

DEFICIT COMMISSION BY 
EXECUTIVE ORDER 

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

Mr. WOLF. Today the press, Mr. 
Speaker, is reporting that a backroom 
deal has been cut with Democratic 
leadership to create a deficit cutting 
commission by executive order. I op-
pose this effort, and so will the Amer-
ican people. 

In light of this news, the remarks 
that Representative LAMAR SMITH of 
Texas made on the House floor this 
morning ring truer and more urgent 
than ever. Representative SMITH of-
fered a series of lessons to be learned 
from yesterday’s special Senate elec-
tion in Massachusetts. He said all true 
reform starts with the voice of the peo-
ple. The people will not have a choice 
in a deficit commission established by 
executive order. He also said common 
sense trumps partisanship. A commis-
sion through executive order nego-
tiated by one party is the height of 
partisanship. He also said voters can 
exercise real independence. Where is 
the voice of the people in a process 
that will not go beyond the Beltway? 

Mr. SMITH correctly noted that one- 
party control leads to arrogance. We 
are seeing today an arrogance of power 
on a party that forecloses the minority 
from a seat at the table. To be fair, the 
Republicans in the majority were arro-
gant at times. And Mr. SMITH con-
cluded that we should be listening to 
the people, not defying them. The peo-
ple of Massachusetts spoke yesterday. 
They proved that when the people get 
mad enough, anything is possible, even 
in Massachusetts. Lawmakers in Con-
gress on both sides of the aisle would 
be wise to hear that message loud and 
clear, yet the Obama administration 
doesn’t seem to be listening. 

There are a number of serious prob-
lems being exposed as details of the ad-
ministration’s executive order commis-
sion are revealed. Any commission 
should be authentically bipartisan, 
passed by the Congress. Press reports 
indicate that instead of putting every 
spending program and tax policy on the 
table, discretionary spending would be 
exempt. How can we have an honest 
conversation about the Nation’s finan-
cial health without looking at discre-
tionary funds that accounted for more 
than 33 percent of Federal spending in 
’09? 

The $447 billion omnibus appropria-
tions bill that was considered by Con-
gress and signed into law in December 
corresponded with the Democrats’ 
budget blueprint that increased non-
defense discretionary spending by 12 
percent over the previous year. When 
all appropriations spending is com-
bined, the Democratic majority will 
have increased nondefense, non-
veterans discretionary spending by 85 
percent over the last 2 fiscal years. The 
American household has certainly not 
seen their income rise by 85 percent in 
recent years. 

Simply put, discretionary spending, 
with the spending set by annual appro-
priations levels of Congress, matter. A 
deficit reduction commission that is 
barred from looking at one-third of the 
Federal budget is a fig leaf. The bipar-
tisan commission process I have talked 
about for nearly 4 years puts every-
thing, entitlements, tax policy, discre-
tionary spending, everything on the 
table for discussion by the commission 
members. 

Moreover, the American people will 
be cut out of the process under the 
President’s plan. The SAFE Commis-
sion plan I have advocated for includes 
legitimate public engagement, man-
dating public town hall-style meetings. 
But under President Obama’s plan the 
public voice will be nonexistent. There 
will be no input from the hardworking 
taxpayers in our communities. This is 
not the right way to form public pol-
icy. 

Perhaps the most glaring sleight of 
hand, one I believe the American peo-
ple will recognize and refute, is that 
the Democratic leadership intends to 
bring the commission recommenda-
tions up for a vote in Congress, but 
only after the mid-term elections and 
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