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from ‘“‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.”

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on

suspending the rules and passing the
bill, H.R. 3250.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. LYNCH) that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3250.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill was
passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

EARLY DETECTION MONTH FOR
BREAST CANCER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on
suspending the rules and agreeing to
the concurrent resolution, H. Con. Res.
158, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. LYNCH) that the House suspend
the rules and agree to the concurrent
resolution, H. Con. Res. 158, as amend-
ed.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the concur-
rent resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. CANTOR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. CANTOR. Madam Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from Maryland,
the majority leader, for the purpose of
announcing next week’s schedule.

Mr. HOYER. I thank my friend, the
Republican whip, for yielding.

On Monday the House is not in ses-
sion.

On Tuesday the House will meet at
12:30 p.m. for morning-hour debate and
2 p.m. for legislative business.

On Wednesday the House will meet at
10 a.m. for legislative business and re-
cess at approximately 5 p.m. to allow a
security sweep of the House Chamber
prior to the President’s State of the
Union address. The House will meet
again at approximately 8:35 p.m. in a
joint session with the Senate for the
purpose of receiving an address from
the President of the United States.

On Thursday and Friday the House is
not in session to give time for the Re-
publican Issues Conference to occur in
Baltimore, Maryland.

We will consider several bills under
suspension of the rules. A complete list
of suspension bills will be announced
by close of business tomorrow.

In addition, Madam Speaker, we will
consider H.R. 3726, the Castle Nugent
National Historic Site HEstablishment
Act of 2009; and H.R. 4474, the Idaho
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Wilderness Water Resources Protection
Act, introduced by Mr. MINNICK and
Mr. SIMPSON.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman.

Madam Speaker, I would ask the gen-
tleman if he can comment on some of
the press reports that we have seen this
morning about the Speaker’s state-
ment that this House and you will not
be bringing to this House the Senate
health care bill for consideration.

I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. HOYER. Well, I didn’t see the
Speaker’s statement; so I can’t com-
ment specifically on it, but I can say
this to the gentleman: As the gen-
tleman knows, there are significant,
critical differences between the House
and Senate bills and we have been
working on trying to bridge the dif-
ferences that exist. We are still in that
process.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman.
I would ask, Madam Speaker, and I
would first preface the question by say-
ing that this country saw a pretty ex-
traordinary election in Massachusetts
a few nights ago. From all reports, it
seems that part of the outcome of that
election was due to the health care bill
and the difficulties which the gentle-
man’s side has had in passing the bill.
We on this side, Madam Speaker, would
say there has been no bipartisan effort
to pass a health care bill. And so if we
are going to see a resolution of the dif-
ferences that the gentleman refers to,
those differences are clearly being on
his side of the aisle because, Madam
Speaker, we feel that we continue to be
left out of the process.

So I would ask the gentleman if he
has not decided whether he is bringing
up the Senate bill or the House bill
again, will we see the process start
over? Will we see his side take the mes-
sage from the Massachusetts election
to involve Republicans in discussion
over the health care bill and have a
transparent process the way we believe
ought to happen as well as I believe the
American people think should happen?

I yield.

Mr. HOYER. Well, I thank the gen-
tleman for his question and all of the
premises he adopts in prefacing his
question. I don’t want my silence to be
presumed as agreeing to his premises,
which I think are inaccurate.

Having said that, first of all, of
course, there has been extraordinary
exposure of the health care bills, both
in the House and Senate, to public dis-
cussion, public debate, public informa-
tion. It has been online for over 4
months, 5 months now, and an extraor-
dinary number of hearings held on it
over the last 2 years. As the gentleman
well knows, his party’s candidate for
President and my party’s candidate for
President, who is now President of the
United States, both indicated that they
thought health reform was necessary.
So it received extensive debate by
many other candidates as well during
the course of the election.

The gentleman is well aware because
Members on his side have talked about
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it and Members on my side have talked
about it, about the number of Ameri-
cans who don’t have insurance and the
number of Americans who are being
forced out because of cost and the num-
ber of small businesses that are being
confronted with 10, 15, 26 percent pre-
mium increases.
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So the gentleman is well aware of the
fact that health funding and health
coverage is a challenge for our country
and for our citizens.

The gentleman mentions the elec-
tion. The election, obviously, that oc-
curred in Massachusetts, like every
election, dealt with many issues. My
own view is that Americans are most
focused, as we need to be, on the cre-
ation of jobs, making sure that Ameri-
cans get back to work, have a liveli-
hood that they can support themselves
and their families. I think they are
very concerned about that.

They are also concerned about the
fact that we pass a health care bill. I
have just read a poll, an exit poll that
indicates that the majority of voters
who had voted for Obama but voted for
the new United States Senator-elect
from Massachusetts believed that we
ought to pass a health care bill. So, ob-
viously, their vote for the new Senator
was based upon something other than
that particular issue.

So obviously, there were a number of
issues that impacted on this election.
But let me say again that almost all
the candidates running for President
last time, when they articulated a
focus on national issues, focused on
health care and the need to make sure
that health care was available to all of
our citizens.

Now, as relates to the gentleman’s
bipartisanship, the gentleman was
quoted apparently just a few days ago
about referring to our meeting. Our
meeting of course dealt with a one-
page recitation of three or four pro-
posals, many of which are in the health
care bill that we passed in this House
in one fashion or another. Notwith-
standing that, of course, as you know,
no Republicans voted for the bill.

I was not surprised at that, frankly,
because in February, apparently not
based upon the specifics of a proposal,
because the specifics of a proposal were
not on the table until the summer,
your campaign chairman, PETE SES-
SIONS said, ‘I told Republicans that
they need to get over the idea that we
are participating in legislation and
ought to start thinking of themselves
as an insurgency instead.”” He was
quoted in the Politico, House GOP
Bullish at Virginia Retreat, February
2, 2009, as saying that.

Furthermore, Senator JIM INHOFE on
the Hugh Hewitt Show, 7/23/09, said,
“We can stall it. And that is going to
be a huge gain for those of us who want
to turn this thing over in the 2010 elec-
tion.” Senator JIM INHOFE, as I said,
said that. And then Senator JIM
DEMINT said, also in July of ’09, “‘If we
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are able to stop Obama on this,” refer-
ring to health care, ‘‘it will be his Wa-
terloo. It will break him.”

Very frankly, I tell my friend that I
have discussed with him and with Mr.
BLUNT, my good friend, who was his
predecessor, and with whom he worked
in the whip organization, and asked
him to participate with us. I did that
early this year. I did it a little later in
the year. Sometime before I met with
you as well in trying to discuss was
there a way forward to work in a bipar-
tisan fashion? Unfortunately, that did
not result in a bipartisan fashion.

I will tell my friend on a smaller,
more defined matter, the Children’s
Health Insurance Program, I spent
about a hundred hours trying to work
with many on your side of the aisle to
try to get—in the last Congress—to try
to get bipartisan agreement on moving
children’s health insurance. And as I
am sure you recall, because you
weren’t with us on that issue, we
couldn’t get bipartisan agreement.

So the answer to your question is I
would like to have bipartisan discus-
sions moving forward on this issue, but
I have concluded from my experience
over the last year, and not just these—
I quote three, but there have been
many other statements as well—that
indicate that opposition for opposi-
tion’s sake has been adopted at least
by some on your side as a strategy and
as a tactic.

I think the losers are not so much
Democrats in that context. I think the
losers are the American people. They
expect us and want us to work together
towards resolving the issues that con-
front them, one of which is health care.
They know it is an issue. I read the re-
sults in Massachusetts. But I will tell
you I have also read the polls which,
when asked, not so much about a bill,
but whether or not health care reform
is needed in this country, a very sig-
nificant majority of Americans respond
they think it is.

They think that when they are de-
nied coverage for preexisting condi-
tions, that is a problem. They think
when their child becomes 26 years of
age, or now 23 years of age and out of
college and doesn’t have insurance,
they think that is a problem. They
think that when they have a very seri-
ous illness costing them thousands and
thousands of dollars, that an insurance
company telling them, sorry, you cost
too much, we can no longer insure you,
they think that is a problem. When
they go deeply into debt for health care
costs that aren’t covered by their in-
surance company and have to declare
bankruptcy and put their home at risk,
they think that is a problem.

So, yes, I tell my friend that these
are issues that we would like to work
together on, and we hope that can hap-
pen.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman,
and I take the gentleman’s comments
to heart that he wants to do what is
right by his constituents and the peo-
ple of this country. But the question
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we have before us, the question that
the voters of Massachusetts had before
them, just like the voters in Virginia
and New Jersey, had a lot to do with
the health care bill that this House de-
liberated upon and passed, and the
health care bill that the Senate delib-
erated upon and passed.

And, Madam Speaker, I would say to
the gentleman there is very little dis-
agreement among the pollsters that
have tested where the American people
are on these health care bills. They are
opposed to these health care bills. And
you may insinuate that some of the
comments that have been made by in-
dividuals in this body or the other on
our side of the aisle were meant to ob-
struct.

But I can tell the gentleman, Madam
Speaker, that the American people
right now want this health care bill de-
feated. They want health care reform,
but not in the way that has been con-
structed under either one of these bills.
And if I recall, and I appreciate the
gentleman’s willingness to meet with
me several months ago, and I don’t
want to take his comments as being
dismissive of our proposal, because I
handed him a summary, but I can tell
the gentleman right here is the House
Republican bill. And there are ele-
ments in this bill we can both agree
upon. The plan is still before us. And if
we take into consideration that, we
have got a plan. The public doesn’t like
the gentleman’s plan.

And fast forward to a discussion the
gentleman and I had on the floor, I be-
lieve, Madam Speaker, that the gen-
tleman told me it was not worth his
while to engage in conversation with
Republicans because we would not em-
brace the public option. I would tell
the Speaker——

Mr. HOYER. Would the gentleman
yield on that point?

Mr. CANTOR. I would tell the gen-
tleman we still don’t embrace the pub-
lic option. We don’t embrace it because
it is a path to single payer. So I would
ask the gentleman again, the Speaker
earlier today said, quote, ‘I don’t
think it is possible to pass the Senate
bill in the House. I don’t see the votes
for it at this time.” I would ask the
gentleman, Madam Speaker, if that is
an accurate statement that we can
then count on.

Mr. HOYER. I don’t know about
counting on. I don’t know what you
mean by ‘‘counting on.” I think the
Speaker’s comments this morning, you
asked me if it was an accurate state-
ment. I think she believes that is an
accurate statement in terms of where
the votes are today. I responded, as I
told the gentleman, there is substan-
tial differences. We are discussing
those differences, as we have been for
some period of time.

Let me make another comment. The
gentleman is very animated and very
happy, as I would be in his position,
about the results of Massachusetts, as
we were very happy about the results
in New York 23, where the health care
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bill was also at issue, as the gentleman
knows, in a district that we hadn’t won
for 150 years just a couple months ago.
And as the gentleman knows, we won
that district in a district, as I said, un-
like Massachusetts, that we had not
won in 150 years.

But let me say something. Your can-
didate who did win supported the Mas-
sachusetts plan, which has great simi-
larity to the plan that he now opposes.
So it is somewhat ironic that we would
take that as a bellwether, because he,
as a member of the State senate, actu-
ally voted on a plan that, much like
our plan, tried to reach the objective of
covering all people. So he has already
voted for a plan like that. He has indi-
cated he is not going to vote for this
plan. I understand that. But it is not
like he hasn’t got a record of wanting
to achieve the objectives that the bills
that are under discussion are trying to
achieve.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman.

I would respond simply by saying
most indicators are the voters of that
Commonwealth voted for Mr. BROWN
because of his stances, and one of those
stances was that he would vote against
the Senate or the House health care
bill as they were constructed. And I
agree with the gentleman we need to
do something about health care.

I would remind him that it is the
CBO who has pointed out that our Re-
publican plan is the plan that actually
does reduce health care premiums.
That is where we started this whole
discussion, was to reduce health care
costs for the American people, and con-
tinue to reform the system so we can
maintain the quality we have.

And, Madam Speaker, I just say that
it is time, I think, for this body to fi-
nally listen to the American people and
what they are asking us to do, run this
body in an open and transparent way,
stop the back room deals, the
Cornhusker Kickbacks, the Louisiana
Purchases, and make it so that this is
once again the people’s body. And we
can all then deliberate out in the open,
agree where we can agree to produce
the positive reforms that the people ex-
pect.

With that, Madam Speaker, I would
ask the gentleman what his intentions
are or what he thinks we can see in
this House as far as an attempt to ad-
dress the issue that the majority leader
said was the number one issue on the
minds of voters in Massachusetts, as
well as the country, and that is the
economy. Before we left for the winter
break, we had a bill that came up that
was dubbed a jobs bill. There was a lot
of difficulty I know on his side in mus-
tering the needed votes to get it
passed. And I was wondering is there
legislation he has in mind that would
be offered to address the situation that
Americans confront, which is double
digit unemployment? And I yield.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for the question. In answer to his ques-
tion, we passed a jobs bill through this
House in December. It is pending in the
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Senate now. We believe that that
would substantially move forward on
creating jobs. It is not the answer, but
it is one of the answers we think. It fo-
cuses, as the gentleman knows, on in-
frastructure, which we think is a very
important initiative that gets people
working immediately, jobs here in
America. We think that is very impor-
tant. It also tries to help States so
they are not laying off teachers and po-
licemen and firemen. We think that is
very important as well.

But let me say something. I get a lit-
tle confused, and perhaps these facts
are not well known to you, but I
thought I would remind you of these
facts. We pursued an economic program
that your party put forward from 2001,
2003 on for 8 years. Now, while the peo-
ple gave us the majority in the House
and the Senate in 2006, obviously Presi-
dent Bush threatened to or did in fact
veto any changes that we made in eco-
nomic policy.
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That economic policy, which you
were a very strong supporter of and
your party was a very strong supporter
of, you continue to mention jobs; so I
want to make sure you know these sta-
tistics.

In the last 3 months of the Bush ad-
ministration under the economic poli-
cies that not only did you pursue then
but you still want to pursue, because,
in fact, the proposals that you have
made essentially mirror the proposals
that were made in 2001 and 2003, those
proposals were touted by you and oth-
ers—I’'m not going to go through all
these quotes—as going to grow the
economy, create jobs, and have a ro-
bust growth in our economy. In No-
vember and December and January,
that policy which you pursued lost
2,019,000 jobs in 3 months, and we con-
fronted the worst recession, the ‘‘great
recession,” if you will, worse than at
any time in three quarters of a cen-
tury. And it somewhat confounds me
that you still—your party, not nec-
essarily you personally—presents an
economic policy which was the poorest
job-creating administration, 8 years,
since Herbert Hoover, an average of ap-
proximately 4,000 jobs per month. You
needed 100,000 just to stay even.

Now, I would tell the gentleman,
since the Recovery Act, which you nor
your party voted for, since the Recov-
ery Act, let me tell you what the last
quarter was. Perhaps you know. We
still have not succeeded in growing
jobs, so we haven’t had success, but
we’ve had great progress. Let me tell
you how much progress. Remember I
told you that you lost, in the last 3
months under your economic program,
2.019 million jobs. The last quarter we
lost 208,000 jobs, a quarter, 3 months.
That’s way too many jobs. We want to
be creating, as the Clinton administra-
tion did, on average 220,000-plus jobs
per month; 22 million in total over 8
years.

So I tell my friend that when the
gentleman says we haven’t had
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progress on this, those figures, in my
view, belie that assertion. In fact, we
made progress. Not only that, the
stock market is up 60 percent. It’s had
a couple of bad days. It’s up 60 percent
since we adopted the Recovery and Re-
investment Act. It had a minus growth
under your economic policies during
the 8 years of the Bush administration,
minus to the extent it decreased in
value so that the investment I had in
2001 was about 26 percent less valuable
in December of 2008. Contrast that to
the Clinton administration in its 8
years. The value of your stock port-
folio or investments went up 226 per-
cent. That’s a 250 percent difference.

So I tell my friend that we have
taken very substantial action. We’'re
going to take more action because
until we get Americans back on the
job, until we get America growing so
that it creates the kind of jobs our peo-
ple need and must have to support
themselves and their family, we’re not
going to be satisfied.

So, yes, we passed a bill last month
which you and your party voted
against. We think that’s unfortunate.
If you have ideas, I would love to sit
down with you again and discuss your
ideas. Very frankly, however, some of
the ideas we’ve discussed to date are
some of the same ideas that, in my
opinion, led to not such a robust job-
creating economy; in fact, as I said, the
worst economy we’ve seen in 75 years.

I yield back.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman,
Madam Speaker.

First of all, I know that it is tempt-
ing for the gentleman to delve into the
past, comparing the Bush policies to
the Clinton policies, but I know the
gentleman realizes we are in the year
2010. We have new challenges before us.
And I would say that the piece of infor-
mation left out by the gentleman is the
fact that it was his party that con-
trolled Congress during some of the pe-
riod in which he cites the job losses. In
fact, there have been 3.6 million jobs
lost just since January of 2009.

I would then say to the gentleman, as
far as the stimulus bill that you speak
of—

Mr. HOYER. Will the gentleman
yield just on your assertion that we
were in control?

Mr. CANTOR. I will yield at the end
of my statement.

My point is that the stimulus bill
that passed almost 1 year ago, there is
growing consensus here that it was not
sufficiently targeted toward job
growth. In fact, even the portion of in-
frastructure spending that the gen-
tleman and his party and this White
House decided upon, the design of that
spending, the Associated Press has
come out with a study indicating it did
not grow employment at the local level
in the communities which we rep-
resent.

So if we understand and know that
that is not the way to grow jobs, that
is, the design of the stimulus bill, why
would we vote for Stimulus II? In fact,
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I would remind the gentleman, as I
know he remembers, the bipartisanship
around the Stimulus II vote in Decem-
ber was against the bill, as well over 30
Members on his side of the aisle voted
against the bill because, again, I be-
lieve it is trying to get it right this
time.

And so instead of the gentleman’s
continuing to refer to years ago, I
would remind him that we have pre-
sented to him as well as to the Presi-
dent a Republican no-cost jobs plan.
The gentleman has dismissed that doc-
ument and that plan saying there is
nothing for free, that we shouldn’t be
talking about things that we could do
together that don’t cost anything.

I would say to the gentleman, the
President himself has said that within
the passage of three trade bills sitting
in this body, we could see the creation
of 250,000 jobs. We have had discussion
on this floor about whether those trade
bills are coming forward; 250,000 jobs at
no cost. It seems to me we really
should go about doing that as well as
the other items that we listed in our
no-cost jobs plan that the House Re-
publicans have put forward.

And I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman.

First, let me observe that the gen-
tleman—I don’t blame you at all for
not wanting to look back at history. I
wouldn’t want to stand on that record
either, but it’s important to look at
history so that we don’t repeat the
same mistakes.

The assertions that were made for
the policies that you pursued of great
growth and economic expansion—which
did not occur. That’s why I point it
out, because, frankly, your proposals
mirror those that have been made in
the past, and the premises that you
have pursued are the same that you are
pursuing now.

It is instructive, I think, for the
American people and for us who rep-
resent them to look at what worked
and what didn’t work. Your party
unanimously opposed the Clinton eco-
nomic policies. Mr. Armey, an econo-
mist who was your majority leader,
said that they would fail miserably. In
fact, they succeeded mightily. They
created those 22 million jobs that I
said. In fact, in the last year when
there was a slowdown, they created 1.8
million jobs as opposed to losing 3.8
million jobs under the last year of the
Bush administration. I think it is in-
structive to see what worked and what
didn’t.

So that is why I refer to it, not be-
cause I think that will solve our prob-
lems going forward. I agree with the
gentleman. What is important is: What
are we going to do now? But we would
be fools, as the writer said, to continue
to do the same thing and expect a dif-
ferent result.

So I say to my friend, when he as-
serts that we were in charge in 2007 and
2008, he and I both know that economic
policy was not changed. Why? Because
the President of the United States, who
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had the veto pen and the votes to sus-
tain a veto, even when we tried to give
4 million children health insurance in
America, that veto was sustained.
They were not given that insurance
until President Obama signed the bill,
which was one of our first bills.

So I say to my friend, looking back is
useful only to the extent that you en-
sure that you do not repeat the mis-
takes of the past. The Clinton eco-
nomic program worked and the Bush
program did not.

I want to tell my friend on his points
for recovery, this so-called free recov-
ery, supply-side recovery, if you will,
one of the first things you want to do
is stop the deluge of rules and regula-
tions. Very frankly, I tell my friend
one of the reasons we faced such a cri-
sis was the last administration took
the referee off the field. As a result of
the referee’s being off the field, the
players on the field went wild and did
irresponsible things and, unfortu-
nately, the taxpayers of this country,
in order to prevent a great depression
as opposed to a great recession, had to
respond. The good news, hopefully, is
that we are going to get paid back. The
President has made efforts to make
sure that happens. I hope, and you
hope, I'm sure, that we do get paid
back.

You want to block tax increases and
cutting taxes. We cut taxes for 95 per-
cent of Americans, as I'm sure you
know, in the Recovery and Reinvest-
ment Act. You want to freeze invest-
ment in items like job training, infra-
structure, and education to rein in
deficits and debt. You want to freeze
investments in giving people new skills
so they can get the jobs that are being
created. We don’t think that’s good
policy. Your program says you want to
reform the unemployment system by
requiring people to participate in job
training. We agree with that, but you
have to make sure that the job train-
ing is available to them.

Approving the free trade agreements,
as the gentleman knows, I am a sup-
porter of the free trade agreements. 1
don’t think it would create those
250,000 jobs tomorrow or the next
month or the month after, but I agree
with the gentleman that that’s a good
policy. It’s controversial policy, I say
to my friend, as he well knows, on both
sides of the aisle.

You want to reduce tax barriers that
inhibit domestic job creation. The Re-
covery Act, as you know, had tax cuts
for small businesses to do exactly that.
Your side didn’t support that.

You say address the housing crisis by
giving regulators incentives to deal re-
sponsibly with banks and their bor-
rowers; however, as I pointed out ear-
lier, in fact, and history shows that,
regulation and oversight and the ref-
eree’s being on the field was a policy
that the previous administration
thought got in the way. Well, I think
that referees that get in the way of the
game are not useful, but referees that
make sure that people play by the
rules are essential.
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I yield back.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman.

I would simply respond that the Re-
publican no-cost jobs plan is a plan
that was fashioned around the prin-
ciple that we’ve got to remove the un-
certainty gripping the small businesses
and job creators in this country. So
contrary to the suggestion that the
gentleman made about the fact that we
just want to get rid of regulation, what
the plan actually said, Madam Speak-
er, was to halt any proposed regulation
expected to have an economic cost or
result in job loss or have a disparate
impact on small business.

In the same way, we call for lowering
the deficit now without raising taxes
because, as we all know, people don’t
know where Washington’s next move is
going. And so we say let’s just freeze
domestic discretionary spending at last
year’s level. My goodness, every small
business owner, every family in this
country is having to go through that
exercise and, frankly, is having to cut,
not just freeze.

In the same way, the suggestion that
perhaps Republicans wouldn’t support
transparency and an even playing field
and regulations that will control the
amount of leverage on Wall Street,
that’s silly. Of course we support ef-
forts like that. But what we do know is
this administration, and, frankly, the
majority in Congress, has been very
slow at getting the message out to
auditors and regulators in the field
that they should be reflecting the sen-
timents that the Secretary of the
Treasury and the Chairman of the Fed-
eral Reserve have said, which is, we
need to return back to some sense of
normalcy in the assessment of risk, be-
cause we all know this country has
been built on entrepreneurialism, on
opportunity. It is not that we have
seen our prosperity come from this
government. That’s where, really,
Madam Speaker, the differences lie be-
cause we don’t believe that the way
back to economic revival is through
more Keynesian economic policy.
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The gentleman can go ahead and sug-
gest that the Bush policies failed. Obvi-
ously, I disagree. He would probably
defend the Carter policies. I would cer-
tainly disagree with that and would
say that they were an utter failure. He
would probably say that the policies of
Ronald Reagan were a failure. I would
say we disagree on that.

At the end of the day, what’s really
the problem here is this government,
under the majority’s rule and the
President’s, has continued to expand.
We haven’t put an end to the bailout
culture. Every time we expect to see
the TARP program end, there is an-
other use that has come up for that
money, which is an emergency pro-
gram. Every time we expect to say to
business owners and their working
families, let’s stop sending signals that
we’re going to impose costs on you.

So, if it’s a cap-and-trade bill, if it’s
a card check bill, or if it’s a tax in-
crease, why can’t we just say, ‘‘stop’?
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Let the American people regain their
sense of economic security and let the
ingenuity in the private sector take
hold again.

I yield.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I've heard that rhetoric for 24 years
here, and I've certainly heard it for the
last 8 years. The gentleman likes to
put words in my mouth about previous
administrations of what I might say or
did say.

We’re talking about policies that you
want to replicate which have been pur-
sued. That was my point. It remains
my point. I think it’s a valid point.

Did your policies work? You can
argue all you want and say the Bush
administration policies worked. You
have not in any way said that the fig-
ures I have said on this floor, and not
only today, but you’ve had many op-
portunities to look to see whether I'm
accurate on those figures, are wrong.
In point of fact, they did not produce
what you said they were going to
produce. We need to adopt policies that
do produce.

The reason I compared the Clinton
administration and the Bush adminis-
tration is that, under the Clinton ad-
ministration, you said the policies
wouldn’t work. I don’t mean you per-
sonally. Your party said the policies
wouldn’t work. In fact, it’s the only ad-
ministration—not the Reagan adminis-
tration, not the first Bush administra-
tion, certainly not the second Bush ad-
ministration—that produced surpluses.
After 8 years, they had a net surplus.
No administration in your lifetime has
had a net surplus after 8 years other
than the Clinton administration under
the economic policies we pursued then.
not one. So from that perspective, it’s
not a question of failure.

I will tell you here—and again, these
statistics you don’t like. You’d prefer
that I simply look at the problems that
we’re confronting now. Why are we
confronting these problems? Because
your economic program did not work
and plunged us into the deepest reces-
sion we’ve had in 75 years. Now, I raise
my voice only because you simply ig-
nore that. You say that’s just carping.
You say, Oh, we don’t want to look at
what happened. We don’t want to look
at what our policies produced for 8
years. We want to look into the future.
We do, too. What we want to do and
what we have been doing, as I pointed
out to you, is trying to bring this econ-
omy out of the ditch in which we found
it, in which the American people feel
very stressed, properly so.

So we’ve got to get them back the
jobs. The first thing we had to do was
to stop losing so many jobs. Again, I
would point out, in the last 3 months of
the Bush administration, we lost 2 mil-
lion jobs. In the last quarter, in the
last 3 months, we’ve lost 200,000. It’s
way too many, but it’s one-tenth of
what your policies produced or did not
produce in the last 3 months of the
Bush administration.
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So what? you say.

Let’s not repeat those mistakes.
Let’s invest in our future, which is
what we did in the Recovery and Rein-
vestment Act. Mark Zandi says that we
saved over 1 million jobs—1.6 million, I
believe is what Mark Zandi says—
which we would have lost had we not
passed that bill. So did it work per-
fectly? It worked better than the poli-
cies we were pursuing, frankly, that we
inherited. That was my point. I think
it is a valid point. If the gentleman dis-
agrees with my figures, I'd be glad to
be corrected. I think they’re accurate.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. HOYER. Oh, let me say one addi-
tional thing because you talked about
certainty.

Mr. CANTOR. I didn’t yield, Madam
Speaker.

Mr. HOYER. Well, you took back the
time. I really didn’t yield back, but if
you don’t want me to continue, I won’t.

Mr. CANTOR. I yield.

Mr. HOYER. Thank you. I just want-
ed to say something about certainty.

I agree with you. We need certainty.
We tried to give certainty in the estate
tax. Your side voted against that. We
tried to give certainty in tax extend-
ers. We tried to extend the tax extend-
ers, and your side didn’t vote for that.
I don’t think you did either, but I agree
with your premise and wanted to make
that clear. That’s one of the reasons we
tried to pass making sure that doctors
treating Medicare patients knew what
they would be getting years out so that
Medicare would have the stability that
it needs.

I yield back.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman,
Madam Speaker.

I would say again, somehow, in the
gentleman’s memory of these past
years, there is something that has been
left out, which is this body and Con-
gress, because, during the Clinton
years, the Clinton years that saw pros-
perity, there was a Republican-con-
trolled Congress. The Republican-con-
trolled Congress yielded tax policies
that we believe could once again get us
back on track.

In the same way, referring to all the
job losses that the gentleman con-
tinues to recite and point fingers at
and blame the prior administration for,
if we’re going to play that game, I
would say since his party has taken
control of this body, we’ve lost in this
country 6.1 million jobs. As he says,
none of the job losses are acceptable.

I would say to the gentleman that
there are many ways to look at these
figures and who was responsible for
what and who could claim credit for
such, but at the end of the day, what
we are facing right now is a situation
where the American people and the
small businesses and the working fami-
lies of this country need to regain some
confidence.

So I would ask the gentleman di-
rectly: If we’re about removing uncer-
tainty, is he willing to say to the small
business owners out there and to the
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people of this country, no card check
bill this session, no cap-and-trade this
session, no death tax this session, and
no hiking taxes in the time of unem-
ployment that we are in? Those are the
things from which we could send a mes-
sage to the entrepreneurs and small
businesses to lift this veil of uncer-
tainty.

I yield.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. CANTOR, this is a
scheduling colloquy. It has gone on for
a long time, and it is a very political
colloquy, more political than I was in-
volved in with Mr. DelLay, I think.
That’s good rhetoric. None of those are
scheduled. The gentleman knows none
of them are scheduled.

The gentleman doesn’t like the fig-
ures, and he harks back to the, you
know, we were in charge in 2007 and
2008. He knows well what we are not
talking about is blame; we are talking
about what policies were in force. The
gentleman says we changed the eco-
nomic policies in 2007 and 2008. I'm glad
to hear what policies we were able to
change and that President Bush signed
on to. That’s the issue. The gentleman
wants to avoid that issue. The question
is not blame; the question is what poli-
cies worked and which policies did not.

I suggest to the gentleman that of all
of the issues to which you referred in
your question about the so-called
“‘death tax,” the estate tax, which af-
fects approximately half of a percent of
the American estates, as the gen-
tleman knows, and which we wanted
to, frankly, increase by $2.5 million
permanently from what it will be under
your policies of 1 million and 55 per-
cent January 11—it’s now at zero, as
you know. That was not intended to be
the permanent policy, and you simply
said you’d revert under the bill that
you passed, not you personally. So we
want to make that certainty.

So the answer is, yes, we want to
make that certain. We think that $3.5
million per person is a reasonable
amount and will cover all but one-
tenth of 1 percent of the estates in
America or thereabouts.

The other items to which you refer,
which animate your party and some in
my party as well, are not scheduled, as
the gentleman knows. I'm not going to
make assertions on what we will or
will not schedule at this point in time,
but I can tell you we don’t have them
scheduled.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman.
I thank him for his indulgence in this
lengthy colloquy.

If the scheduling piece of this col-
loquy has now yielded, the fact that
there is an uncertainty as to whether
we’ll see card check or whether we’ll
see cap-and-trade or whether we’re
going to see tax hikes, then that’s the
message, I think, that is going to be
delivered to the small businesses that
we are going to count on to create jobs.

In closing, Madam Speaker, I would
note that, from Virginia to New Jersey
to Massachusetts, the people of those
States, and I believe the people of
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America, have spoken. What the people
want is a Congress that will work in a
bipartisan fashion to get the American
people back to work. Republicans, on
our part, will continue to offer solu-
tions just as we have done for the last
year, and we hope that——

Mr. HOYER. Will the gentleman
yield on that issue?

Mr. CANTOR. I yield.

Mr. HOYER. Does the gentleman be-
lieve that America spoke in November
of 2008? Not just a State, not just Vir-
ginia, not just New Jersey, not just
Massachusetts. Does the gentleman be-
lieve that America spoke in 2008 in vot-
ing overwhelmingly for the policies
that this President put before to re-
spond to the crisis that confronted our
country? Frankly, none of us even at
that point in time perceived how deep
the crisis was.

We understand about votes. All of
America voted handily for this Presi-
dent, who has put policies before this
Congress to try to address the issues of
bringing our economy back, giving
Americans health care they could
count on, making sure that we were en-
ergy independent.

You know, you talk about votes. This
President was elected just approxi-
mately a little over a year ago to carry
out the policies that he has been pre-
senting, and notwithstanding that elec-
tion, as I recall, your party has not
supported his policies at all.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman
for that.

I would say, Madam Speaker, in clos-
ing, yes, America voted in 2008 for
Barack Obama to become President of
the United States. It was this Novem-
ber that the people had the oppor-
tunity in the two States with the gu-
bernatorial election and then just this
week the people of Massachusetts had
an opportunity to vote for their Sen-
ator based on the policies that have
come out of this new administration
and the majority in Congress.

It is those policies that were voted on
this time, and it is those policies that
I believe do not reflect the mainstream
of America and where the Republicans
stand, ready to work with the gen-
tleman and his party in trying to bring
the debate and these policy solutions
back towards where most Americans
feel we ought to be heading in terms of
direction for this country.

I do thank the gentleman.

—————

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 10 a.m. tomorrow, and further,
that when the House adjourns on that
day, it adjourn to meet at 12:30 p.m. on
Tuesday, January 26, 2010, for morning-
hour debate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Maryland?

There was no objection.
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WATCH YOUR HEART AND WHAT
IS RIGHT FOR AMERICA

(Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute.)

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I am reminded of some of the
tougher times in this Nation. Maybe it
was the Vietnam War, when Members
had to vote their consciences. I was not
in Congress at that time. It might have
been even further back when LLBJ, Lyn-
don Baines Johnson, had to lead on
making a body of people in this Nation
equal with the 1964 Civil Rights Act
and with the 19656 Voting Rights Act. I
imagine it was difficult, and I imagine
there were people who said, This is the
wrong way to go.

We’ve often said on this floor, Don’t
watch polling in politics. Watch your
heart and what is right for America. 1
believe the issues dealing with job cre-
ation and good health care for America
are good, and the latest polls and elec-
tions don’t daunt our spirits.

We are working with those on the
other side of the aisle. We are working
with the American people. We do want
transparency, but I, for one, am not
going to step away from helping people
get the best health care they can. We
don’t know the timing of it. Maybe to-
morrow.

Yet the idea to feel crushed or crum-
bled because of some actions that deal
in politics is not the way to exercise
your conscience and to do what is right
for America. That’s what we will do in
this country and in this Congress, and
I will stand on that side.

———

HONORING THE LIFE AND SERVICE
OF AN AMERICAN HERO, SER-
GEANT CHRISTOPHER RICHARD
HRBEK

(Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today in honor of a re-
cently fallen Marine, Sergeant Chris-
topher Richard Hrbek.

He was a field artillery cannoneer
with the 3rd Battalion, 10th Marines,
out of Camp Lejeune. He was stationed
in Afghanistan. Sergeant Hrbek was an
active member of his community back
in Westwood, New Jersey. He was a vol-
unteer fireman for 9 years. In 2003, in
response to the attacks on September
11, 2001, he enlisted with the United
States Marines. He heard the call of
duty and he answered it.

As a Marine, he served multiple tours
of duty, which included combat in Iraq
and Afghanistan. On December 23, 2009,
under enemy fire, he saved the life of
his sergeant major, who had stepped on
an IED. For this, he was to be awarded
a Bronze Star with a combat “V.” He
then set the highest example of some-
one who was willing to risk his life to
save the lives of others.

Sadly, on January 14, 2010, he, him-
self, stepped on an IED, and died in the
service of his country.
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He is survived by his wife, Jamie
Lynn Wengerter; mother, Cheryl
Hodges; stepfather, James Hodges; fa-
ther, Richard Hrbek; stepmother, Gail
Hrbek; two sisters, Amy Dellentash
and Lori Hrbek; and two stepbrothers,
Jim and Beau Hodges.

His dedication to his country and to
his fellow soldiers represents his tre-
mendous sense of loyalty and selfless-
ness. Christopher Hrbek is a true
American hero. Chris will never be for-
gotten by his friends, by his family or
by the country he fought for.

—————

ECONOMIC INJUSTICE IN AMERICA

(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Speaker, here
is something that will grab you. It was
reported this month that Goldman
Sachs, the favored Wall Street firm
that has way too much special access
in this city and that got bailed out by
the American people to the tune of bil-
lions and is now handing those over in
bonuses to their executives, has paid a
net effective tax rate of 1 percent. You
heard me right—1 percent, Goldman
Sachs.

When most small businesses and cor-
porations in this country are paying at
a 3b percent tax rate, Wall Street’s
elites still don’t carry their fair share.
Imagine that secretaries, nurses, fire-
fighters, cleaning crews—the middle
class of this country—pay at a higher
rate than Goldman Sachs.

Meanwhile, the chief executive offi-
cer of Goldman Sachs, Mr. Lloyd
Blankfein, harvested over $140 million
in salary as head of that firm. When he
was asked, Well, isn’t this a bit too
much? His answer was that he’s doing
God’s work. I call that blasphemy.

This is fundamental economic injus-
tice in America, and the American peo-
ple know it. They’re voting their frus-
tration. They expect Congress to listen
to them, not to continue to reward
Wall Street’s overprivileged scions at
their expense.

BILL MOYERS JOURNAL
(By Bill Moyers)

The ancient Romans had a proverb: ‘‘Mon-
day is like sea water. The more you drink,
the thirstier you become.”” That adage finds
particular meaning today on Wall Street,
which began this New Year riding a tidal
wave of bonuses in a surging ocean of greed.

Thanks to taxpayers like you who gener-
ously bailed banking from the financial ship-
wreck it created for itself and for us, by the
end of 2009 the industry’s compensation pool
reached nearly $200 billion. And despite
windfall profits, the banks will claim almost
$80 billion in tax deductions. And nearly $20
billion of those deductions will go to just
three institutions—Morgan Stanley, JP Mor-
gan Chase, and Goldman Sachs.

Ah, yes—Goldman Sachs, that paragon of
profit and probity—which bet big on the
housing bubble and when it popped—pres-
tol—converted itself from an investment
firm into a bank so it could get your bailout
money. Now consider this: In 2008, Goldman
Sachs paid an effective tax rate of just one
percent. I’'m not making that up—one per-
cent!—while their CEO Lloyd Blankfein
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