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(Ms. KOSMAS addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

KEEP AMERICA COMPETITIVE IN
THE GLOBAL ECONOMY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KILROY) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. KILROY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in strong support of the America
COMPETES Reauthorization Act, leg-
islation that will create jobs, strength-
en our commitment to innovative re-
search, and invest in education to keep
our country competitive in the global
economy.

Over the last century, America has
been the leader in technological and
scientific innovation. However, other
nations are making investments in
their own research capabilities, and we
must rise to meet the challenge and in-
sure that we remain the world’s leader
in innovation and learning while revi-
talizing our economy and creating jobs
in our community.

I am part of the Congressional Com-
petitiveness Task Force, and I also
hold hearings on this issue in my own
community and recently had the op-
portunity to meet with executives from
the Silicon Valley. They tell me that
innovation and research and develop-
ment is necessary to get America mov-
ing again and our economy and keep
America the leader in technological
and scientific innovation.

The America COMPETES Act will
create jobs by strengthening our manu-
facturing sector. It guarantees loans to
small- and medium-sized manufactur-
ers that create innovative products,
supports research for transformative
advances in manufacturing, and sup-
ports the Manufacturing Extension
Partnership program so it can continue
to meet the needs and challenges of
manufacturers today.

The America COMPETES Act also
makes investments in clean energy
technologies that will help create jobs
and secure our long-term economic
growth. As China, Brazil, and other
countries make huge investments in
this growing industry, we must ensure
that our country does not lose its com-
petitive edge and fall behind in its
technological capabilities.

The America COMPETES Act reau-
thorizes the Advanced Research
Projects Agency for Energy to support
high-risk, high-reward energy tech-
nology research and establishes Energy
Innovation Hubs to support collabo-
rative research and development of ad-
vanced energy technology.

Building a workforce that would be
competitive in the world global mar-
ketplace also requires investments in
science, technology, engineering, and
mathematics education at all levels of
our education system.

The America COMPETES Act up-
dates the Robert Noyce Teacher Schol-
arship Program to help train secondary
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teachers to teach STEM in high-needs
schools, provides grants to encourage
students to major in science, tech-
nology, engineering, and math fields,
and establishes fellowships for grad-
uates in these fields to lead the way in
education research in these areas.

The America COMPETES Act will
strengthen diversity for science, tech-
nology, engineering, and math stu-
dents, increasing the participation of
women and minorities in the classroom
and the workforce. And it increases
funding for research reauthorized by
the Department of Energy’s Office of
Science, the largest supporter of phys-
ical science research in our country,
the National Science Foundation, and
the National Institute of Technology,
with the intent of doubling funding
they receive over the next 10 years.
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The research they support will create
the innovative technologies of the fu-
ture and drive students to become the
scientists and engineers our country
needs.

Chad Bouton, recently named Inven-
tor of the Year by Battelle in my dis-
trict, is a shining example of this. His
work on processing algorithms makes a
product called Cyberkinetic Braingate
possible, a medical device that allows
people to control computers by their
thoughts. This has incredible implica-
tions for paraplegics who are confined
to their wheelchairs, for veterans in
need of realistic, functional pros-
thetics. This is the kind of research we
need that not only leads to incredible
innovations, but will inspire students
with the possibilities of what they can
achieve as scientists and researchers
themselves.

We have a Kkey opportunity as the
economic recovery takes hold to make
essential investments that will keep
our Nation competitive and secure its
long-term economic growth. The Amer-
ica COMPETES Act is supported by the
U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers,
the Ohio Business Roundtable, Ohio
State University, and hundreds of busi-
nesses, professional societies, and insti-
tutions of higher learning across the
country.

I am proud to cosponsor this bipar-
tisan legislation, and I urge my col-
leagues, tomorrow when it comes for a
vote, to support the America COM-
PETES Act.

e —

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

——

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

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
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hereafter in the Extensions of Re-

marks.)
————

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. KAPTUR addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

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

———

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.)

———

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

(Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

———

JOBS AND OUR ECONOMY

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

Mr. AKIN. Mr. Speaker, thank you
very much for recognizing me and al-
lowing us again on a Wednesday
evening to explore the interesting
question that has certainly been much
in the minds of Americans over the last
couple of years; that is, the situation
of jobs and our economy. Particularly,
what is the connection between jobs
and the economy, and what is going
on? Do we have reason for hope? Are
things turning around or not? And we
continue as Americans to ask, where
are the jobs? Because there are many,
many people who are unemployed, and
many people who are unemployed for
more than a year are no longer counted
in our statistics, which suggests that
the unemployment rate is somewhere
in that 9 percent or 10 percent area. So
the real unemployment rate is prob-
ably higher. That is a reason for people
to be concerned, if you have a job.

If you don’t have a job, it is not a
matter of concern; it is a matter of a
serious crisis. And there are many peo-
ple who are struggling with that, and
we are going to take a look at that this
evening and also take a look at what
are the various factors that influence
the fact that we don’t have jobs,
whether we are doing the right or
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wrong things, and also the curious phe-
nomena that we are seeing now, where,
from a policy point of view, we are
doing many things that are very de-
structive to job creation, and yet the
economy seems to be coming back to
some degree. What is that? What drives
the economy? And, why would Wall
Street be having things look good for
Wall Street when so many people are
out of work? We are going to take a
look at those questions this evening.

Starting off, I have depicted here:
The lower part of this graph is the net
jobs gained or lost. This centerline
here is zero jobs. We haven’t created
any jobs, we haven’t lost any jobs if
you see a bar that is near this center-
line. This is going back to 1993.

We come here: 2001. It was the reces-
sion when I was first elected to Con-
gress. In 2001, we were losing jobs. And
you can see those. We inherited a re-
cession from the last days of the pre-
vious administration. George Bush
came to office here, we were losing
jobs, and we had to do something to try
to turn the economy around. You see,
something was done. The economy
turned around.

Now, the next and last section of the
graph is 2009, and you can see the tre-
mendous number of jobs lost over here,
the jobs lost again being the lines
under the graph, showing that these
are thousands and thousands of jobs
that are lost. So this graph here shows
the fact that we do have a great deal of
job loss. The graph up above is a little
bit more complicated. We don’t need to
get into that for a moment.

So how is it that this whole situation
came to be, and how did we get into the
problems in the first place? Well, it
started some years ago for this par-
ticular recession. It was brought on, as
you recall, you have probably heard
some discussion about the word
ACORN or about Freddie and Fannie.
The details of this whole situation may
seem a little bit hazy to you. That is
all right. A lot of things go on, and it
is hard to keep track of everything.
But the recession really got started be-
cause of a combination of several
things that happened.

By and large, if you are looking at
somebody to blame, you should be
looking here. You should be looking at
the Federal Government. It was poli-
cies of the Federal Government that
created this problem, the unemploy-
ment problem and the turndown in the
economy.

Well, exactly what happened? Well,
what happened was, going back many
years, people got the idea that it would
be a good idea for banks to loan money
to people so people could buy houses.
But there are some people who eco-
nomically are not in a very strong po-
sition to be able to continue to make
their mortgage payment month in and
month out. So Congress, in its wisdom,
made the decision that we were going
to force banks to make loans to people
who were bad loan prospects. That
means that there was a high chance
that they could not repay the loan.
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Now, I suppose this was done in the
name of compassion or whatever. I am
not sure how compassionate it is to put
someone into a loan that they can’t af-
ford to pay for, but that is what we ac-
tually instituted into law. So we had
the situation ticking along like a
timebomb.

By the time President Clinton was in
his last year, he increased the percent-
age of the loans that had to be made to
people who couldn’t afford to pay
them, so the bankers were going out
making loans to people that couldn’t
afford to pay.

You say, well, why would a banker do
that? Well, part of the reason is be-
cause a banker could pass the loan on
through to Freddie and Fannie. Freddie
and Fannie were two quasi-public orga-
nizations. They acted like private com-
panies, but there was always this im-
plicit guarantee that if anything hap-
pened to Freddie and Fannie, the Fed-
eral Government would come in and
bail them out.

Well, so what happens? You put that
in combination with another thing
that was going on, and that was this
recession here. The Federal Reserve,
first of all, created money, but they
also particularly reduced very much
the cost of money to banks. So you had
almost a zero interest level and you
had a lot of liquidity looking for some-
place to invest money. So what did
people invest money in? They invested
money in houses. So everybody started
buying houses, and housing prices went
up and up and up.

I came down here by 2004 or 2005, and
I thought I was the dumbest Congress-
man in the entire House because I
hadn’t bought a multimillion dollar
house and watched it double in 4 or 5
years. But of course, when you see
something expanding that rapidly, it
suggests you may be dealing with a
bubble, and of course that is what hap-
pened: The housing bubble popped.

So it was a combination, one, of poli-
cies created by Congress requiring
loans to be made to people who
couldn’t afford to pay them. And as the
housing bubble popped and the housing
values came down, all Kinds of people
were like, when the music stops, who is
left without a chair?

So the economy starts to take a
beating, and the group that was push-
ing very hard for these loans to people
who couldn’t afford to pay them of
course was ACORN, someone certainly
that the President was closely associ-
ated with. And was this a big surprise
to lawmakers? Well, it really wasn’t to
many.

In fact, if you take a look at that
great conservative oracle, The New
York Times—I say that somewhat sar-
castically—you find on September 11,
2003, as early as September of 2003,
President Bush was saying to Congress,
“Give me authority to work with
Freddie and Fannie, because they are
spending too much money.”” And so the
Congress did that. The Republicans
were in charge here in the House.
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We passed a bill, it went to the Sen-
ate, and it was killed in the Senate be-
cause the Republicans did not have 60
votes in the Senate. And so this tick-
ing timebomb continued to tick. We
did not deal with the financial mis-
management of Freddie and Fannie
until the train came off the tracks
somewhat down the line.

That may be a brief version, but it
gives you a sense as to how things got
started. And it wasn’t problems with
free enterprise, it wasn’t problems with
businesses much. It was made right
here in this Chamber.

I am joined by a fantastic Congress-
man from Illinois, somebody who is
highly regarded, a graduate of West
Point, which we won’t hold against
him even, and it is Congressman
SHIMKUS.

I would be delighted to hear your per-
spective on where we are going with
these things.

Mr. SHIMKUS. I thank my colleague
for giving me some time. I am joined
with some high school students from
North City, Illinois, which is a small
rural community. The thing that is
worrying them and they are focusing
on is, where are the jobs going to be?

And I always come back to over this
last year and a half: What have we
done to help create an environment? As
you know, and you have got a great
background in this, there is a simple
statement: If you want employees, you
have to have employers.

Mr. AKIN. That is a profound state-
ment that you just made. It is so sim-
ple, and yet we forget it. Don’t we?

Mr. SHIMKUS. Well, we forget it, and
we drive them out. You look at what
we have done with the bailout of Wall
Street. What we actually did was we
established a premise of too big to fail,
and then we bailed out the huge, pow-
erful, big Wall Street banks. And who
is paying the fare? Our small commu-
nity banks, with new insurance pre-
miums, and they are the ones who loan
to small businesses throughout small-
town rural southern Illinois.

And then we bring up a cap-and-trade
regime on a false premise of carbon di-
oxide as a toxic emittent. We say we
want to tax carbon. What does that
mean? Higher electricity prices, higher
gas prices. That is not a good signal for
people to invest and take over this if
they are going to get a return invest-
ment.

Then, we do the fraud of all frauds,
and we say we are going to provide
health care to all Americans, and we
are going to cut Medicare $500 billion,
we are going to raise another $500 bil-
lion in taxes, and we are going to cre-
ate a system that really is
unsustainable.

And the business community is say-
ing, time out. I am not going to take
any risk until this thing all sorts out.

So it is unfortunate, when we really
need jobs in America, that our response
here in the past 18 months is to send
every signal against those.

I want to finish with the statement
that if you want to pay for government
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services, you have to have the private
sector that is earning money to pay
the taxes to pay for government serv-
ices. Government employment, govern-
ment jobs is not going to be able to pay
for government services.

0 2030

Mr. AKIN. Well, you know, you have
just made a whole series of very, very
excellent, really commonsense kinds of
points. And in summarizing what you
said, many people have likened that
our policy for the last year and a half
is the equivalent—it’s tantamount to
declaring war on business. Now, you
can’t declare war on business and then
complain that there aren’t any jobs
around. It just doesn’t make sense.

Now, supposedly the President was
going to do some ‘‘Meetings on Main
Street’” about unemployment. So a
couple of weeks ago, we had a meeting
across the river from you, gentleman,
on Main Street in St. Charles, and we
invited about 30 or 40 business people,
some bigger companies, smaller compa-
nies, and we asked them, What are the
most important things to get right, for
us to get right down here in order to
create the environment where the pri-
vate sector could create jobs? We can’t
make any jobs in the Federal Govern-
ment. Every time we make a job, it
takes two jobs out of the private sec-
tor, but we can set a proper environ-
ment for job creation.

So I asked it a little bit from a nega-
tive point of view. I said, What are the
things that are most destructive to
creating jobs? I have got a list of them
here, but they put them in order—actu-
ally the order that I think is almost
common sense. The first thing they
said was excessive taxation. Now,
starting on excessive taxation, every-
thing that just came out of your
mouth, gentleman, is another story of
excessive taxation. You’ve got the Wall
Street bailout. I think you mentioned
that failed stimulus bill—I would call
it a porkulus bill. The $787 billion real-
ly turned out to be $800 billion, and
then you’ve got the tax on carbon, the
cap-and-tax. That’s something we
passed in the House, but the Senate,
fortunately, hasn’t confirmed it.

You know, the President made a
promise, he said, No one making under
$250,000 is going to need to worry about
getting taxed, and yet we pass a bill
that the poor soul that flips the light
switch is going to be taxed. And then
on top of that, we add socialized medi-
cine. All of those things are massive
taxes, and our small business people
were saying, If there’s one thing you
want to do to create jobs, you do not
want to bury the small business guy in
taxes. Now, you know that. It’s abso-
lute common sense, isn’t it?

Mr. SHIMKUS. Right. And as we fol-
low the now health care law, it’s hard
for some of us to really—I mean, the
reality is that the people who are going
to have the most difficulty are the
small businesses in complying. And,
again, when you talked about small-
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town rural America, you look at—we
want to encourage people to hire folks.
We don’t want to discourage the cen-
tralized—and it’s a sad state of affairs
that the only place in America that
you can go to find a job is Washington,
D.C., and the only place that real es-
tate values are high is Washington,
D.C. We cannot continue to incentivize
the national capital at the expense of
Main Street USA.

Mr. AKIN. Right. The first thing is
on the taxation point, why would tax-
ation kill jobs? You know, if you think
about it—first of all, let’s say, where-
abouts are jobs? Well, 80 percent of jobs
in America are businesses with 500 or
fewer employees. So as you’re saying
you’ve got these small business guys
out there, and all of a sudden the gov-
ernment just lets them have it with a
whole bunch of taxes, the small busi-
nessman, the profit that his little busi-
ness makes is viewed as he made a ton
of money.

Mr. SHIMKUS. If the gentleman
would yield, in small town rural Amer-
ica, a big company has 25 employees,
maybe 40 employees. I mean, they are
the massive job creators of rural Amer-
ica. And I know the Department of
Commerce has their categories of what
defines small. Most folks in my con-
gressional district—again, I have some-
one who joined me tonight—I mean, if
someone had 500 jobs in any part of the
district, that would be like a massive
influx. And so that’s where we need to
get to. We need to provide the incen-
tive. I'm not just putting just the na-
tional government to blame. The State
of Illinois is one of the worst States for
people to locate and create jobs be-
cause of additional things that you just
highlighted.

Mr. AKIN. Is it tough on taxes?

Mr. SHIMKUS. It’s tough on taxes.

Mr. AKIN. Our businessmen said,
That’s the worst thing. I think their
point was, You’ve got yourself a little
machine shop or some business, if all
your money is taxed away from you,
you can’t put a shed on it and add a
new machine tool; you can’t invest in a
new process or a new idea or a new in-
novation.

We’ve got a guy in my district and he
actually has a farm over in Illinois,
and I just love innovation in Ameri-
cans. This guy recognized that there is
a material that nobody seems to want
in our country, and it comes out of the
south end of pigs. And it’s kind of
smelly stuff. He has found some way to
put pig manure into these big kettles,
run the pressure up and the tempera-
ture up and turn it into a crude tar
which he uses to make asphalt to make
roads. And we have a section of road
which is a pig manure road which ap-
parently our Department of Transpor-
tation says is pretty good quality as-
phalt. You know, that’s the kind of
thing, though, you’ve got to have
money to invest in a new idea, and if
the government taxes all your money
away, how do you create those jobs?

Mr. SHIMKUS. And you have it up
there too. I'm going to end with this:
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uncertainty, because uncertainty cre-
ates a disincentive for people to as-
sume risk. And if they’re going to as-
sume risk, that’s where bailouts are a
failed economic policy because there
are two sides of that coin. If you’re
successful, we want those folks to be
rewarded and be able to keep that
earned money so that they can grow
their business. But if they fail, they
fail. Grant failed numerous times. Lin-
coln failed numerous times. The his-
tory of this country is rife with very
successful individuals who were not
successful in many businesses but
didn’t turn to government to ask for a
handout.

I want to thank you. I wanted to
come down and visit. I appreciate your
yeoman’s work on this, and thank you
for your work.

Mr. AKIN. Well, I sure appreciate the
way that you represent your district,
and I know your constituents do. We’re
proud of you, and thank you for the
fact that you bring that kind of com-
mon sense from the heartland here to
the Capitol. We need a little more of
that common sense. Thank you so
much, gentleman.

So I was just running along. We
talked about what caused all this prob-
lem. Well, a lot of it was government
policies and the idea of giving people
all these loans. They couldn’t afford to
repay them, and then you have every-
body buying all of these different kinds
of mortgage-backed securities. And the
major corporations in America, the
Wall Street corporations, started to
fail and choke on these bad policies
that are based on no common sense at
all.

So now you have what’s happened be-
fore in America and, that is, you have
a recession going on. So the question
is, What do you do if you’ve got a re-
cession? And different Presidents have
had different approaches to that. But
what we have seen, as we’ve just been
talking about, is we have done about
everything on this list which are
things that are going to Kkill jobs.
We’ve done everything policy-wise
wrong. We could hardly get anything
more wrong.

First of all, according to the small
business people in our community, the
excessive taxation. Well, let’s talk
about what the taxation was. Well,
you’ve got the Wall Street bailout
which is basically creating a whole lot
of the government debt which is going
to have to turn into taxation. You've
got the taxation of the cap-and-tax bill
that they’re talking about. You're
going to expire taxes on capital gains,
dividends and death taxes. Those taxes
are all going to go up next year. And
then you’ve got the tremendous taxes
that are inherent in the socialized med-
icine bill. So you have a whole lot of
taxes coming down on the owners of
businesses. That’s a job killer.

The next thing that my constituents
said that was a major part of the prob-
lem was the insufficient liquidity. A
businessman needs to be able to get
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loans from a bank. He doesn’t want big
ones. He usually gets a loan for 3 to 5
years and has to pay a pretty decent
percentage to the local bank to get
those loans. Well, what’s happened is
that we have tightened up the security
and the requirements for lenders in
small banks so tremendously heavily
that it’s very hard for small business
people to be able to get loans. They
can’t borrow money, or the money they
used to be able to borrow, they’re pay-
ing twice the interest rate for the
money. So the liquidity is a big prob-
lem. Insufficient liquidity is a big prob-
lem that small businesses are having.

They’re having liquidity problems,
tax problems. The economic uncer-
tainty—of course all of these massive
bills like socialized medicine, those are
things that create a lot of uncertainty.
So if you’re uncertain as a small busi-
nessman, what you’re going to do, as
we say in Missouri, you’re going to
hunker down. You’re going to avoid
making decisions. You’re going to try
to preserve your capital and try do
what you can to ride out the storm. So
that’s the economic uncertainty that
has been created.

And then the red tape is another one
that they mentioned. Excessive govern-
ment mandates and red tape. That’s
particularly deadly to small businesses
because a big business could have a red
tape department, but a small business
can’t afford to have that kind of over-
head in terms of management staff. So
red tape is also very much a job Kkiller.

Now we have employed all of these
tools in the last year and a half and es-
sentially declared war on business. So
why in the world would we want to do
something like that? We shouldn’t be
doing it. The result then is that we
have created an environment to make
a recession that could have been bad,
we’ve made it worse. We were told in
the recovery plan, in the beginning of
the year in 2008 and 2009 here, we were
told that if we don’t pass the recovery
plan—I guess they call it the stimulus
plan—if we don’t pass this thing, we’re
going to have unemployment as high as
8 percent or 9 percent if we don’t pass
it. Well, on a totally party-line vote,
the Democrats passed this bill, and our
actual unemployment has gone up like
a skyrocket. And why is that? Well,
it’s because obviously the stimulus bill
didn’t work.

Now, should we have known it
wouldn’t work? Of course we should
have known it. We could have gone
back to the days of FDR who also had
a recession that he turned into a Great
Depression because he used a wrong
economic theory. And what was that
theory? Well, it was the idea that if the
Federal Government just spends money
wildly, it will improve the economy be-
cause as the government starts buying,
they’ll get everybody else buying, and
the whole economy will take off and do
well.

So that was what Henry Morgenthau,
with the advice of Little Lord Keynes,
did just prior to the Great Depression.
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So at the end of about 8 years of tre-
mendous pain and suffering where the
small businesses were not just
hunkered down but were out of busi-
ness, then what happens is, this guy,
Henry Morgenthau who was Secretary
of the Treasury under FDR, comes here
to Congress. He talks to the Ways and
Means Committee, and he said, You
know, we tried spending, and it doesn’t
work. It just doesn’t work. And he said,
What’s more, we’re tremendously in
debt as well. So that goes back to basi-
cally World War II days that shows
that this idea of the stimulus bill just
doesn’t work. It’s not the right way to
do it.

Now, is there a way to deal with a re-
cession that comes along? Well, the an-
swer is yes. It’s been tried by quite a
number of different Presidents, and the
various Presidents that have been most
successful in stopping these recessions,
one was JFK. Now, of course the Demo-
crats run everything down here. Repub-
licans in the House are 40 votes short
of the majority, so we don’t have a lot
to say about these different bills that
were passed, and the same thing is
going on in the Senate, and of course
there’s a Democrat in the Presidency.

Now, is there an approach that they
could do? I have been critical of Demo-
crats, but not because of the fact that
I have anything personal but because
the policies have been hurting our
country.

Here is a case, JFK, who is a Demo-
crat, that did the right thing. They
should have learned from him. And
what did he do? He cut taxes. How does
that help? He cut taxes. You've got
problems all over. The government
should be spending money and things.
If you cut taxes, what happens is, it
leaves more money for that small busi-
nessman to invest. As he invests, it
creates jobs. As more people have jobs
and make a good income, they pay
more in taxes. So it’s an ironic effect of
economics that you can actually re-
duce taxes and increase government
revenue. We saw it happen under the
Bush administration. JFK of course
was followed by, you know, Ronald
Reagan and Bush. Both of them used
the same approach. By cutting taxes,
they turned us out of a recession.

You could see that on the first chart
that we had. You can see that this re-
cession that President Bush inherited
here, he had in 2001—and you have kind
of lackluster job growth through 2002
into 2003. And then put the policies of
these tax cuts, which he was able to
get through the Senate. In spite of the
fact that we did not have 60 Republican
votes, we did get tax cuts through the
Senate, particularly capital gains divi-
dends and the death tax. And when we
got that through, you can see that the
recovery followed. And so that’s the ef-
fective way, and I think it’s not Amer-
ican even to be critical of a political
party or somebody else’s solution with-
out proposing a better idea. So cer-
tainly the better idea is cut taxes.
That’s what always works. It’s worked
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in other economies and other parts of
the world as well.

So here we’ve got actually a little bit
of a cartoon of what’s going on. Some-
times we have to laugh a little bit even
though it doesn’t seem very funny
when you don’t have a job. But you
have the President here saying, Now
give me one good reason why you're
not hiring. Well, there are a whole
bunch of good reasons in these bulls
that are in the china shop. Certainly
the health care reform is a huge tax,
but it’s also a tremendous amount of
government red tape and an extreme,
extreme incentive not to hire workers
because you have to pay so much in
health care if you are a small business-
man with this new socialized medicine
that has just been approved.

The cap-and-trade or cap-and-tax is
the energy bill. Of course, most busi-
nesses use energy. So if you have an in-
crease in the cost of energy, which this
bill would do, you’re taxing small busi-
ness. And then of course you have
other different taxes in the background
coming in. So we’re doing a lot of
things that are absolutely the wrong
thing to do. So that basically could be
summarized as a war on business.
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We have talked about what the right
thing to do is, which is to cut our
spending and also to cut taxes. The
point of the matter here is that our
economy and these jobs all work ac-
cording to basic principles of econom-
ics.

So now we come to, I think, a very,
very interesting question, and this is
the question: If we have been doing ev-
erything wrong, which I would suggest
from a policy point of view we have
done about everything wrong. We have
created red tape. We have created tre-
mendous taxes, and we are not allow-
ing the liquidity that the businessmen
need to make jobs. On top of that, you
have a high level of uncertainty and
excessive government spending. If we
are doing all of those things wrong,
how come it seems like the stock mar-
ket is bouncing back and it seems like
we are starting toward a recovery in
appearances? That becomes Kkind of an
interesting question.

If what I am saying is true that we
have done all of the wrong things for
businesses, and if you check with al-
most any small business man in Amer-
ica, they would say yes, you do not
want to increase taxes and uncertainty
and government red tape. You want
small business men to have access to
capital and liquidity, and all of those
things, if we haven’t done a good job,
are problems. Almost all small busi-
ness men will say that is common
sense, and if you want jobs, you have to
have healthy businesses.

How come is it, then, that it appears
that we are pulling out of the recession
and starting to do better? Well, obvi-
ously the answer to that question is
that there are some other things that
also affect our economy. In fact, there
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is another thing that is even stronger
than all of the policies that are so im-
portant that we get right down here.
What is that force that is so powerful?
Well, in a way, you could look at it as
the crack cocaine of our economy.
Think of it for a minute that there is
a person standing there. They are in
need of a seven-way heart bypass and
they have diabetes and they are get-
ting older. So they are not too healthy.
But with a little crack cocaine, they
think they are Superman.

Well, we have the equivalent of crack
cocaine in our economic system in
America, and that is the Federal Re-
serve. And their crack cocaine is to in-
crease the money supply. It used to be
called ‘“‘running the printing press,” ex-
cept today we don’t run printing press-
es. Things are just recorded. But the
point of the matter is that the Federal
Reserve has created a tremendous
spike in liquidity to try to deal with
the tough times in the economy.

On top of that increase in liquidity,
they have dropped the interest rates
down very low toward zero. What that
does is it creates all of this easy money
that is looking for a home, and that
has a tremendously stimulating effect
on the economy, a little like crack co-
caine does to somebody who might oth-
erwise be sick.

So, when we have done this in the
past, we run into these bubble cycles
where you have easy money at a low
interest rate. There are people who
have access to that money, and they
want to buy stocks. They find some-
thing they want to buy; they bid it up.
It goes up, up, up, and then the bubble
collapses. We saw it with the high-tech
stocks, and we have just been through
it with real estate. People who had a
lot of money, particularly low interest
rates in 2004, 2005, they go out and buy
real estate because what is more solid
and American and reliable than mort-
gages of Americans for their own
homes? It has been a very steady busi-
ness.

Well, you have to watch out when
you see money get too easy to be made.
You saw home prices in many areas
double, and then the top blows off.
That is created by this easy money, or
what I would call the crack cocaine of
our economic system. That is what is
going on right now. That is why you
see Wall Street apparently seeming to
do better, the stock market seeming to
g0 up, and yet all of the policies from
a logic point of view that are necessary
for a healthy business environment and
for lots of good-paying jobs, those poli-
cies are not in place and they are being
ignored.

In fact, it is almost ironic. The Presi-
dent made a statement, and I had it on
a chart last week. He said the govern-
ment can’t so much make the jobs, but
we need to set the environment so
there is the proper environment for job
creation. He was exactly right on that.
And then he turned around and has ad-
vocated every single policy that he has
been advocating, all of his priorities
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are going to have the net effect of de-
stroying jobs. So there is a little bit of
a dichotomy here.

Now, I have been critical of Demo-
crat policies, not because I don’t like
Democrats, and maybe I ought to make
it clear. Everybody that I know of in
this Chamber here, there are a lot of
fantastic people, and I don’t know of
anybody who wakes up in the morning
and thinks, How I can mess up our
country? Nobody thinks that way, but
the point of the matter is there are
policies that work and there are poli-
cies that don’t work. The policies that
work to create jobs is you have to get
off of the big spending and you have to
back off on taxes. If you do that, you
will actually get more revenue and you
can pay for more government services.

Let’s take a look at what I am talk-
ing about, big spending. Many people
felt President Bush spent too much
money; in fact, he probably did. These
blue lines are President Bush, and
these show what the deficit is by year.
If you take a look here, the very worst
Bush deficit was this year. It is shown
in red because this was the Pelosi Con-
gress with Bush as President. He was
somewhere just about $450 billion of
deficit, which was President Bush’s
worst deficit. So he spent more money
than we had, and that wasn’t a good
thing to do. He had two wars going on,
and we were just coming out of a reces-
sion. Anyway, his worst spending year
was 2008.

Now we come to Obama’s first year
as President. What we find is that now
the deficit has more than tripled in 1
year. So we go from $450-some billion
under President Bush, which was about
3.1 percent of our gross domestic prod-
uct, which is about average, really, for
some of the deficits that various Presi-
dents have run. The deficit is about 3
percent of our gross domestic product.
The next year, under Obama, the def-
icit, and PELOSI and REID, the deficit
triples to $1.4 trillion.

Now, what does $1.4 trillion mean?
Well, it is three times bigger than
Bush’s worst deficit, but as a percent of
GDP, it is 9.9 percent of GDP. That is
the highest since World War II in terms
of government spending.

So this is not the thing to be doing
when there are not a lot of jobs and
when businesses are being hammered.
We don’t want to be running that kind
of spending, and that kind of spending
tends to lead to all kinds of taxes.
What happens is you can take a reces-
sion and turn it into a Great Depres-
sion by using the wrong policies.

Now, one of the things that I hear
sometimes from people, and I think it
is a fair and a good question, and that
is: Okay, Congressman AKIN, you are
criticizing some of these Democrats,
but I think you have a short memory.
Don’t you remember that the Repub-
licans used to be in charge of 2001
through 2006? You were in the major-
ity. What kinds of things did you do?

Well, when we were in the majority,
we did a lot of things that nobody
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knows anything about, but they were
not actually such bad policies.

In the case of health care, for in-
stance, did you do anything in health
care? Yes, we did. We passed a number
of bills to move forward with associ-
ated health plans. That was something
where small businesses could pool their
employees together and get a better
price on health insurance.

What happened to the bills that the
Republicans passed in the House? They
went to the Senate.

What happened in the Senate? Repub-
licans did not have 60 votes in the Sen-
ate, so the bill died for associated
health plans. It was brought up numer-
ous times.

We had bills to change tort reform.
They passed in the House and they
went to the Senate. What happened in
the Senate? You guessed it. We didn’t
have 60 votes and they were killed in
the Senate.

We had bills to protect against the
problems of Freddie and Fannie. The
Republicans passed a bill to create
more government control of Freddie
and Fannie because they were cooking
their books and they were not solvent
the way they should have been. Guess
what happened to those bills over in
the Senate? Because we did not have 60
votes, they were killed by Democrats
in the Senate because we didn’t have
enough to get to 60 votes.

We also passed a number of energy
bills in the House to protect against
spikes in gasoline prices that we have
experienced. What happened to our en-
ergy bills? A number of them that were
sent to the Senate, you guessed it.
They were killed by Democrats in the
Senate. In fact, people are surprised to
note that there is more difference on a
party-line vote on energy in the U.S.
Congress than there is on the subject of
abortion. Most people know Congress
gets polarized on the abortion issue.
They don’t realize that we are even
more polarized on things like energy.
All of these different bills were passed
in the House. And, of course, we did get
some strong judges on the Supreme
Court.

Now, one of the things that has al-
ways surprised me from a policy point
of view—aside from the fact that we
can’t seem to learn from the other
countries that have gone bankrupt and
the States in America that are going
bankrupt because they are spending
too much money—why is it that we
have so much faith in big government?
That is something that is a real puzzle
to me.

I think of another country that was
founded on the idea of a great, great
deal of faith in big government. This
was a major world power, and their
whole basic way of thinking about
things was that the government is
going to provide you with food, the
government will provide the citizens
with housing for a place to live, the
government will provide the citizens
with education so they can be well-edu-
cated, the government will provide
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them with a job, and the government
will provide them with health care. So
this was the idea that big government
is going to provide you with food and
clothing and shelter and a job and edu-
cation and health care. What was the
name of this big country? Well, it was
known as the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, the USSR. It was done by
the Communists, and they felt it was
the thing that big government could be
trusted to provide all of those nice
things for citizens.

It turned out, as we took a look at it,
that it wasn’t such a nifty theory. It
didn’t work, and it created a great deal
of poverty. And not only that, the peo-
ple who had adopted that theory had
failed to recall that historically one of
the greatest dangers to human life is
big government. Big governments have
killed far, far more human beings of
their own citizens than all of the wars
of history. If you take the wars of his-
tory from the time of Christ forward,
you will find that there weren’t nearly
as many casualties from war as there
were just from the casualties of a cou-
ple of Communist dictators to what
they did to their own people. That’s
not to mention the Nazis and other
kinds of dictators that have likewise
killed many of their own citizens.

In the case of Stalin, about 40 million
people were starved in the UKkraine.
And, of course, Chairman Mao, not to
be outdone, is noted for having mur-
dered about 60 million Chinese. That is
more, the combination of those people
under communism, under the big gov-
ernment theory, killed more people
than any wars.

So why do we have so much faith in
big government when we have seen its
tremendous failures? And yet it seems
over the past year and a half, the solu-
tion to everything is more taxes and
more government. I don’t see the logic
of why we want to be doing that. So
that is what is driving this tremendous
Federal spending is this faith that big
government has to do everything for
us; and, of course, economically that is
not a good approach.

The result is we have gotten into this
particular situation here. This is the
actual money that the Federal Govern-
ment takes in is the blue dot, and the
red circle here is the money we are
spending. Obviously, if you look at
this, you can see the blue circle is
smaller than the red circle. That says
we are spending more money than we
are taking in.

What is that ratio? That ratio today
is when the Federal Government
spends a dollar, 41 cents of it is bor-
rowed. Out of a dollar, 41 cents is bor-
rowed. That is the difference between
the blue and the red circle.

Where is the Federal spending going?
It is going to Medicare and Medicaid,
which are now mathematically broken.
Over time, if you run what is hap-
pening with these programs, you don’t
change the programs any, you just
have more and more people asking for
services out of these programs, that, in
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combination with Social Security, the
dark red here, is growing at a rate that
you could get rid of defense, nondefense
and everything else, and you are not
going to have enough money to run the
government.

This is really a crisis, and it is a lit-
tle bit ironic that when the Federal
Government cannot run health care,
that is Medicare and Medicaid, which is
currently the Federal Government’s re-
sponsibility to be running Medicare
and Medicaid, although Medicaid is
passed on to the States to a degree,
too, that we cannot run that well, and
so what do we do? We are taking all of
that over and have the government run
all of health care with this new social-
ized medicine bill. Certainly the solu-
tion to that bill is only one thing: It
must be repealed. It is the worst piece
of legislation I have ever seen in Con-
gress, and I believe that there are
many, many other people who have the
same opinion that the solution for
America to move forward with decent
health care has to start with a repeal
of socialized medicine. You can see we
are not running medicine too well with
the government even before socialized
medicine, and that is the problem with
this excessive spending.
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And what happens then too is as the
government grows and grows, you take
money away from small businesses.
First of all, they hunker down. They
don’t make decisions. They don’t make
jobs. They lay people off. But eventu-
ally you could make them sick enough
that they close their doors. And guess
where the jobs go? There will be jobs,
they just won’t be in America. They
will be overseas. And that’s the prob-
lem with the excessive taxation and
the war that’s going on in our economy
on businesses and jobs.

People have taken a look at various
countries and looked at this problem
with excessive government and the reg-
ulations and the increases, and we can
see in 2001, that the United States was
sixth in terms of an economic freedom
index. I think this is calculated by the
Heritage Foundation. And they took a
look at all kinds of things like taxes,
redtape and a whole series of other fac-
tors, and the United States is sixth
with the particular 1list they cal-
culated. We’ve dropped, just in 10
years, to eighth, behind several other
countries.

And one of the things that a lot of
the European countries have discov-
ered, and it’s a little bit ironic because
we always thought of them as being
much more socialistic and Big Govern-
ment in their solutions. They’re find-
ing that they’re in a race to try to cut
back on taxes on business because they
realize businesses are the keys to pros-
perity, both in terms of jobs, but also
in terms of government revenues.

You have to remember that when the
economy is sick, the State govern-
ments really take a beating, and so
does the Federal Government. In fact,
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if you take a look at the early Bush
years, 2001, 2002, what you found was
the cost of the tax cuts that the Bush
administration put together, including
the cost of the two wars in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, that the total of that
amount of money was less than the
drop in revenue because of the reces-
sion.

So when you have a recession, it’s
not just small businesses. It’s not just
citizens that take a beating. It’s also
governments that don’t have revenue.

So by cutting taxes all of a sudden,
what happens? Well, what you find is
that the government revenue starts to
go up. You say, that’s just like making
water run uphill. Congressman AKIN,
you’re an engineer. How can you say
something that seems to be so hard to
understand? How is it that the govern-
ment could cut taxes and actually in-
crease their amount of revenue that
they take in through taxes?

Well, the answer is pretty straight-
forward. If you think about it for a
minute, pretend that you’re king for a
day and your job is to tax a loaf of
bread. And so you’re going to do—
you’ve got to sort of think in your
mind, now, how much tax am I going to
put on a loaf of bread? Am I going to
charge a penny per loaf? Or am I going
to charge maybe $5 for a loaf of bread
for taxes? Well, you start thinking, if I
do $5 that’s probably too much. People
may not buy any bread at all. If I do a
penny, I probably am not getting all
the taxes I could get.

Well, common sense says that some-
where there is an optimum amount the
government can tax something that’s
optimum in terms of how much rev-
enue you can get. And what’s happened
is the government has increased taxes
so heavily that we’re way beyond the
optimum. And so, by reducing the
amount of taxes, you actually can in-
crease the amount of revenue because,
as the economy gets going, it generates
more jobs, more prosperity. And as you
take a percentage of that in taxes you
end up, even though it’s a smaller per-
cent, you end up with more tax revenue
for the government, which is what ac-
tually happened in 2004, particularly,
and 05 and 06.

And so anyway, some of these dif-
ferent governments, these foreign gov-
ernments are starting to realize, you
know, the Americans were right all the
time. JFK was right. Ronald Reagan
was right. Bush was right. When you
get in trouble, you want to drop taxes
and cut government spending, and you
don’t want to get into this highly and
excessive kind of government spending
here. And so that’s what they did.
That’s what many foreign countries
figured out.

And here we go along, the USA, and
our tax on corporations is the second-
highest in the world. It’s like we
haven’t learned at all from the lessons
that Europe has been learning. And so
that’s something we need to be paying
particular attention to.

Now, to add insult to injury, we not
only are overspending, we’re not only
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overspending by looking at it in a dif-
ferent way, we’re not only hammering
businesses with all kinds of regula-
tions, redtape, with a lack of liquidity,
huge and high taxes, but now, we’ve
gotten to the point where we’re that
cynical here in Congress that we’re not
even going to create a budget. It seems
like I think it’s the first time this has
happened in a very long time, that the
U.S. Congress is not going to have a
budget for the year.

And maybe you could say, well, you
haven’t stayed in your budget anyway,
so what’s the point of creating it? But
you’ve got to have some guidelines,
some sort of rules that we’re going to
go by. And apparently, it’s not in the
cards that we’re going to create a
budget this year.

All of these things are very con-
cerning. All of these things affect
Americans everywhere. And they’re
things that it’s right that the Amer-
ican public should be upset, should be
concerned about these things. And
there is certainly a level of fear and
anger in the general public because of
the fact that we’re not really paying
attention to our business. We’re not
really being responsible economically,
with our constituents.

Now, all of this stuff about the econ-
omy, jobs, the Federal Reserve cre-
ating liquidity and low interest rates, I
guess it can seem kind of mathe-
matical or maybe even a little boring if
it didn’t have such a tremendous im-
pact on the lives of everyday Ameri-
cans and citizens.

I think sometimes it’s helpful to put
a picture on what we’re talking about.
And in my own mind, as a guy who’s
responsible for earning income for my
family, the picture that I guess I live
in fear of is a picture of a house with a
sidewalk out in front, and the family
furniture, like a sofa and an easy chair
and an ironing board, and I don’t know
what else, sitting out on that sidewalk
because I couldn’t afford to pay the
mortgage payment on the house. And
so the house has been taken away from
me and the family.

And I’'m picturing a wife and some
kids looking at Dad saying, now what
are we going to do? Now where are we
going to go? You haven’t had a job in a
long time, Dad.

And that’s being created by the
wrong policies right here in govern-
ment. And it’s that reason that there
needs to be a change, and there needs
to be a whole new look at what we’re
demanding that the Federal Govern-
ment does.

What’s happened is we have drifted
from the idea of limited government, of
the Federal Government primarily
doing only the things that States can-
not do for themselves. Originally, a
couple of hundreds years ago the Fed-
eral Government was very boring. We
only had about four laws to the books.
We had a law against piracy on the
high seas because that wasn’t a State
function. We had a law against coun-
terfeiting because that wasn’t a State
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function to take care of that. And we
had a law against treason because
when somebody is a spy on America,
they’re a spy on the whole country. So
there were a very limited number of
laws at the Federal level. And all of the
other kinds of things, things like mur-
der and stealing and all those things,
were all State laws.

Now we look at the Federal Govern-
ment, and what do we want the Federal
Government to do?

Oh, we want the Federal Government
to do food, and we want the Federal
Government to do housing, and we
want the Federal Government to do
education. We’ve just taken over al-
most all of the student loans in this
last year or two, so now the Federal
Government’s in the student loan busi-
ness. And we’ve got the Federal Gov-
ernment in the car-making and the in-
surance business and the flood insur-
ance business. And we’ve got the Fed-
eral Government in the food business
and in the housing business, in all of
these different things, which never,
never were dreamed of by the Found-
ers, that the Federal Government
would get into the health care business
and all of these different things.

And so what’s been the result? Well,
the result, as you can see, is excessive
spending. But it’s been that chairs and
furniture sitting out on the sidewalk,
and the father trying to figure out, I've
been looking for a job for over a year
now, and I still don’t have a job, and
asking himself, what went wrong?

Well, an awful lot went wrong. It
started right down here when we start-
ed imitating the socialistic Big Gov-
ernment idea that the government is
going to do everything for everybody.
And the fact of the matter is, the gov-
ernment shouldn’t and it can’t, and we
are getting a real lesson in that in
these very days.

And so it is that we’ve come taking a
good look at where the problem start-
ed, the fact that we have done the
wrong solutions, the solutions of exces-
sive government spending, excessive
taxation, taking away liquidity from
small business people, and then, last of
all, using the crack cocaine of the Fed-
eral Reserve to create tons of money
and low interest rates. That will boo-
merang on us, just as crack cocaine
does to a sick person, and it will con-
tinue to make our country sick until
we can start to direct the Federal Re-
serve to control and regulate the sup-
ply of money in such a way that we
don’t create tremendous amounts of li-
quidity and inflation.

I'm joined here this evening on the
floor by a good friend of mine, the Con-
gressman from Iowa who’s noted as a
businessman, a man of a considerable
amount of common sense, a man who’s
not shy about expressing his opinions.
And so it’s a treat for me to just wel-
come my good friend, Congressman
STEVE KING, if you’d like to share a
word or two. We’re about to close up.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Well, I thank the
gentleman from Missouri for heading
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up this Special Order hour and for talk-
ing so much common sense into the
RECORD himself. And as we watched,
there are two different paths one can
follow. The road that’s being traveled
by the Obama administration and the
Pelosi House and the Reid Senate is a
road down the path of Keynesian eco-
nomics on steroids. And the path that
we should have followed, and the path
that we’ve got to get back to, is more
of the Adam Smith, free market com-
ponent of our free enterprise economy.
And if we look at all of the components
of this free market that have been na-
tionalized, taken over, or are under a
great threat of this Congress taking
them over, we can add up, as I've many
times said, the banks, the insurance
companies, Fannie and Freddie and the
car companies, the student loan pro-
gram completely, the nationalization
of our bodies under Obamacare, our
skin and everything inside it. Now we
have the financial services bill sitting
over there in the Senate about ready to
get shoved out of there and back here
for a conference report, and it could
end up on the President’s desk. If we
add all of that up, and if we add to that
cap-and-tax, which is another huge en-
deavor on the part of the President, the
Speaker and the majority leader in the
Senate——

Mr. AKIN. Controlling energy, con-
trolling health care, controlling every
financial transaction, it’s like three
nets of oppression, isn’t it?

Mr. KING of Iowa. Let me add up the
percentages of the formerly private
sector from a year and a half ago, and
it comes to 74 percent of the private
sector would be either nationalized
today or nationalized with the two acts
that are pending that they’re trying to
bring at us, that being cap-and-trade
and the financial services, Mr. AKIN,
and I'd yield back.

Mr. AKIN. Wow, that’s incredible.
Now, that’s 74 percent of what used to
be private a couple of years ago has
been nationalized, or at least under
heavy national regulation and control?

Mr. KING of Iowa. We are at least at
51 percent that has been nationalized,
and that’s the banks, the insurance,
Fannie and Freddie, the car companies,
and then Obamacare. That’s 51 percent.

Mr. AKIN. Now, is that based on the
amount of revenue that each one—the
size of the business? Is that how you
figured it?

Mr. KING of Iowa. It’s based upon the
private sector activity as analyzed by
Dr. Boyle of Arizona State University,
who’s written the analysis and the ar-
ticle on it, Mr. AKIN.

Mr. AKIN. Wow, that’s absolutely in-
credible. So just in the last year or two
we’ve seen history being made.
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Mr. KING of Iowa. We have seen his-
tory being made. And those things are
what one would consider to be a done
deal. And then we are on the cusp of
the financial regulations, which is an-
other 15 percent of the economy some
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say. And then add to that another 8
percent, and which I think is a very
low estimate of what cap-and-trade or
cap-and-tax would actually do to us. So
I don’t know what’s left. Whatever part
of the economy they would like to take
over.

But from my standpoint, every bit of
free enterprise that’s out there in-
creases the vitality of Americans. They
have got a reward for working and pro-
ducing more effectively. It’s not
enough to work hard; you have got to
work smart, too. And everything that
the Federal Government takes over di-
minishes the vitality of the American
worker and lowers the average annual
productivity of our American people,
which diminishes us as a people and re-
duces our gross domestic product and
takes our standard of living down.

Mr. AKIN. You know, what you are
talking about makes all common sense
economically. One other thing, and I
have heard people talk about this, you
can take a look and see that we are not
learning from history. You can see that
socialized medicine didn’t work well in
England because you look at the can-
cer rates there. You take a look at
Canada, their socialized medicine sys-
tem costs them a fortune. When you
get sick in Canada, you come down to
America to get medical care. And you
can see examples.

You can see examples of it not work-
ing in Massachusetts, not working in
Tennessee. And yet we refuse to learn
from it. It didn’t work in the Soviet
Union. We refuse to learn. And to some
degree, you can say logically we should
be smarter than to do all this socialis-
tic stuff.

But there is another argument why
it’s not a good idea which I have not
heard as often. Maybe it’s a more emo-
tional argument, but it is true none-
theless. And that is that it’s stealing.
It’s stealing. When the government
takes money that it’s not authorized
constitutionally to take, that it has no
moral logical reason why the govern-
ment should take money and redis-
tribute money, it goes back to the ar-
gument between the President and Joe
the plumber. And the President made
it very clear. He said we think it’s the
job of government to take money from
one person and give it to someone else.

Now, when and where does the gov-
ernment have the authority to steal
money from one person and give it to
someone else? If I beat you over the
head and take your wallet, we call it
stealing. But if the government takes
your money out of your pocket and
gives it to me, is it morally any dif-
ferent? It’s still institutionalized theft.
And fortunately, our Founders under-
stood that.

They pitched socialism out with Gov-
ernor Bradford in the 1620s when it was
imposed on the Pilgrims by the loan
sharks from England. They understood
that not only did socialism not work,
they tried it. They almost starved
under it. They also knew that it was
morally wrong and that it was institu-
tionalized theft.
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Mr. KING of Iowa. Is that the point
in history when the first order came
down no work, no eat?

Mr. AKIN. I think that the no work,
no eat came a long time before the Pil-
grims. As I recall, it was written in the
Good Book.

Mr. KING of Iowa. But in the United
States?

Mr. AKIN. That might have been a
direct quote from Scripture, though.
So that’s good.

We are getting pretty close in time.
Well, I am very thankful for the oppor-
tunity to share with my colleagues and
friends my very deep concerns about
the fact that we are doing the wrong
things in the economy. And the solu-
tion is straightforward. It is cut taxes,
cut government spending, and repeal
the socialized medicine bill and get
back to some sense of fiscal sanity and
reduce the number of functions the
Federal Government is trying to do.
This isn’t that complicated. It’s been
done before. There is all the precedent
that shows if we do this it will work.
But we are on the wrong track now.

I do thank my good friend from Iowa,
Congressman KING, who has just been a
stalwart of freedom and liberty. And
God bless you and God bless the USA.

———
IMMIGRATION ISSUES

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.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the privilege to be recognized
to address you here on the floor of the
House of Representatives and the privi-
lege to also have the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. AKIN) yield to me as he
delivers the leadership hour presen-
tation on the economic situation here
in the United States and the oppor-
tunity to say a few words on that par-
ticular subject. And I may revert back
to that subject, Mr. Speaker.

However, I would shift this subject a
little bit over onto a subject matter
that seems to be on the minds and lips
of Americans all across this country. I
have had the privilege to travel to
some of the corners of America in the
last few weeks and had my conversa-
tions in the coffee shops and in the res-
taurants and in city halls and in meet-
ing places, and I was a little bit sur-
prised that—I had had the perception
that in my district immigration be-
comes an issue that is very much front
and center, and I expect that’s going to
be the case in States like Arizona, Cali-
fornia, Texas, those States that are
border States, New Mexico, where you
have a large number of illegal border
crossings. But I didn’t expect it would
be the case in the Northeast, for exam-
ple, and other places across the coun-
try to the intensity that it was.

I found that at every stop someone
would bring up immigration. And it re-
minded me of the times in 2006 and in
2007 when this Nation debated immi-
gration intensively and constantly at
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every stop, even to the point where, as
much as I like to talk about it, and as
interested as I am in the subject, and
since I am also the ranking member of
the Immigration Subcommittee it’s my
job, Mr. Speaker, but in my town hall
meetings in ’06 and ’07, in many of
them I set the rule that we were going
to talk about everything except immi-
gration until we had dealt with
everybody’s concerns and issues. And
then we would go to immigration to
finish the time that we had left. And
invariably, we would get to immigra-
tion and it would burn all the time
that we had left because the American
people are very intense on the immi-
gration issue.

And we watched as Frank Luntz did a
focus group, or at least one that I could
see down in Arizona, he just came back
from that recently, and we watched
how that group itself was divided be-
tween themselves, with very intense
emotions, most of them full of frustra-
tion and anger about the immigration
issue, not in complete agreement on
what to do.

It seems as though the Hispanics in
America are where you find the objec-
tions to the enforcement of immigra-
tion law, the most vocal ones. And yet
we also know there is a large number
of Hispanics that many of them have
been here for hundreds of years, their
families have been. But I will submit
that that doesn’t get anybody any-
thing.

I just shook the hand of an individual
down at the Turkish reception tonight
who is a naturalized American citizen
as of about less than 3 weeks ago. And
I would express this, that for any of us
to argue that our ancestors have been
here since the beginning of the Repub-
lic, the Daughters of the American
Revolution, for example, and I am glad
that they maintain those traditions.
And it means a great deal throughout
the families. And we understand that
we have obligations that are genera-
tional that pass along because of the
culture and the heritage of the family
and the duty to our country.

But I recall standing in the Indian
Room in the Old Executive Office
Building as Emilio Gonzalez, the direc-
tor of the Department of Citizenship
and Immigration Services, gave a
speech at a naturalization ceremony
there which I attended for that pur-
pose. And when he said to those gath-
ered that were about to take the oath
to become naturalized American citi-
zens, he said, Look out that window.
Look out that window. And when you
look out the window, you look out at
the White House itself and you see the
vast south lawn and the south side and
the west side of the White House. And
he said, I want you to know two things.
One of them is from this day forward
you are as much an American as the
person that lives next door. And he
pointed to the White House, where
President Bush lived at the time.

He said, when people ask you where
are you from, don’t tell them that you
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