
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4497 June 15, 2010 
extra bonus if they manufacture their 
products in America. This is the type 
of leadership we’re asking for. The 
HIRE Act that I reached across the 
aisle and worked on with Congressman 
ROONEY from Florida, this just became 
a law. 

So we have good ideas, and we can 
share them together; but on the big 
issues that confound our Nation, we 
need their leadership as well as ours. A 
stiff arm is not the solution to any of 
these big problems our Nation is fac-
ing. So the question becomes, Are we 
going to invest in America? Are we 
going to invest in the working middle 
class and champion the values of the 
middle class here in legislation that we 
pass? You know, in just simple votes 
that we have taken for people who have 
lost their jobs under no fault of their 
own, to give them an unemployment 
check, to make sure that they have 
COBRA insurance so that they can 
keep their family going to the dentist 
or the doctor, keep bread on their 
table. I mean, these are simple things. 
Investing in the future of our kids, like 
the COMPETES Act. 

I mean, I just don’t understand. I 
share the collective value with you and 
others, and I know that there are some 
of my Republican colleagues over there 
who want to invest in small families 
and strong communities, but their 
hands are tied because of partisan poli-
tics. And the American people are 
watching, and I think the poll numbers 
that you read earlier are very true. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. That is 
the choice they are making. 

Mr. BOCCIERI. The choice that they 
are making is not to lead. So I think 
that when it comes to the matter of 
the economy, we are trying to put our 
country back on track, and I think we 
have passed some very good measures 
here. So setting the fair rules of the 
road, making sure that we understand 
that we are going to invest and expand 
our economy, grow our economy by 
manufacturing, and becoming the pro-
ducers of wealth is very important. 

You know, nearly 87 percent of the 
world’s economic growth over the next 
5 years is going to take place out of the 
United States. We have a tremendous 
opportunity with Ohio to export our 
goods, to invest in our workforce and 
our manufacturing sector to export 
some of not just our jobs, but export 
our goods. We don’t want to see any 
more jobs exported out of this country. 
And that’s what we’ve seen with some 
of these trade deals that have been 
championed by previous administra-
tions. 

But certainly when we invest in our 
economy, and we invest in a big oppor-
tunity for us like energy, when you 
build a new nuclear reactor, you can’t 
outsource it. When you build a new 
solar array, you can’t outsource those 
jobs. When you build a wind turbine 
that has 8,000 manufactured parts, 200 
tons of steel, the roller bearings are 
made of Timken, a manufacturer in my 
congressional district. Those are real 

jobs. You can’t outsource that wind 
turbine. So we can invest in our future 
and help us become energy independent 
in the long run. And that’s what we’ve 
done with taking these big steps and 
investing in energy policy that makes 
sense. 

Now, you will hear from my friends 
on the other side of the aisle who want 
to identify our legislation, our national 
energy policy and our legislation that’s 
going to end our dependence on foreign 
oil in the Middle East, make our econ-
omy more secure in the long run be-
cause $1 billion leaves America every 
day and goes over to the Middle East 
where we are funding Ahmadinejad and 
so many others. We’re funding both 
sides of this war just by our consump-
tion habits. 

b 2030 

So investing in our workforce, cre-
ating jobs that can’t be outsourced, 
ending our dependence on foreign oil, 
these are traditional values, American 
values that we should all champion. 
But what are they talking about? Cap- 
and-trade. Well, come up with a better 
free market idea, because it was a Re-
publican idea. JOHN MCCAIN has three 
times introduced a cap-and-trade bill. 

Because in 2007, AEP and Con-
necticut were in this court battle, and 
the Supreme Court said that the EPA 
was allowed to curb pollution under 
the Clean Air Act. Well, we decided to 
have a free market approach, one 
that’s proven. Because cap-and-trade’s 
been in existence since the 1990s. It 
curbed acid rain, reduced sulfuric acid, 
and drove innovation and creativity in 
that market. So it’s a free market ap-
proach, a proven one. So if you have a 
better idea, let’s hear one. But it was 
your idea. So by championing your 
idea, now they are demagoguing our 
energy policy as cap-and-trade. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. And 
using that free market base for innova-
tion and investment in alternative en-
ergy is going to take us right through 
the 21st century. We are risking, with-
out passing that legislation and mak-
ing sure that we can spark those sig-
nificant corporate investments in those 
technologies, we are risking giving 
over our leadership in this area to 
China and India. I mean, because that’s 
what’s going to happen. They are cer-
tainly not sitting around waiting for us 
to decide whether or not to pass alter-
native energy and climate change leg-
islation. They are focused on making 
sure that they can be leaders in inno-
vation and technology in the area of al-
ternative energy. 

We have so many opportunities to 
create tax incentives and to help create 
jobs through that legislation. Again, it 
would be nice if we weren’t being stiff- 
armed. 

And, Mr. Speaker, I see you rising 
and wanted to thank my colleague 
from Ohio for joining me tonight. Mr. 
Speaker, we among House Democrats 
really spend quite a bit of time inter-
acting with our constituents. We do it 

in many ways. We do it in live town 
hall meetings, in telephone town hall 
meetings, as well as through social 
media networking and interaction. And 
I know that I really encourage people 
who are listening to this and encourage 
our colleagues to reach out to me and 
provide me with feedback on my 
Facebook page, which is 
RepDebbieWassermanSchultz. So any-
one interested in giving us some feed-
back on our Facebook page, that’s wel-
come. 

And Mr. BOCCIERI, I don’t know if you 
want to promote your own. We do have 
a contest going on in the House Demo-
cratic Caucus, and so we are all inter-
ested in adding folks to our Facebook 
and Twitter accounts. 

Mr. BOCCIERI. Absolutely. And our 
Web site is Boccieri.house.gov. That’s 
B-o-c-c-i-e-r-i.house.gov. Please join 
our Facebook there and leave us your 
comments as well. 

I enjoyed this conversation and dia-
logue we had. Let’s work together to 
put America back on track. We can do 
this. America has played second place 
to no one. And we can invest in our fu-
ture, invest in our greatest asset, our 
workforce, and we can do it together. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. That’s 
exactly right. We look forward to re-
peatedly inviting our colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle to join us in 
moving this country in a new direc-
tion, continuing to jump-start the 
economy, create jobs, and aggressively 
restoring the prosperity that Ameri-
cans have enjoyed for our entire his-
tory. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

f 

NATIONALIZING THE ECONOMY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

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

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the privilege of being recog-
nized to address you here on the floor 
of the House, and I have only a short 
privilege to look at some of the data 
that’s been presented by my colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle in the pre-
vious hour. 

I did look at the poster that says 
here’s the economy as we know it in a 
very short snapshot in billions of chain 
GDP dollars. I don’t know what chain 
dollars is. I have never discussed an 
economy within chain dollars. But I 
have also not discussed it within trends 
that are compressed down within the 
very few quarters that are presented in 
this graph that’s been presented here 
before us on the floor of the House to-
night, Mr. Speaker. 

Here is what I would present. Let’s 
just back up a little bit. Let’s back up 
all the way to October of 1929 and 
think about what’s really happened. 
This Nation has been challenged over 
and over again to come forward and de-
termine where we are with our econ-
omy. 
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What kind of an economy are we? Are 

we the managed economy proposed by 
the Democrats on the other side of the 
aisle that believe that the President of 
the United States, the Cabinet, and the 
Pelosi Congress and the Harry Reid 
Senate should be the ones to make 
these economic decisions to manage 
the nationalized economy? Are we the 
kind of people that should be national-
izing even more of our economy? And I 
have gone through this list so many 
times I can almost recite it by rote in 
my sleep. 

This Federal Government, albeit 
started under President Bush, with the 
support of Barack Obama all the way 
through and most of it picked up by 
him, has nationalized—and when I say 
‘‘nationalized,’’ I mean owned, man-
aged, or controlled—sectors of the 
economy that have to do with three 
large investment banks, and that’s 
Citigroup, Bank of America, and Bear 
Stearns. Those three have been taken 
over by the Federal Government. AIG 
nationalized by the Federal Govern-
ment, the insurance company. Fannie 
Mae and Freddie Mac. The entities that 
the chairman of the Financial Services 
Committee, BARNEY FRANK, said he 
would never support a Federal bailout 
of Fannie and Freddie. No, he sup-
ported the takeover, the Federal take-
over of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. 

We have also watched General Mo-
tors and Chrysler be taken over by the 
Federal Government, and a bankruptcy 
proposal pitched by the administration 
to the chapter 11 bankruptcy court 
that dictated the terms of bankruptcy, 
and among those terms were: Hand 
over shares of the automakers to the 
automakers union. And while that was 
going on, the only bidder before the 
chapter 11 bankruptcy court with the 
case of Chrysler, where I actually have 
the data and probably have it in my 
hand here, the only bidder was the Fed-
eral Government. The structure of it 
going into chapter 11 was the Federal 
Government, set up for a bidder. The 
only bidder was the Federal Govern-
ment. It was the Federal Government 
on both sides of that equation. Unprec-
edented. 

A Federal takeover dictating to the 
bankruptcy court the terms of the res-
olution of Chrysler and handing over, 
in the case of General Motors, 17.5 per-
cent of the shares in General Motors 
over to the automakers union, to the 
United Auto Workers. That’s all taken 
place, including the takeover of the 
student loan program in the United 
States by the Federal Government. 

Now, if we add this up, three large in-
vestment banks, AIG, Fannie Mae, 
Freddie Mac, General Motors, and 
Chrysler, according to Professor Boyle 
of Arizona State University, that’s 
one-third of the private-sector activity 
of America swallowed up over the own-
ership, management, or control of the 
Federal Government. 

Then you add to that the student 
loan program, and then you add to that 
the financial services that are being 

regulated right now that are being ne-
gotiated in the conference committee 
that’s been named between the House 
and the Senate, that would put the 
Federal Government in the position to 
regulate every single credit trans-
action in America. 

Now, I don’t just mean one of the 
large bailed out, federally owned in-
vestment banks is doing business with 
one of the other large federally owned 
investment banks, that the Federal 
Government regulates that. I don’t just 
mean that when a small community 
bank is doing transactions with people 
that are coming in to borrow money 
for operating capital or for a mortgage 
that the Federal Government regulates 
that. I will take it right on down to 
this question that was posed by the 
dentists. Would their transactions that 
are set up where they set up monthly 
payments for the parents to pay for the 
braces on the teeth of their children be 
regulated by the Federal Government 
and by the White House? Answer, yes. 

Under this bill that’s coming at us 
under the language we are dealing 
with, yes, the Federal Government 
would regulate the transaction, the 
credit transaction between the dentist 
and the parents who would want to fi-
nance the braces on their children’s 
teeth. Uncle Sam injects himself into 
that equation. 

Do you think that’s to the point, Mr. 
Speaker, where we can’t tolerate Fed-
eral intrusion any deeper? I think it’s 
gone beyond where we can tolerate 
Federal intrusion any deeper. But it 
goes deeper yet. Not just into the cav-
ities into our children’s teeth or the 
braces on them, but right down into a 
neighborhood, friendly poker game. 

And I had them analyze the language 
for this purpose. I just asked the ques-
tion: Where does this stop? What are 
the restraints? What are the con-
straints on the legislation that would 
give the Federal Government the au-
thority to regulate every credit trans-
action in America? And I asked specifi-
cally: Will you analyze the language in 
the bill and tell me could the Federal 
Government, if they chose to do so, 
regulate the credit transaction that’s 
embodied in an IOU that could be put 
in the middle of the pot in a poker 
game in a neighborhood or a friendly or 
a family poker game? It might even be 
an IOU for toothpicks. Yes, the lan-
guage allows the Federal Government 
to inject themselves into every credit 
transaction in America. 

So we have the nationalization of 
one-third of the private-sector activity 
in the form of three large investment 
banks taken over by the Federal Gov-
ernment, AIG, the insurance company 
taken over by the Federal Government, 
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, and Gen-
eral Motors and Chrysler. That’s eight. 
That’s one-third of the private sector 
activity according to the Arizona State 
professor, Boyle. One-third. And you 
add to that student loans, which I don’t 
know what percentage of the overall 
economy that that is, and I don’t want 

to speculate without some basis of 
knowledge on that. 

But we have got 33 percent of the 
former private sector activity nation-
alized, taken over by the Federal Gov-
ernment, by the Obama administration 
now in control and the management or 
ownership or control of these private 
sector entities. And now we are at 33 
percent. ObamaCare has passed. That’s, 
by a consensus of accounts, right at 
17.5 percent of the overall economy 
that goes into health care under the 
ownership, management, or control of 
the Federal Government; 17.5 percent. 
Where do you round that to, anybody 
in sixth grade math? Up to 18. Eighteen 
percent plus 33 percent is 51 percent of 
the former private sector activity 
under the ownership, management, or 
control of the Federal Government; 51 
percent. 

And what did Alexander Tytler tell 
us out of Scotland back as a contem-
porary of Adam Smith? And in sum-
mary terms, when the public under-
stands that they can vote themselves 
benefits from the public treasury, on 
that day democracy ceases to exist. 
That was Alexander Tytler in about 
the year 1776, a long time back. 

Here we are. We are seeing data that 
shows that only 47 percent of the 
households don’t pay taxes; 47 percent. 
We don’t have a number that shows us 
the percentage of individuals. But if 47 
percent of the households don’t pay in-
come tax, and that means Federal in-
come tax, that tells us that we are only 
3.0001 percent away from the majority 
of American households that don’t pay 
income tax. Now, we are within the 
margin of error. 

Who could think that the public 
hasn’t figured out, with the tutelage of 
President Obama, that they should 
game the system? Because if you are a 
marginal employee individual, are you 
better off to game the system and put 
yourself on the public dole and tap into 
a myriad of the 72 different Federal 
welfare programs that are out there or 
are you better off to go to work every 
day? 

If we default back to the statement 
made by Jimmy Carter back in 1976 in 
Iowa as he campaigned for President of 
the United States, impressed me—I 
didn’t support him, Mr. Speaker; I 
want that to be clear in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD—but he did impress me 
with a statement that he made. He said 
the people that work should live better 
than those that don’t. I don’t think 
Jimmy Carter lived by that, but he 
said that. And that impressed me that 
it was a simple, clear logic, the logic of 
clarity that should be delivered in this 
floor more often than it actually is. 

Of course the people that work 
should live better than those that 
don’t. But Jimmy Carter had a lot of 
trouble following through on that. But 
by today’s standards, no, he wasn’t. He 
was a piker by today’s standards. Any-
body that doesn’t live up to an average 
standard of living can go to the public 
welfare rolls and expect that they are 
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going to have their rent subsidized, 
their heat subsidized. They are going 
to have food stamps. They are going to 
have 69 other Federal programs that 
they can have access to. 

We have become a welfare state. And 
that works pretty good for the people 
that want to create a dependency class 
in America. And that is clearly what’s 
going on with the Obama administra-
tion, establishing and expanding the 
dependency class in America, because 
they understand that people who are 
dependent want to make sure that they 
go vote for the people who require 
them to be dependent before they will 
send more benefits their way. 

Independent people say, I want less 
government. I want less taxes. I want a 
smaller role in our Federal Govern-
ment. I want the States to have their 
constitutional right to all the powers 
that are not enumerated to the Federal 
Government devolve back to the States 
or the people, respectively. That’s what 
I want. 

Because I know that when people are 
responsible for their own activities and 
they are rewarded for positive behavior 
and the markets and the conditions of 
a just society provide disincentives for 
people who are lazy, who are not indus-
trious, who don’t take care of their 
families, who are dishonest, who might 
be indulging in substance abuse, those 
negative indicators for a society are 
punished in a just society, and positive 
behavior is rewarded in a just society. 

b 2045 

You don’t have to rule or regulate a 
just society if you have the financial 
structures in place, the moral founda-
tion in place and if you’re not afraid to 
stigmatize negative behavior. 

But this administration has capped 
off the effort so far of previous, shall I 
be nice and call them progressives, 
their effort, their effort to expand the 
dependency class in America. And 
whenever that happens, if this Con-
gress expands the dependency class, it 
is the equivalent of taking a jack-
hammer and chiseling away at those 
beautiful marble pillars of American 
exceptionalism, chiseling them away, 
breaking down the very foundation 
that created American exceptionalism. 

We’re not a Nation that’s created for 
greatness built upon dependency. The 
dependency class is anathema to the 
American people and the American 
spirit. 

Independence is our spirit. Self-reli-
ance is our spirit. Our vigor, our 
unique vigor is our spirit. Our liberty, 
our freedom is our spirit. That’s who 
we are. 

And how do we get to be in this great 
Nation? What are these pillars of 
American exceptionalism that are 
under assault by the active left in this 
Congress every single day, 
jackhammering away at those beau-
tiful marble pillars of American 
exceptionalism? What are they? 

Well, they’re easy to find. You look 
in the Constitution of the United 

States, take a look into the Bill of 
Rights. Go right down through the list: 
freedom of speech, religion, and the 
press; the freedom of assembly; to peti-
tion the government for redress of 
grievances. Boy, that is beautiful. 

Are those marble pillars, Mr. Speak-
er? Of course, they are. 

Freedom of speech, to speak outward 
and openly of the things that we be-
lieve in without restraint or punish-
ment, knowing that the State can’t 
come in and crush us for our opinions, 
the freedom with a full-throated objec-
tion to our government if they’re going 
down a path that we object to or a full- 
throated support for a President or a 
Congress or a judiciary branch of gov-
ernment or any of the agencies within 
the government that’s serving our peo-
ple in a Constitution and a just fash-
ion. That’s freedom of speech. 

Freedom of religion. Freedom of reli-
gion, to worship in the church of our 
choice or not to worship or worship in 
our home or under a tree or out in the 
pasture or while we’re in the traffic 
jam and any way we choose. Freedom 
of religion. Freedom for a pastor or 
anyone in the congregation whom he 
might accept to come up and step be-
hind the podium to preach to the Word 
and preach the law of God and do so 
without fear, without fear that the IRS 
might come in and rule that these 
words were somehow political or par-
tisan and to take away the 501(c)(3) 
not-for-profit status that exists for our 
churches within this country. 

The IRS has intimidated pastor after 
pastor, congregation after congrega-
tion. The core of our faith in this coun-
try has been eroded because of IRS in-
timidation of our preaches and our pas-
tors. Even though that speech is guar-
anteed in the Constitution, it doesn’t 
guarantee that you get a tax deduction 
if you speak out too openly. So I tell 
my pastors, preach the Word, preach 
the law, preach your convictions and 
your faith to your congregation in a 
full-throated way, and if the IRS comes 
in and threatens to take away your 
501(c)(3) status, tell them STEVE KING 
stands with you. I stand with you figu-
ratively. If you need me to stand next 
to you literally, I will do so, and if you 
still don’t have the courage to preach 
the Word and stand next to me, then I 
will come and I will preach the Word. 

And if that doesn’t give you enough 
conviction, remember this: Not in the 
history of this country has any church 
lost its 501(c)(3) status because a pastor 
spoke from his faithful religious heart 
and preached the Word, the gospel of 
the Lord to the congregation that has 
gathered together to hear that mes-
sage. Not once, not ever, not in the his-
tory of America has a church lost its 
501(c)(3) not-for-profit status because of 
preaching the Word from the pulpit. 

The threat goes out continually, and 
when a conservative Christian takes a 
position that has impact, then you 
hear from the people like, well, let me 
see—to avoid controversy, let me just 
say liberal United States Senators who 

would like to use the IRS to intimidate 
their opposition. They aren’t all alive 
today, but there’s a history of these 
liberal United States Senators who 
have done so. None have been success-
ful in removing the 501(c)(3) status. But 
the truth needs to be preached. 

That’s just the First Amendment. 
Freedom of speech, religion, and the 
press; freedom to peaceably assemble; 
and petition the government for re-
dress of grievances, first amendment. 

Second Amendment, the right to 
keep and bear arms, the right to own 
and control our guns and not have the 
Federal Government take them away 
or confiscate our guns. Now, I’ve been 
a Second Amendment defender for a 
long time, and I will be for as long as 
the Lord grants me breath in this life, 
but Mr. Speaker, many of the people 
that defend the Second Amendment 
seem to think that it’s about owning 
and keeping firearms so we can target 
shoot, recreational shooting, hunt, or 
for self-defense. And I will take the po-
sition here, Mr. Speaker, that those 
three things that I’ve talked about, 
hunting, self-defense, target shooting, 
are all residual benefits, kind of like 
extra benefits that come with the Sec-
ond Amendment. 

We would have the Second Amend-
ment whether or not there was target 
shooting, whether or not there ever 
was hunting, and whether or not there 
was self-defense because our Founding 
Fathers understood that we needed to 
have an armed populace to defend 
against tyranny. They understood that 
a tyrant would come and confiscate our 
guns and subjugate us to his armed 
forces, and we would have to knuckle 
under, and thereby would go our free-
dom. That was understood by our 
Founding Fathers, and they put the 
Second Amendment in so we could de-
fend our freedom and our liberty and be 
an armed populace to defend against 
the tyrant. 

And the good stuff that comes from 
that is we get to also hunt, target 
shoot and defend ourselves. Pretty sim-
ple concept. But you look around the 
world, I don’t know of a country or a 
civilization that has registered fire-
arms that has not confiscated them. 
When a Nation has confiscated fire-
arms, that suppresses our freedom of 
speech, that suppresses our freedom of 
religion, that suppresses our ability to 
assemble and peaceably petition our 
government for redress of grievances 
because we would be intimidated by an 
all-powerful state. We need a state in-
timidated by the people. 

That’s what this country is about. 
The power in our government comes 
from God. Our rights come from God. 
They’re vested in the people, and the 
people confer that authority into their 
elected Representatives. That is the 
very definition of a constitutional re-
public. 

And so we have these rights: freedom 
of speech, religion, and the press; free-
dom of assembly; and Second Amend-
ment, right to keep and bear arms, be-
cause that is a deterrent for tyrants 
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that might want to subjugate us as a 
people, that might want to take away 
our God-given rights that we have vest-
ed in our elected Representatives. 
That’s just the First and Second 
Amendment. 

Those are all pillars of American 
exceptionalism. No other country has 
these kind of rights. They have politi-
cally correct laws in places like Can-
ada and Great Britain, and those places 
are freer than many other places in the 
world, but we provide a full-throated 
defense of whatever our particular po-
sition happens to be. 

We’re American. We aren’t people 
that cower. We don’t shrink from con-
flict. We don’t shrink from disagree-
ment. I had a lady approach me on the 
street a couple of months ago, about 
the time when ObamaCare passed, and 
she said to me, you have to find a way 
to get along. It’s kind of a Rodney King 
statement: Can’t we all get along? 
Can’t we compromise? Can’t we get 
away from all of this friction and this 
tension that’s going on here over 
ObamaCare? 

And I listened to her. I’d seen the 
lady on the Hill for several years, actu-
ally, and I’d never had a conversation 
with her. And she impressed me with 
her deep conviction and commitment 
to following what was honest, espe-
cially in Judiciary Committee. I don’t 
know her name. Only time I ever 
talked to her. 

But I said to her, you know, we have 
these arguments here, we have this 
tension, we have this disagreement, 
and I think we do so because we’re 
called to come to Washington to have 
these debates, to have these argu-
ments, to have the disagreements so we 
don’t have to come to blows in the 
streets of America, so we don’t have to 
clash with each other. All the way 
across from sea to sea, we bring our 
conflict here. We have these debates 
here. We test each other in this battle 
of ideas here, and it’s even more effec-
tive, and I will say significantly more 
effective, than it was in the era of the 
Founding Fathers because we have 
real-time communications. 

Mr. Speaker, we have C–SPAN. We 
have live radio. We have Internet. We 
have podcasts. We can have real-time 
interactive town hall meetings that 
interact all the way across America. 
We can carry this message all across 
this country. This constitutional re-
public is more effective today from a 
communications standpoint than it 
was in the era of our Founding Fathers, 
and we should be grateful for that. It’s 
our job to use it and utilize it and to 
continue to build upon this. 

So let’s have the debate. Let’s have a 
nationwide debate. Let’s get after this, 
and we’re doing it, and come Novem-
ber, the American people will decide 
whether this path of the Federal take-
over of first one-third of the former 
private sector activity of our economy; 
then adding ObamaCare to this, an-
other 18 percent of our economy going 
to 51 percent; then, sitting in con-

ference committee right now being de-
liberated and debated by the conferee, 
another 15 percent of our economy, the 
financial sector of our economy, rough-
ly 15 percent by some estimates, you 
add that onto the 51 percent, and we 
get up there to 66 percent of our econ-
omy; and then we have the cap-and- 
trade argument, roughly around 8 or 9 
percent of our economy. 

Now, if cap-and-trade is 8 percent of 
our economy, then that means, in case 
anybody wonders, cap-and-trade is 
about this: It’s about capping carbon 
emissions and trading the carbon cred-
its that you get. So if you are an elec-
trical generating plant and you’re 
burning coal like crazy in 2005, that’s 
the measure, capping at 2005 levels of 
CO2 emission, and you’re burning all 
kinds of coal and you’re belching this 
CO2 out into the atmosphere, which 
doesn’t alarm me, by the way, Mr. 
Speaker—I still don’t think there’s a 
scientific foundation for their hypoth-
esis—but that’s going on; the measure-
ment of the emissions of the CO2 will 
be capped at 2005. 

Now, let’s presume that that same 
electrical generator takes half of his 
coal consumption down, replaces it 
with a nuclear generating plant—actu-
ally a new plant that will come online 
in 2017 in South Carolina. It will be the 
first one in probably 30 years by then. 
So you get carbon credits for taking 
the coal generation, the burning of the 
coal off line, that CO2 that’s not emit-
ted, and replaced it with the nuclear, 
just the tool that reduced the CO2 
emissions. Now that coal-fired gener-
ating operation, which might be an en-
tire utility network, will have half 
their CO2 emissions that have been cut 
now because of the replacement of nu-
clear become their carbon credits. Car-
bon credits that, what do they have 
now? They have something that has 
value. 

They can take their carbon credits, 
and they can sell them through an ex-
change on the board in Chicago—there 
are two exchanges that exist as far as 
I know right now—and any organiza-
tion, any entity, any utility that has 
to burn let’s say more coal or more 
natural gas or more diesel fuel and 
emit more CO2 than they did before to 
supply more demand for electricity 
would have to buy the carbon credits 
from the entity that had created them 
by replacing the CO2 emissions with 
say nuclear or wind or solar or some 
other source. So these exchanges go on. 

Carbon credits are expensive when 
they start, and as they dial this down, 
the idea is to reduce the CO2 emissions 
from the standard, the cap, that’s the 
cap at 2005 emission levels, and trade 
the carbon credits, dial them down by 
17 percent by a certain year, which 
seems to me is 2013, way too soon. And 
then from two thousand and whatever 
that year is, a 17 percent reduction, on 
out to 2050, reduce the CO2 emissions 
by 83 percent. 

The vision is, by the time we get to 
2050, we’d only be emitting 17 percent 

of the CO2 that we’re doing today. I’m 
going to expect we’re going to use the 
same amount of energy, and do you ex-
pect, Mr. Speaker, that these carbon 
credits are going to be worth more or 
less as the cap gets dialed down year by 
year, until the year 2050, where 83 per-
cent of the CO2 emissions are shut 
down by the economics of this? 

b 2100 

Now, it doesn’t just shut down the 
CO2 emissions and give us the same 
amount of kilowatt hours, or some 
other type of energy for that matter, 
or consumption, that could be diesel 
fuel or gas or anything. No, Mr. Speak-
er, it doesn’t do that. What it does is it 
shuts down some of the emissions, but 
the economics of it require that the 
cost of power goes up. As the cost of 
power goes up, the consumption of 
power goes down. That means we use 
less energy between now and 2013 or 
2017 and 2050. 

If we use less energy, why? Do we 
turn the air conditioner, set it on 80 de-
grees—reminds me of Jimmy Carter 
when he said set your thermostat at 60. 
Remember? Dial the thermostat down 
to 60, buy a cardigan sweater, button 
that sweater up and sit in your living 
room and put a shawl over yourself and 
sit there and shiver because, after all, 
we have an American malaise, and we 
will never be the Nation that we were 
before, and we will never be the Nation 
again that we are today. That was 
Jimmy Carter’s message. It also fits 
pretty close to Barack Obama’s mes-
sage, who, Mr. Speaker, has said that 
electricity costs would ‘‘necessarily 
skyrocket’’ under his plan of cap-and- 
trade. 

So what are we doing? We have an 
administration, and the opportunists 
in the Senate and the House that are 
looking at the oil slick over the gulf 
coast, which is an environmental trag-
edy, and seeking to capitalize on that 
environmental tragedy by pushing cap- 
and-trade legislation which will cripple 
American industry. For example—and I 
don’t think, Mr. Speaker, that I can 
give the data on this, but I would just 
suggest that those that are interested 
should take a look at the American 
kiln industry and understand that 
where we have kilns, it might be a real-
ly simple thing, it might be like a 
dryer where you heat up asphalt and 
you crank it through a barrel that’s 
got heat in it and it brings it through 
the other side, kind of like a cement 
truck cylinder, and comes out the 
other side hot mix asphalt. It takes a 
lot of heat to do that, takes a lot of en-
ergy; there’s a lot of CO2 emissions. 

There are a number of other proc-
esses that are far more energy-inten-
sive, including the production of alu-
minum. We have a lot of aluminum in 
America, but it takes a lot of energy 
and emits a lot of CO2. This would 
about take the aluminum industry out 
of America to look at the cap-and- 
trade proposals that are out there. 
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Industry after industry in America 

would be crippled by cap-and-trade leg-
islation. The cost of our electricity 
would ‘‘necessarily skyrocket,’’ to 
quote the President. The cost of our 
gas would go up, our diesel fuel, our 
kerosene, our jet fuel; I said our elec-
tricity. All energy gets more expensive. 
It just changes the proportionality of 
the cost per Btu from energy source to 
energy source. So we would, as a Na-
tion, then make our energy more cost-
ly. 

Now, what the cap-and-trade legisla-
tion does is it taxes everything that 
moves. It takes energy to move any-
thing. Just moving my hand back and 
forth, you can count that in calories 
how much energy is consumed by 
that—not a lot, but it’s some. If you 
would take a 200-pound man and run 
him up the stairs to the top of the 
dome in the Capitol and back down 
again—we have people that could cal-
culate how many calories would be 
consumed by that effort to go up and 
down—you could turn that into and 
calculate it back down through Btus of 
energy. How could you replace that en-
ergy with gasoline or electricity with a 
motor that would take them up and 
down? This is energy. Anything that 
moves takes energy. You can’t get 
something done without energy. 

So this administration is for taxing 
everything that moves and a cap-and- 
trade scheme that would cripple Amer-
ica’s economy and put us at a signifi-
cant disadvantage from the developing 
countries in the world, in particular 
India and China—other developing 
countries, but India and China in par-
ticular—it chases our industry over 
there. And then what would we do? 
They produce things in countries where 
they have cheaper energy and cheaper 
labor. They ship it back to us and we 
buy it. Well, what do we buy it with? 
Right now we’re buying it with credit, 
and we are running up the debt against 
the Chinese. Their holdings of U.S. cur-
rency—or U.S. debt, excuse me—are ap-
proaching $1 trillion in U.S. debt 
today. 

We lament the cost when a young 
person finishes their college education, 
receiving their degree—and there’s a 
number out there, this is not a survey 
number, it’s a general ballpark number 
that has a consensus to it—roughly a 
$40,000 debt for a young adult that re-
ceives a college degree, $40,000 to move 
into adulthood to pay off that student 
loan. Now, whatever that real number 
is, I’m working with 40, which I think 
is in the ballpark, and we worry about 
that student loan being paid off by that 
young person that has a college degree 
and is entering into the job market. 

I’m not so worried about that $40,000 
student loan, Mr. Speaker, because the 
baby born in America today owes Uncle 
Sam, the Federal Government, their 
share of the national debt, $44,000. You 
can go into the nursery and be there 
when they bring a new little baby out 
and put them in the nursery in the hos-
pital. There might be one or two or six 

or 10 of these new little miracles laying 
there wrapped up in blue or pink, with 
their parents proudly looking through 
the glass or going in to hold their ba-
bies. These little babies, every one of 
them laying in the nursery today, their 
share of the national debt—not their 
student loan, which when they get a 
degree that helps them earn the money 
to retire that debt, but these little ba-
bies’ share of the national debt, $44,000. 
$44,000, Mr. Speaker, for the privilege 
of being born in the United States of 
America. 

Well, I guess it’s probably not the 
case for an anchor baby that gets citi-
zenship along with it, at least that’s an 
extra bargain that goes along—and I 
disagree with that. But that same lit-
tle baby that’s born today and owes the 
Federal Government $44,000, by the 
time that little baby goes on and 
learns to tie their shoes and goes off to 
kindergarten, works their way up 
through elementary school and walks 
into their fifth grade class—now, I pick 
that because that’s 10 years, we have 
10-year budgets here and we have 10- 
year budget windows and we calculate 
our costs over a 10-year period of time. 

$44,000 in debt, welcome to America. 
This is the gift of life for being born in 
America, and you owe $44,000. A lot of 
them aren’t going to pay their share, 
so if it’s half of them, those other ba-
bies are going to owe $88,000. But the 
share for everyone who walks into fifth 
grade, according to this President’s 
budget, by the time those $44,000 in-
debted children start fifth grade, they 
will owe Uncle Sam $88,000. That’s the 
number, Mr. Speaker. 

We should be very worried about a 
country that can’t pass a budget, that 
for the first time since there have been 
budget requirements put into the rules 
here in the Congress itself, since 1974 
when this began, this Congress doesn’t 
have the will or the conviction to pass 
a budget because it is so abysmal, be-
cause the overspending is so atrocious, 
because the spending that they are 
conducting cannot be defended and 
they can’t defend and vote against the 
amendments that would surely be at-
tempted to be brought against a budg-
et. 

Now, there is a legitimate debate 
going on in this Congress and there is 
a legitimate amendment process going 
on in this Congress, but we don’t have 
a budget and we’re not going to have a 
budget. This Congress doesn’t want to 
take responsibility for a budget. 

We’re going to see them package up a 
continuing resolution of some kind, a 
modified continuing resolution that 
pays off the political favoritism that 
they will need in order to go on in No-
vember, and we’re going to get to the 
other side of the elections in Novem-
ber, kick the can down the road, and 
we’ll be here on the floor of Congress 
sometime after election day in Novem-
ber; and this Congress will, by order of 
the Speaker, bring a huge omnibus 
spending bill to the floor. 

If it’s like the last one, 3,600 pages, 
several hundred billion dollars issued 

the night before, dropped on the floor 
with roughly 60 minutes to debate the 
issue, no amendments, voted up or 
down, and the government shuts down 
if we voted down. I will vote ‘‘no.’’ I 
would love to shut the government 
down for that kind of irresponsibility. 
It’s unlikely that that will happen, 
however, because the Speaker has the 
votes and can do what she will. 

So here we are, Mr. Speaker. This is 
a country that is built upon the rights 
that come from God, our liberty and 
our freedom. It’s built upon this foun-
dation that I declare to be the pillars 
of American exceptionalism. We are 
the unchallenged greatest Nation in 
the world, and we derive our strength 
from these pillars of exceptionalism, 
from free enterprise capitalism, from 
the rights that come from God, from 
our religious faith and foundation, this 
core of Judeo-Christianity that is 
America, and yet we’re afraid to say 
so. We shy away and we shrink away 
from basic, simple utter truths. 

I happen to have just heard a speech 
from, in town, the president of the 
NRA, Wayne LaPierre. He doesn’t 
know I’m coming here to say this, but 
I was listening as he delivered his 
speech, and I wrote this down. He said, 
If you know the truth is on your side, 
say it and shout it as long as you can— 
excuse me. It might be say it and shout 
it as loud as you can. Stand up, shout 
them down, and don’t you back down. 
Wayne LaPierre, president of the NRA, 
a man who has for a lifetime defended 
our Second Amendment and many of 
our other rights and freedoms, im-
pressed me with the depth of his con-
viction and the clarity of his delivery 
tonight. 

And now I take us to a subject mat-
ter that is on my mind to some degree, 
Mr. Speaker, and it has to do with 
what’s going on from the White House 
and the Presidency through the Justice 
Department. 

Now, the Attorney General, Eric 
Holder, came before the Judiciary 
Committee sometime in late May, 
right before we broke for the Memorial 
Day period of time, and he testified 
under oath that the Justice Depart-
ment is not a partisan agency, that 
they don’t operate on a partisan basis, 
that they are driven by the law. Well, 
I look at the President and the Attor-
ney General and a number of the other 
representatives of this administration, 
it’s hard for me to accept that state-
ment on face value as being truthful 
because here’s what I see and what I 
know: the President of the United 
States spoke out openly and plainly 
about the Arizona immigration law and 
made a case that in his view there was 
a built-in prejudice or bias or profile in 
the Arizona law because he said that if 
a mother were taking her daughter out 
to get some ice cream, they could find 
themselves having to produce their pa-
pers because of, presumably, their race. 
Arizona law forbids such a thing, but 
the President alleged such a thing. 
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Now, either the President mis-

informed the American people know-
ingly and willfully, or, Mr. Speaker, he 
hadn’t read the bill. I’ll opt to the side 
of he hadn’t read the bill. I hope that’s 
the case, and actually I believe that’s 
the case. 

Then we had Eric Holder, the Attor-
ney General, who also alleged that 
there could be a profile take place 
under Arizona’s immigration law that 
would bring about discrimination 
against people. It turns out that even 
though I asked Eric Holder before the 
Judiciary Committee, you have been 
charged by the President of the United 
States to use the force of the Justice 
Department to go against the Arizona 
law and seek to invalidate Arizona’s 
immigration law, S. 1070, that bill that 
was drafted and put together by the 
fine and stellar State Senator, Russell 
Pearce of Arizona, that legislation— 
that has been signed into law and was 
enacted on the last day of July of this 
year—Eric Holder contends could bring 
about profiling. 

Now, when someone says profiling in 
American Society today, they don’t 
mean profiling according to, oh, let me 
say, whether you’re a member of 
MENSA or whether you’re a member of 
the Sierra Club. This is racial profiling 
whenever they say—when I say ‘‘they,’’ 
I mean the administration, people on 
the left, the self-professed progressives. 
They mean racial profiling. So the 
President implies, if not alleges, racial 
profiling, empowered by Arizona’s im-
migration law, S. 1070. The Attorney 
General does the same thing. The At-
torney General concedes that the 
President has ordered the Justice De-
partment to seek to invalidate Arizo-
na’s immigration law. 

b 2115 

When I asked the Attorney General, 
under oath, before the Judiciary Com-
mittee, Point to me in the Constitu-
tion where you believe Arizona’s immi-
gration law has violated the United 
States Constitution, the Attorney Gen-
eral could not do so. In the alternative, 
I said, Then point to me to a Federal 
statute that you believe preempts Ari-
zona’s immigration law. The Attorney 
General could not do so. So, when I 
said, Point out then for me a case 
precedent, case law, that you believe is 
controlling, which would indicate that 
Arizona’s immigration law might be 
unconstitutional or could be invali-
dated by a Federal court, the Attorney 
General could not point to a single case 
precedent either. 

So he failed to be able to point to the 
Constitution, to a Federal statute that 
could preempt or to case law that con-
trols, the Attorney General of the 
United States, but he is still using the 
resources and the authority of the At-
torney General’s office and the entire 
Justice Department of the United 
States to seek to invalidate Arizona’s 
immigration law, which, for the record, 
Mr. Speaker, mirrors Federal law and 
is at least as constitutional as Federal 

immigration law. The Attorney Gen-
eral can’t point to any place where 
that might violate, but he is still will-
ing to pour in the resources and testify 
that his department is not political, 
and he admits that the President or-
dered him to use the department for 
what I believe to be political purposes. 

For each of them to essentially imply 
or to confess that they didn’t bother to 
read the Arizona law—but they wanted 
to tell the American people what to 
think about it—is political. It is un-
just, and it is not consistent with the 
Constitution, with Federal statute, or 
with case law. That, Mr. Speaker, is 
what is going on. 

In addition to this, on Arizona’s law, 
we have other people who have weighed 
in on this. We have other people who 
have similar levels of, let me say, in-
formation to work with. The President 
doesn’t read the bill, and he speaks out 
against it, and he seeks to drive a 
wedge based on race. The Attorney 
General is the one who is on the record 
saying the American people are cow-
ards when it comes to race. Well, I’m 
not, but some are, and I understand 
why—because they turn their PC 
minyans against people who would 
speak out openly on these issues. 

I think we should talk about race. I 
think we should talk about people who 
use race for political benefit—people 
like the President of the United States 
when he was informed of the incident 
of Professor Gates and Officer Crowley, 
in Cambridge, when Officer Crowley 
conducted himself consistent with, let 
me say, the rules of engagement for a 
peace officer in that community. When 
there was a call for him to come be-
cause someone was breaking into a res-
idence in the neighborhood, Officer 
Crowley came and applied himself to 
that task as he had, I’m sure, a dozen 
times before, but Professor Gates ob-
jected to having law enforcement there 
to help protect his property. That mes-
sage got to the President, and what 
does the President do? He sides with 
Professor Gates. 

Barack Obama was wrong on the 
Gates issue, and all of the American 
people know it, and he could not bring 
himself to apologize to Officer Crowley 
or to clarify the issue. He was looking 
for a way out. That’s why the Presi-
dent had the beer summit on the South 
Lawn. That’s why Professor Gates and 
Officer Crowley came and sat down out 
on the South Lawn. It seemed odd to 
me that they brought one beer alone, 
on a single tray. They delivered it and 
went back and got another one. That 
seemed a little odd to me. That’s what 
happened. 

But, in a just world, the person who 
conducts himself in a just fashion is 
the one who receives the apology from 
the people who did not conduct them-
selves in a just fashion. I will argue, 
Mr. Speaker, that the President and 
Professor Gates had an obligation to 
apologize to Officer Crowley because, 
first, the President had prejudged that 
situation. His knee-jerk reaction de-

faulted in favor of the African Amer-
ican professor and against the Irish 
cop. That’s what happened. I don’t 
think anybody who watched this inci-
dent could think otherwise. 

We have the President of the United 
States who defaulted in favor of alleg-
ing that there would be racial profiling 
taking place in Arizona because of 
their immigration law, and he perpet-
uated a flat-out misinterpretation, and 
it may well have been willful, of Arizo-
na’s immigration law to the rest of 
America. 

Now, we should be able to look up to 
the President of the United States and 
to trust that he is properly briefed and 
that he is factual when he presents a 
position to the American people. That 
is American executive branch policy. 
We should be able to trust the Presi-
dent for that. The President should 
have people around him whom he 
trusts, who would go back and read the 
law and would brief the President. 

Well, it’s obvious to all of us who 
have watched this and who have read 
the law that the President spoke about 
Arizona’s law and had not read it. If he 
were briefed, it was off of the 
MoveOn.org Web site. He is surrounded 
by people who read those Web sites, 
who believe them, and I’m not sure 
that the President has access to the ob-
jective truth given the people around 
him and given the way he has re-
sponded. 

So you have two cases where the 
President’s default reaction falls in the 
favor of an individual because of skin 
color as opposed to individuals because 
of the rule of law—or let me just say 
truth, justice, and the American way. 
There is a default mechanism in place. 
He has an Attorney General who fol-
lows that same path, who lectures the 
American people and who says that the 
American people are cowards when it 
comes to race. Well, he has not been a 
coward when it comes to race. 

His administration, his agency—the 
Justice Department—has cancelled the 
most open-and-shut voter intimidation 
case in the history of America, which 
is the case of the New Black Panthers 
in Philadelphia, who much of America 
has seen on videotape—let me say 
YouTube. They are paramilitary uni-
formed individuals, the members of the 
New Black Panthers, who were stand-
ing there in berets, with big, old billy 
clubs, smacking them in their hands as 
white people came to vote, calling 
those people crackers and telling them, 
We’re taking over this country. We’re 
going to be in power after that. 

That’s a generalization of their state-
ments, but the accuracy of that record 
is out there on YouTube for all the 
world to see. That case was open and 
shut. The case was made by the Justice 
Department under President Bush. As 
the handoff took place and went over 
to the Eric Holder Justice Department 
under President Obama, what hap-
pened, Mr. Speaker? Loretta King, in 
the Justice Department, cancelled the 
most open-and-shut voter intimidation 
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case in the history of America because 
it would have brought about convic-
tions on those New Black Panther 
party members. Assistant Attorney 
General Thomas Perez came before the 
Judiciary Committee and testified that 
they got the highest punishment al-
lowed under the law—negotiated. 

Mr. Speaker, it was not true. It’s not 
true today. The statement that he 
made to the Judiciary Committee was 
false—he knew it the day he said it— 
and it was to misinform because he was 
under some pressure and needed to get 
off the hook. That’s a matter of the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. He was under 
oath. It is something that we should 
pursue. It’s unlikely that we can get 
anywhere with it. That’s Tom Perez. 
So the administration has cancelled 
the most open-and-shut voter intimida-
tion case in the history of America. It 
was a done deal. They cancelled it. 

The administration and Loretta King 
in the Justice Department cancelled 
also the will of the people in Kinston, 
North Carolina. That’s K-I-N-S-T-O-N. 
They dropped the ‘‘G’’ because they 
didn’t want to be another Kingston, 
North Carolina. They voted by ref-
erendum the will of the people. The 
number that I remember—and it’s gen-
erally memorized but not specifically 
accurate—is 70–30, a significant land-
slide majority. They voted to end the 
partisan local elections in Kinston, 
North Carolina, and to no longer label 
the candidates with an ‘‘R’’ or a ‘‘D’’ 
for ‘‘Republican’’ or ‘‘Democrat’’ by 
their names. That was the will of the 
people. 

Though, because Kinston is a covered 
district, controlled by the Voting 
Rights Act, if they are going to move a 
voting booth 10 feet down the hallway, 
they have to get the permission of the 
Justice Department under Federal law. 
So, under the Justice Department, Lo-
retta King, apparently, is the one who 
speaks for the Justice Department, 
who speaks for Eric Holder. She issued 
a letter that cancelled the election re-
sults of Kinston, North Carolina, and 
she declared that they would have par-
tisan elections—and the city council 
and the mayor of Kinston, North Caro-
lina—because African Americans 
wouldn’t know who to vote for if a can-
didate didn’t have a ‘‘D’’ beside his 
name. 

Mr. Speaker, that is fact. That is the 
letter that was written and issued by 
our Justice Department under the pen 
and the signature of Loretta King, 
under the guidance and control of At-
torney General Holder. Now, when we 
talk about things that have a racist 
flavor to them, when presuming that 
African Americans can’t figure out who 
to vote for unless they have a ‘‘D’’ be-
side their names, I guess you could 
make the argument that you would 
want to profile all the African Ameri-
cans and declare that they’re all Demo-
crats. Therefore, it makes it simple if 
you just label the people they want to 
vote for with a ‘‘D.’’ 

I think that has all kinds of racial 
implications. I don’t think those impli-

cations have any place in the applica-
tion of the laws or in the application of 
the Constitution of the United States. 
There should be equal justice before 
the law. This Lady Justice needs to be 
blindfolded and needs to stay blind-
folded. Everybody should be subjected 
to the same level of law and enforce-
ment without regard to race, creed, 
color, ethnicity, national origin, and a 
number of other indicators, but I’ve 
listed most of them that are in Title 
VII of the Civil Rights Act right now. 

Now, this goes on. This is a Justice 
Department that can’t find a dollar or 
an individual to commit a minute, let 
alone a career or a team and a few mil-
lion dollars, to investigate ACORN— 
ACORN, the corrupt, criminal enter-
prise that everybody knows today is a 
corrupt, criminal enterprise. It has 
been undermining the very foundation 
that sits underneath our Constitution, 
itself, which is, Mr. Speaker, legiti-
mate elections. Legitimate elections, 
the faith in the legitimacy of our elec-
tions, is what keeps this constitutional 
Republic functioning and alive and gets 
us back to well. ACORN has damaged 
all of that. ACORN has threatened all 
of that. ACORN has diminished our lib-
erty and our freedom, and it has under-
mined the very foundation for our Con-
stitution. 

Any Justice Department worth its 
salt would investigate ACORN, but 
Eric Holder can’t touch that—whether 
it’s an order of the President, who used 
to work for ACORN, I don’t know. We 
should remember that the President of 
the United States worked for ACORN. 
He represented them in court. He rep-
resented them pro bono in court. Can 
you imagine being an attorney and rep-
resenting somebody in court pro bono 
and not agreeing to their agenda? He 
also worked for them in the form of 
Project Vote, which was when Presi-
dent Barack Obama made his reputa-
tion for organizing communities and 
politics in Chicago. Project Vote is, 
part and parcel, ACORN. 

The President of the United States is 
ACORN. He is identified with ACORN. 
He made his reputation with ACORN. 
He has worked for and with ACORN, 
and he has trained ACORN workers. 
When he said during the campaign to 
his supporters to ‘‘get in their face,’’ it 
is pretty consistent with the message 
that they train ACORN activists, 
which is to ‘‘get in their face.’’ Go in-
timidate some bankers while you’re at 
it and see if you can get them to make 
more bad loans in bad neighborhoods. 
Let ACORN be positioned to judge 
whether lenders are making enough 
bad loans in bad neighborhoods. 

This became a big component of what 
has undermined our economy and what 
has caused this downward spiral. The 
President was involved and complicit 
in the effort that brought about the un-
dermining of our financial institutions 
in America by his involvement of 
working with, for, and in promoting 
and representing ACORN. 

Then, when he was elected President 
of the United States, he sought to 

move the United States census from 
the Commerce Department into the 
White House. He could manage the cen-
sus, the counting of the people—real or 
imagined—from the White House. The 
public uproar over ACORN caused him 
to back away from that and to sever 
the relationship that he had that 
ACORN was to be working as a con-
tractor with the Census Department. 
Now, it doesn’t mean because they de-
cided not to have a formal contract 
with ACORN that ACORN wasn’t going 
to be involved in the census. We know 
that people are policy. We know that 
there are a lot of ACORN people in-
volved in the census. How could there 
not be with nearly a half a million peo-
ple working to count the 306 or so mil-
lion people who we are? 

When we follow the money, when we 
track ACORN, the path leads us to the 
White House. ACORN should be inves-
tigated by any legitimate Justice De-
partment. Kinston, North Carolina, 
didn’t need to take place. The voice of 
the people said, We don’t want partisan 
elections. We want to vote for the can-
didate. We don’t want to vote for their 
political party. This was cancelled by 
Loretta King and the Justice Depart-
ment. 

b 2130 

We don’t need to have voter intimi-
dation with new Black Panthers out 
there with billy clubs and a Justice De-
partment that would cancel the pros-
ecution that was open and shut. We 
need no voter intimidation in America. 

And where could you better send the 
message than putting those people that 
are the new Black Panthers, that are 
clearly wide open guilty, under the 
heaviest penalty allowed by law? 

This is all part of the character and 
the makeup of this administration; 
this administration, who plays the race 
card; this administration, who defaults 
in favor of whichever minority they 
think might be the one that would 
most likely support their political 
party and their agenda. And I point to 
the new Black Panthers. I point to the 
President’s remarks on the mother and 
the daughter going to get ice cream in 
Arizona. I point to the Justice Depart-
ment canceling the prosecution, the 
open-and-shut case, by then almost 
closed case, of the new Black Panthers 
in Pennsylvania, in Philadelphia; of 
the city and their municipal ref-
erendum on no partisan elections in 
Kinston, North Carolina; the failure of 
the Justice Department to investigate 
ACORN; and the fact that the Presi-
dent spoke out—now this moves into a 
little bit different subject area, but it 
also ties, in my view, together—and 
the President demagoguing Arizona’s 
immigration law, not having read it; 
the Attorney General doing the same 
thing, and finally admitting that he’d 
not read the bill. Janet Napolitano, the 
Secretary of Homeland Security, 
demagoguing Arizona’s immigration 
law, not having read it, and having ad-
mitted that to Senator JOHN MCCAIN. 
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And, let me see, the Assistant Sec-
retary of State Michael Posner taking 
Arizona’s immigration law all the way 
to the Chinese and saying, Well, we 
brought it up early and often. 

Apparently, we’re a sinful Nation be-
cause we believe in the rule of law, Mr. 
Speaker. 

And let me see, who’s left out of this? 
Oh, yes. John Morton, the Assistant 
Secretary, who is the head of ICE, Im-
migration and Customs Enforcement, 
who remarked that he wasn’t com-
mitted to handling all the people that 
might be picked up by Arizona immi-
gration or by Arizona’s law enforce-
ment officers in enforcement of Fed-
eral immigration law. 

So this whole picture of this adminis-
tration paints something that makes it 
really hard for government teachers to 
get this message down to their stu-
dents. We have students that are jun-
iors or seniors in high school, and 
you’re teaching them government. 
They might be younger than that, but 
juniors and seniors in high school. 
They might read the paper and watch 
the news, and they sit in the class-
room, and the teacher will say, We 
have a separation of powers. We have 
the legislative. We have the executive. 
And we have the judicial branches of 
government. These are three separate 
powers. Some teachers will teach 
they’re separate but equal. That’s an-
other hour to talk about it. I don’t be-
lieve they’re equal. But they are sepa-
rate. 

To argue that they’re separate and 
having students watch the news and 
hear that the President doesn’t want to 
enforce immigration law because he 
doesn’t agree with it; that he wants to 
hold law enforcement hostage until the 
American people accept his form of 
amnesty. The President doesn’t get 
that kind of discretion. The President’s 
job is to enforce the law. The Attorney 
General’s job is to enforce the law. 
John Morton’s job as head of ICE is to 
enforce the law. And the Secretary of 
Homeland Security Janet Napolitano’s 
job is to enforce the law. Because you 
disagree with the law means nothing. 
You enforce that law whether you 
agree with it or not because you’re not 
a policy maker. You’re a law enforcer. 

That’s how our Constitution is set 
up. That’s the power that’s invested in 
them. If our Founding Fathers had 
wanted them to be legislators, they 
would have written it into the Con-
stitution. If the people of this country 
wanted them to be legislators, I can 
tell you what they would have done. 
They would have amended the Con-
stitution and had the power to change 
Federal law over to John Morton, 
Janet Napolitano, Eric Holder, for the 
President of the United States, or 
maybe even Michael Posner, the As-
sistant Secretary of State. Who knows. 

That’s not who we are. That’s not the 
way it is. We must defend the rule of 
law. It is an essential pillar of Amer-
ican exceptionalism. We cannot sustain 
our greatness as a Nation if we’re going 

to allow the discretionary—discre-
tionary—enforcement of the law to 
come from executive branch people. 
And for a President of the United 
States, who taught constitutional law, 
albeit as an adjunct professor at the 
stellar University of Chicago School of 
Law, to think that that’s the case, that 
he doesn’t understand this any better, 
he thinks he can get away with it. 

Well, I am here to say, no, the Amer-
ican people know better. We can read 
the Constitution. We can read our his-
tory. And we have access to the infor-
mation necessary to keep an educated 
populace, coupled with an armed popu-
lace, coupled with the people that have 
enough self-confidence to be in a full- 
throated way to stand up and defend 
our liberty and defend our freedom. 
That’s who we are, Mr. Speaker. That’s 
who we must remain. That’s the char-
acter that we must maintain. And we 
cannot allow ourselves to be dimin-
ished by a people who happen to find 
themselves right now sitting in con-
trolling positions within this govern-
ment that don’t understand or willfully 
defy our values as a Nation or our Con-
stitution. 

Mr. Speaker, I couldn’t have picked a 
better moment to yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

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

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida (at the 
request of Mr. HOYER) for June 14 and 
today on account of official business. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

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

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

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. BALDWIN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GARAMENDI, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SABLAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. BISHOP of Utah) to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material:) 

Mr. BOOZMAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. POE of Texas, for 5 minutes, June 

22. 
Mr. JONES, for 5 minutes, June 22. 
Mr. FLAKE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DUNCAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BISHOP of Utah, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. BROUN of Georgia, for 5 minutes, 

today. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

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

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 33 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Wednesday, June 16, 2010, at 10 
a.m. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

7886. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Importation of Tomatoes From 
Souss-Massa-Draa, Morocco; Technical 
Amendment [Docket No.: APHIS-2008-0017] 
(RIN: 0579-AC77) received May 21, 2010, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

7887. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Coat Protein of Plum Pox 
Virus; Exemption from the Requirement of a 
Tolerance [EPA-HQ-OPP-2008-0763; FRL-8826- 
9] received May 21, 2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

7888. A letter from the Under Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting a re-
port of a violation of the Antideficiency Act 
by the Department of the Navy, Case Num-
ber 09-01, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1517(b); to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

7889. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Regulatory Services, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Capacity Building Pro-
gram for Traditionally Underserved Popu-
lations—Technical Assistance for American 
Indian Vocational Rehabilitation Services 
Projects Catalog of Federal Domestic Assist-
ance (CFDA) Number: 84.406 received May 19, 
2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

7890. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Regulatory Services, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — National Institute on 
Disability and Rehabilitation Research 
(NIDRR)—Disability and Rehabilitation Re-
search Projects and Centers Program—Reha-
bilitation Research and Training Centers 
(RRTCs)—Employer Practices Related to 
Employment Outcomes Among Individuals 
with Disabilities Catalog of Federal Domes-
tic Assistance (CFDA) Number: 84.133B-3 re-
ceived May 21, 2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

7891. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Legislation, Regulation and En-
ergy Efficiency, Department of Energy, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Acquisition Regulation: Subchapter E—Gen-
eral Contracting Requirements, Subchapter 
F—Special Categories of Contracting, and 
Subchapter G—Contract Management (RIN: 
1991-AB88) received May 27, 2010, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

7892. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Revocation of Significant 
New Use Rule on a Certain Chemical Sub-
stance [EPA-HQ-OPPT-2009-0668; FRL-8819-3] 
(RIN: 2070-AB27) received May 21, 2010, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

7893. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s 
final rule — Nonprocurement Debarment and 
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