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the effort on debt relief. Because Haiti
certainly should not have to repay any
loans given the devastation that it has
faced not only during this recent dis-
aster, but in the past.

Congressman ED TOwWNS, chair of the
Government Reform Committee from
the great State of New York, with a
large Haitian American population,
large Caribbean American population,
also a minister, who has been a strong
voice on behalf of the Haitian people
throughout his life. Congressman ED
TOWNS.

Mr. TOWNS. I would like to thank
the gentlewoman from California, the
chair of the Congressional Black Cau-
cus, for her leadership.

Of course I know that the time is
running out, but I really wanted to
take at least a minute to thank some
people that I know have worked real
hard to do whatever they could do to
relieve in terms of every way to create
an atmosphere and climate to get peo-
ple involved in helping the people of
Haiti. Gregory Jackson, who heads the
Brownsville Recreation Center in
Brooklyn, New York, has been very in-
volved in terms of collecting all kinds
of items. Vivian Bright, who heads the
women’s caucus, she has been col-
lecting things to send to Haiti. And of
course I want to salute them.

And then I want to thank Dealmed.
Dealmed has put together all kinds of
medical supplies. And of course I want
to thank Warren Cohn for taking them
down. And of course I want to thank
the Bedford-Stuyvesant ambulance
service, who went to Haiti right away
and were able to save lives. And of
course not only that, they were able to
deliver babies and all of that. So I just
want to thank them for their work, and
to encourage them to continue.

Let me just say that there are 125,000
people from Haiti that live in New
York. And we are not going to forget
Haiti. We are going to make certain,
the Congressional Black Caucus has in-
dicated over and over, that we are
going to be there.

Ms. LEE of California. Thank you
very much. And let me again thank
you for your leadership, Congressman
TOWNS.

I want to just close this evening by
first saying that as chair of the 42-
member Congressional Black Caucus, I
want to reiterate tonight that our
thoughts and our prayers continue to
be with the people of Haiti during this
very difficult period. We know the Hai-
tian people are resilient people and
that they will move forward in rebuild-
ing their country.

But we want to make sure that the
people of Haiti understand that the
Congressional Black Caucus stands
with the people of Haiti as they move
forward during this next phase of re-
covery and reconstruction. And we will
be doing everything in our power to
make sure that once, unfortunately,
Haiti does not make the front page of
the news, or the 24-hour news cycle
ends with Haiti as the lead story, we
will continue to be there. This Con-
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gress will continue to be there working
as we move forward to develop a Haiti
Marshall Plan. Thank you again.

I yield back the balance of my time.

———

THE FEDERAL BUDGET AND THE
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, our topic
this evening, and one that I think has
received some coverage in the media,
and is something that is of concern to
many Americans, is the level of spend-
ing in the Federal Government, the
budget that has been proposed, the size
of deficits, and overall where the Amer-
ican economy stands. These are all
very important topics. These topics
could not be more timely.

The President has just released his
new budget for the next couple of
years. We can take a look and see ex-
actly what the numbers are. So these
questions, probably even more so be-
cause of the high level of unemploy-
ment, have a quite a number of Ameri-
cans asking some very serious ques-
tions and have, I would say quite hon-
estly, a number of people in elected of-
fice here in Washington, D.C., ex-
tremely concerned about the fact that
we are not doing what we should do in
terms of fiscal responsibility.

Now, one of the things that happens
in the political world, and this may be
a surprise to some people, but perhaps
not to others, and that is that some-
times there is a significant gap be-
tween what people say and what they
do. And so I prepared a few charts here
just to give us an introduction to this
subject about the budget, about spend-
ing, and about what is really true and
what is really a significant factor, and
what are more peripheral Kkinds of
questions or issues.

Now, the first statement was made
by the President, President Obama, in
his State of the Union address here in
this chamber not very many days ago.
This was his comment. He said, ‘“‘The
true engine of job creation in this
country will always be America’s busi-
nesses, but government can create the
conditions necessary for businesses to
expand and hire new workers.” Now,
this particular statement is quite true.
In fact, it corrects an extreme mis-
conception that some in government
would love to have passed onto the
Americans, but in fact is not true. And
that is that government never can cre-
ate jobs.

Well, you say, Congressman AKIN,
how is it that the government can’t
create jobs? Can’t they take taxpayers’
money, g0 out and hire somebody, and
if they hire somebody doesn’t that per-
son have a job? Well, the answer is yes,
but really no. What happens is when
the government hires one person var-
ious economists would disagree a little
bit on the exact number, but you take
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about 2 or 2.3 jobs out of the private
sector for every job that you create in
the public sector. So the government
really doesn’t create jobs, it simply
takes money away from other people to
hire someone. So when you say that
the government is going to create jobs,
that is actually economically false.

What the President says here is true,
“The true engine of job creation in this
country will always be America’s busi-
nesses.” That is true. In fact, he went
on to acknowledge that it is not just
any business, but it particularly is
small businesses. Someone has figured
the statistic that 80 percent of Amer-
ican jobs are in companies that have
500 employees or less. So small busi-
ness, that is 500 employees or less, is
very much the place where jobs are cre-
ated.

Now, we have some people in politics
that are always blasting those rich
guys, those people that own businesses.
And we are going to tax the rich guy
and make sure that he pays for every-
thing. Well, there is only one little
problem with that theory. And that is
that a lot of the people that own those
small businesses are reasonably well to
do because they have successfully put a
business together, have managed it,
have taken considerable risks, have
spent a whole lot of sleepless nights
worrying about balancing the books,
but somehow, in spite of all of that,
they were successful. And they wake
up 10 years later, after they created a
small business, and they find out that
they are a millionaire. Now, they may
have started sleeping under a park
bench somewhere, and a husband and
wife look at each other, and there is a
smile, and they look and they realize
that their dream has come true.
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The American Dream worked for the
owner of some small businesses. And
what that means is, because those peo-
ple do have money, they can reinvest
that money in their own business. And
when they do, they’ll add a wing on the
building, add some new machine tools
or a new process or new idea, and cre-
ate jobs in America.

So what the President is saying is
true—the true engine of job creation in
this country will always be America’s
businesses. But government can create
the conditions necessary for businesses
to expand and to hire new workers. The
government can do that. Maybe it
would be more accurate to say that un-
less the government gets in the way,
that’s the natural cause of small busi-
nesses, to grow and to add additional
jobs.

What are the kinds of things that the
government can do to try to create
those jobs? Well, they want to create
an environment. It’s a little bit like if
you’re trying to grow a plant, what do
you want for a plant to grow? Well,
you’ve got to have some water, you've
got to have some sunshine, you’ve got
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to have the right temperature. You’ve
got to have the soil conditions and
chemistry more or less right. In the
same way you can grow jobs in Amer-
ica if you keep certain basic factors
and functions in perspective. We’'re
going to go into that in a minute. But
let’s take a look.

This statement being true—these are
the words, but here in fact are the ac-
tions of what is being proposed as you
go further into the speech. First of all,
what is being proposed are $2 trillion in
tax increases over 10 years; $2 trillion
in tax increases. We’re going to talk
about that in a minute, because who’s
going to pay those $2 trillion? Where’s
that money going to come from? You
bet, it’s going to be taxpayers.

And then we have this job-killing
cap-and-tax legislation. My chart says
cap-and-trade. People want to call it
cap-and-trade. They really want to call
it the global warming tax. But this
cap-and-tax legislation puts a big tax
on energy. Now guess who uses energy,
aside from homeowners, aside from
people who drive cars. Of course, small
businesses. They use energy. Depending
on the type of small business, some use
a great deal of energy. And so you have
here a proposal which is about an even
portion of government redtape and gov-
ernment taxation. If I had to judge the
bill, I think the redtape may be more
onerous than the taxation, which is
bad enough. The combination of the
two are deadly to small businesses and
deadly to job creation. We’ll get into
that in a minute.

What else is being suggested? We're
going to have new taxes on employers
who don’t offer the government health
insurance plan. So now what we’re
going to say to people if you're a busi-
nessman, Yeah, we’re going to tax you
on your energy, but we’ve got another
tax, too, for you. That is, we’re going
to tax you on health insurance. And,
guess what? You’re going to pick up a
big piece of the tab for this govern-
ment-run health insurance plan, which
supposedly only costs $1 trillion.

Now that’s not talking about the
amount of cost shifting that’s going to
go to various State governments. But
you have an extremely expensive pro-
posal for government to take over one-
fifth of the U.S. economy with this
mandated, top down—I think I remem-
ber 400 or 500 times in this 3,000-page
bill you have the ‘‘shall.”” The govern-
ment shall do this, shall do that. And
so this is another proposal which the
President says he wants to move for-
ward with. And then it increases taxes
on small business owners who make
over $250,000. Well, a whole lot of small
business owners can make over $250,000.
But, again, as I have mentioned, if you
put the taxes on these people, they’ll
pay their taxes but they’re not going to
put that money, that tax money, back
into their business to create jobs.

And so what we have here is the
words that recognize that businesses
create the jobs, and particularly small
businesses create the jobs, but then in
terms of action what we’re doing is
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we’re doing the very worst possible
thing that you can do in terms of cre-
ating jobs and helping our economy.
Let’s take a look. You know, econom-
ics can be pretty boring sometimes. I
try to make it as simple as I can.

I’'d like to talk to you this evening a
little bit about job killers. If you want
to kill a plant, you don’t give it any
water. If you want to kill a plant, you
let it freeze. There’s certain things you
can do that makes it so that a plant
dies. If you want to Kkill jobs, there’s
certain things you can do to kill them
and there’s also things you can to cre-
ate them.

Let’s talk about the first factor. It
wouldn’t surprise you perhaps that the
one that I would think of first is taxes.
Now how does taxation affect small
business people? Well, it’s this way. If
you tax them more and more, they’re
going to have less money to put into
their business and so they’re going to
have less money to hire people. And
that’s the same effect I was talking
about. The government can tax and
hire somebody, but when they do,
they’re taking that money away from
the small business. And so while you
add some government worker, you lose
two employees from the local com-
pany.

And so tax increases are absolutely
deadly, and they are going to be a big
factor in unemployment. No big sur-
prise. Other people have recognized
this. This is not that complicated. This
is not rocket science. This is not laser
science. This is not quantum mechan-
ics. It’s simple lemonade stand-type ec-
onomics. And other Presidents have
recognized the problem. And so what
did they do when they got into a reces-
sion and they’re having trouble with
unemployment? Well, JFK understood.
He cut taxes. Ronald Reagan under-
stood it. He cut taxes. And George
Bush during the recession also cut
taxes. In each of those situations the
economy responded fairly rapidly to
those tax cuts. And why? Because the
small businessman is starting to get
some money to plow into his business.
So, first of all, taxes are a major fac-
tor. And if you raise taxes a lot, you’'re
going to kill jobs.

What have we just got over here?
We’ve got $2 trillion in tax increases.
We’ve got the cap-and-tax bill, the
thing on taxing energy with all sorts of
redtape in it. We also have the employ-
ers—the socialized medicine bill. Where
the government to a large degree takes
over health care, a trillion-dollar tag
on that has to be picked up by a lot of
small business people. And then you
have, if that’s not enough, increases on
anybody making over $250,000. That
hammers small business people. And
this list doesn’t even mention the fact
that the tax cuts on capital gains, divi-
dends, and death taxes, which were put
in place during the beginning of the
last recession under Bush to help the
economy, those are going to expire. So
they’re going to compound this prob-
lem. So here we have words. We under-
stand that jobs are created in busi-
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nesses, but we don’t really understand
because our actions are saying we’re
going to do just exactly what it takes
in terms of tax policy to kill jobs.

The second factor if you want to kill
jobs is redtape. Redtape means that it’s
more cost for businesses to do their
work. If the government says, Yeah,
but you’ve got to write a report; you’'ve
got to do this; to check with this; got
to go to court to take care of this; you
better do that; all of that red tape may
not be a direct tax, but the net effect is
it’s costing a whole lot of time for an
employer to try to comply with gov-
ernment redtape. Do you think we’ve
got a fair amount of redtape in Amer-
ica?

Think about the amount the average
citizen has in their own life and then
multiply that significantly for the av-
erage business. And so redtape is an-
other big factor. We have words. This
sounds good and in fact this is even
true. The trouble is the actions are the
exact opposite.

I recognize that I've been joined by a
good friend of mine, Congressman
BisHOP, and I'd like to yield you some
time if you’d like to talk a little bit
about the budget. I'd like to get into
tonight a couple of different things
that have been said, comments that
have been made about this budget.
First of all, I want to get a scale of how
big it is. Second of all, I’'d like to talk
a little bit about can you blame it on
the previous administration. We keep
hearing that it was President Bush’s
fault that we’re in the economic prob-
lems. And then I'd like to get back to
the job creation question. But I think
you’ve got some specific examples from
your district where there were jobs
that we’re talking about, and particu-
larly an employer that is affected by
this budget. Could you share with us,
please?

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Well, I thank
the gentleman from Missouri for yield-
ing. Yes, this presents a particularly
interesting conundrum that we do have
here. The President has talked about
how our most important element is to
create jobs. And it is. For our people
we need jobs. I recognize, though, that
much of what we have in this budget
that you have already mentioned does
not create jobs. It actually has a sti-
fling impact on jobs.

Some things, though, in which jobs
are our responsibility, we also have put
a stifling influence just on the deci-
sions we make. This budget is $3.8 tril-
lion. That’s a whole lot of money. It’s
$1.6 trillion more than we have. That’s
a whole lot of money that’s going to go
there. And in every one of the budgets
that takes place it’s about choices. In
our own families we do the same thing.
We have certain things we want and
certain things we need. My problem
with this budget right now, specifically
in the areas that I am deeply con-
cerned, is that we have a lot of stuff in
here that we want that’s being funded
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and a lot of things that we need that is
not being funded.

One of the few constitutional respon-
sibilities we have in this country is de-
fense. Last year, you and I were down
here with others very frequently talk-
ing about missile defense. It is essen-
tial for this country. We cut missile de-
fense. Once again, it was about
prioritization. I think and I believe you
thought we put our priorities in the
wrong place. And you don’t build a
missile without people. When we cut
our missile defense program, we took
jobs away.

Unfortunately, in this particular
budget, once again we go after another
kind of missile program and have de-
cided to take it out. What it simply
means is this budget decides to go after
NASA and take away the Constellation
program and specifically the Ares 1
rocket. Now I hate to say this, but
Time magazine determined what were
the Fifty Best Inventions of the Year.
And the number one invention was the
Ares rocket. This is our process to re-
place the space shuttle. This is how we
are moving into space exploration in
the future. I hate to say this. I think
space exploration is one of the core re-
sponsibilities of the Federal Govern-
ment.

But in taking this out what you are
doing is cutting 7,000 jobs nationwide
of people involved in space, engineer-
ing, math, and science, which—once
again, the President wants to encour-
age kids to study and to go into engi-
neering, science, and math, but we
don’t have any responsibility of trying
to encourage that on the real side. And
where the problem comes is the people
that make the motors for these rockets
make the motors for our missiles.

Mr. AKIN. Let me just get the con-
nect, because you’re building up to
something here. What you’re saying is
that there are solid rocket motors that
are being built in America, which are
very high-tech, and they’re being built
by a particular company. And they’re
used for the space program but they’re
also used for something else. Is that
correct?

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. In defense.

Mr. AKIN. In defense. So it’s not just
space. It’s also our defense.

I yield.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Both of those
are core responsibilities of the govern-
ment and one that this administration
has decided to cut. And it’s not nec-
essarily that they are companies that
are making these—there’s actually two
companies in America that do make
those motors; one hasn’t made any in a
couple of decades. But it is people that
do it. When you cut these programs—
when you cut the missile defense last
year and you cut this rocket program
this year, the people with the expertise
that we need to build the defense of
this country are going to be gone.
They’re either going to find another
job or, unfortunately, they’re going to
g0 on unemployment so we can pay
them for not doing their jobs that we
need to defend us.
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This is one of the travesties of this
particular budget. And it would be
okay with me, perhaps, if they had
come up with a new plan, a new role for
NASA, something they are going to
move us forward with, but they did not.
All they did is simply cut the program,
throw people out of work—if it goes
through, I should say. We still have the
right to say what it is. But this budget
would cut the program, throw peobple
out of work and, more importantly, fail
for us to defend this country, which is
our constitutional responsibility. It
would fail to allow this country to
move forward in space exploration and
in defense because the industrial base
of this country would be gone.

The acquisition guys over in the Pen-
tagon understand it. They say it’s not
necessarily about jobs, it’s about the
kinds of jobs. And therefore it is impor-
tant for the future of this country to
have the right kinds of jobs in the in-
dustrial base. And it’s not simply a
spigot you can turn on when once again
we decide, oops, maybe we had the
wrong idea and we need more missiles
to defend us against the Iranians and
the North Koreans and who knows
what else might be out there. You
can’t just pick it up again. If you lose
the capability, you lose the capability.
And, I’'m sorry, in this budget we lose
the capability we need to defend this
country.

It’s not just about the amount of
money. It’s about where we put our pri-
orities and do we do what we need to do
first and then cover the wants. I'm
sorry; we're paying a lot of money for
a lot of wants. Let me give you a sim-
ple example. If you took what we spent
in the stimulus last year for ACORN
alone, you could fund this program
again and still have close to $2 billion
left over.

O 1900

Mr. AKIN. Wait a minute. You are
telling me that the ACORN program,
the one where we’ve got people going
to jail for voter fraud and all other
kinds of strange and weird behavior,
registering illegals, registering people
that don’t exist, turning them out to
vote, and even on videotapes, we see
them encouraging people to build
brothels and to bring in underage ille-
gal immigrants, that organization?
You are saying that funding could be
instead directed?

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. That program
got more funding in the stimulus bill
that was passed last year than it would
take to carry on with this program
moving forward.

Mr. AKIN. What you have said—and I
just want to reinforce. There is a dif-
ference between jobs and jobs, is what
you are saying. Some of these things
are very high-tech kinds of jobs. They
require building companies over a good
number of years, building capabilities,
putting that team together, and you’ve
got to have enough work to keep that
team operating or else they just have
to dissipate and go somewhere else.
And if we need that capability for the
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defense of this Nation, that, in many of
our opinions, is the primary function
that we must perform here. There are a
lot of other things that might be nice
if the Federal Government did it, but if
we have invading armies riding across
our country, we’re not very effective.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I think you are
exactly right, and that’s why, with all
due respect, this is like a double dis-
appointment to me. Not only are we
spending too much and taxing too
much, but we are not spending it in the
right place.

Mr. AKIN. We’re not even spending it
in the right place. You know, that’s a
very, very visible kind of thing. You
can see a solid rocket voter has a lot of
technical kinds of aspects, how those
have been developed, and we have an
advantage on that from a technology
point of view. Now you are basically
saying that we’re going to give that up
for spending it on what, on something
like ACORN? That’s why a whole lot of
people out there are really wondering
what we’re doing down here.

Congressman, thank you for joining
us. I notice that we are joined by Dr.
BURGESS, a good friend of mine. We’re
talking about the budget and about job
creation and how those things connect.
I also was trying to take apart a little
bit because we hear some good words,
and yet the actions of what we’re doing
don’t seem to fit. So if you can join us,
please.

Mr. BURGESS. I appreciate the gen-
tleman yielding. When I heard what
you were doing, I wanted to come down
here and talk. You know, a week ago
we heard from the President here in
the House of Representatives, and he
talked about this recession that he in-
herited. Okay, it’s almost as if no
President has ever had to deal with a
recession before.

I don’t know about you, but 20 years
ago, we had a pretty bad recession
where I lived in north Texas. In fact, I
remember it very well because—I'm a
doctor—the medical group that I was
in was under such stress from this re-
cession that it splintered apart, broke
up. I found myself on January 1, 1990,
beginning a whole new venture as a
solo practitioner in obstetrics and gyn-
ecology in my town. And quite hon-
estly, I wondered how I would make it.
The recession was rough. We didn’t
have anyone coming down from Wash-
ington with a big bag of dollar bills
saying, You guys doing all right? You
need some more cash? We’ll be glad to
front it to you. At that time, the bad
actors were the savings and loans that
had imploded. But real estate markets
had fallen, energy prices had fallen,
and Texas was certainly upon hard
times.

The reason this came to mind was
the story recently about the number of
people in the administration who
worked in a private sector job, and the
number is astonishingly low. It’s in the
mid-single digits. No wonder when this
administration looks around for solu-
tions, their tendency is not to go to
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people who have actually done things
in the past that have been creative and
successful and created new jobs.

In February of 2000, I had ended my
first month in this new medical ven-
ture, and I didn’t have any money. I
couldn’t take any money home cer-
tainly because I didn’t have any
money, and I had nurses on my payroll
that were depending upon me. Their
families were depending upon me. It
was a tough time. It was hard to bor-
row money. I went down to the bank
and borrowed $12,000 to meet payroll
for that 2-week interval. The banker
was not kind to me. He charged me 14
percent interest.

Mr. AKIN. Whoa, whoa, whoa. Stop
just a minute. There wasn’t somebody
with bailout money from the Federal
Government to come just give you
some free money?

Mr. BURGESS. No, my bailout was
my friendly banker who said——

Mr. AKIN. Fourteen percent interest?

Mr. BURGESS. For a 6-month loan.

Mr. AKIN. You can say that with a
smile on your face today, but that
banker wasn’t too good a friend.

Mr. BURGESS. It was $12,000 to
meet—I realize here that $12,000 doesn’t
even calibrate as budget dust with
what we do. But $12,000 was an enor-
mous sum of money to me at the time.
I'm not going to be able to take a pay-
check home, but I had to be able to pay
my employees. No money was coming
across the counter because I'm an OB/
GYN. You've got to wait a few months
before the delivery occurs, and you get
paid for the work. I was so scared—

Mr. AKIN. Sort of one of those 9-
month lead time type of things.

Mr. BURGESS. Correct. I was so
scared about what the future held for
me. I did some mental calculations,
and if it cost me $25,000 a month just to
pay my employees, what is my world
going to look like in June? I'm bor-
rowing for operational expenses, and I
have got no way to really catch up that
slack. Well, to make a very long story
abbreviated, money did start coming in
over the counter. That was the last
money that I ever had to borrow.

But boy, I'll tell you what, when we
come down here and we talk about this
budget, I remember just how I felt
those days. How was I going home to
face my family? No paycheck. You talk
about tightening your belt, there just
wasn’t a belt to tighten. We didn’t have
anything. I knew I had to continue to
perform for my patients because I was
obligated to do that. I knew I had to
continue to perform for my employees
because I was obligated to do that. I
didn’t ask any questions. I didn’t whine
about it. I went down and did what I
had to do, which was borrow $12,000,
and it scared me to death. It scared me
to death.

And we’re going to borrow $1.9 tril-
lion tomorrow just to meet our debt
obligations for the mnext, what, 14
months? Are you kidding me? And the
problem is, we’ve got an administra-
tion where no one has ever worked in
the private sector. No one’s ever had to
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go down and borrow that money, put
their name on the line. No one’s ever
signed a paycheck on the front. All of
their paychecks are signed on the back.
That’s our problem. Their natural
tendency is to look for the government
to get bigger because that’s where the
solutions come from.

No, the solutions come from the pri-
vate sector, the small business entre-
preneur, the doctor, the cardiologist,
the saddlemaker, air conditioner re-
pairman. That’s what has made this
country great. That’s where the recov-
ery of our economy lies, and we are fix-
ing to kill the goose that laid the gold-
en egg with this massive debt.

What’s going to happen when we have
to monetize $1.9 trillion? What’s going
to happen to the interest rates? I paid
14 percent in February of 1990. You
know what, that might look like a
pretty good deal 10 years hence when
we get to monetizing.

Mr. AKIN. You know, Dr. BURGESS,
what you have communicated here,
aside from being a doctor—we always
put doctors sort of in a special cat-
egory and maybe a little bit of an ele-
vated platform. But what you have
communicated is just the heart of a
guy that has a business and how much
risk you took and how you plowed into
unchartered territory, just trusting
that you could generate that business
and then get the business going. And
afterwards, you had employees. You
provided a great product for people,
and there are a whole lot of Texans
who are thankful to Dr. BURGESS for
delivering them. But you gave us an
understanding of how that whole sys-
tem works. And just like your one ex-
ample, there are really thousands upon
thousands of business owners that are
looking at this thing, and saying, What
in the world is going on?

Now we’ve talked about words and
then actions. Here are some words, but
families across the country are tight-
ening their belts and making tough de-
cisions. The Federal Government
should do the same. Hey, that sounds
pretty good. That’s what you were just
talking about, Doctor, that families
have to tighten their belts and take a
good look and make choices between
one thing and another.

Congressman BISHOP just made a
brilliant explanation of why the Fed-
eral Government is making lousy
choices. Not only are we spending too
much, taxing too much, borrowing too
much, but we’re also doing it for the
wrong reasons. And that just doesn’t
make a whole lot of sense.

This is starting to get to the point
where I think things are going to get
interesting. We’re going to bring on an-
other witness, a fantastic young man
who really does know something about
budgeting. The big question I think
that comes to a whole lot of Ameri-
cans’ minds is this question: When is
too much too much? When do we get to
the tipping point where the whole
thing, just like a table, dumps and the
whole economy just basically falls to
pieces? You know, just like in your

February 3, 2010

business, if you had borrowed too
much, you could have pushed it too far.
You intuitively knew that.

What happens when we start getting
into this? We’re saying that families
across the country are tightening their
belts, but we, sure as the dickens, are
not because with our actions, we’re
going to double the debt in 5 years,
raise the deficit to a record $1.6 trillion
this year. That’s 10.6 percent of GDP.

Let’s put this into perspective. It’s
one thing to have a deficit during a
year; but when you compare the deficit
to the overall product of the whole Na-
tion, that’s a significant statistic. And
last year, we set a record. The year be-
fore we set a record. During the time
George Bush was finishing and NANCY
PELOSI had this Congress, we had a
$450-something billion deficit. That was
big. That was 3.1 percent of GDP. That
was too much spending. And then we
come back around to ’09 and what do
we do? We go from $4.5 billion—oh, bil-
lion isn’t a big number anymore. Let’s
try trillion—to $1.4 trillion of deficit.
That’s three times more with the cur-
rent President, and when you look at it
as a percent of GDP, 9.9 percent of
GDP.

So now we’'ve learned our lesson,
right, for 2010. Certainly that was too
much. No. No. We’re going to go for $1.6
trillion instead of $1.4 trillion and 10.6

percent of GDP. When is enough
enough?
My good friend Congressman

HENSARLING, I don’t want to pick on
Texas too much, but you have really
taken the lead on a number of these
economic issues. We need some help to-
night, and we need to ask that ques-
tion, When is too much too much?
Please help us.

Mr. HENSARLING. Well, I thank the
gentleman for yielding, and I certainly
appreciate his leadership tonight on an
issue that is of great concern to every
American. Every American who has
children, every American who has
grandchildren and are wondering, What
is Washington doing drowning them in
a sea of red ink? Again, when you say,
How much is enough, we are already
there. So I think it’s been somewhat of
a surreal experience for the American
people as of late to see Washington go
mad.

Never in the history of our Nation, do
I believe, have I seen such an explosion
of spending of deficits and debt. As a
lot of the public know, the President of
the United States on Friday came and
spoke to the Republicans in the House,
and I give the President credit for
doing it. I think it speaks well of his
character that he would come and
speak to us, something that our own
Speaker I don’t believe has ever done.

I had the opportunity to speak to the
President at that exchange, and I
asked our President, I said, Mr. Presi-
dent, your last budget that you sub-
mitted tripled the national debt over 10
years and took the cost of government
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from its historic level of roughly 20
percent of our economy up to 25 per-
cent. I mean, we haven’t seen such lev-
els of government since World War II,
the cost of government relative to the
economy. I asked the President that
question, and the President didn’t an-
swer. The President declined to answer
the question on Friday. But you know
what, he answered the question on
Monday, and he answered the question
with this document because on Mon-
day, the President submitted his pro-
posed budget for the United States of
America for the next fiscal year and for
the 9 years following.

Guess what we found out in this doc-
ument? What we found out was that
the answer to the question is a re-
sounding ‘‘yes.” President Obama has
now said to the American people loud
and clear, Yes, I will triple the na-
tional debt over 10 years. I will triple
the national debt. Yes, I will take the
level of government to levels we
haven’t seen since World War II, up to
25 percent of our economy. This is a
breathtaking document. The levels of
debt, the levels of deficit, the levels of
spending are simply breathtaking. The
largest budget in the American his-
tory, $3.8 trillion.

Mr. AKIN. I would like to just butt
in. I do butt in a few times. And before
you jump a little bit further, one of the
things that the President said—because
I was at the meeting when you asked
the question. One of the things that we
heard was, Well, you know, I inherited
a lot of this stuff. It was like saying,
It’s not my fault that I'm spending all
of this money.

And this is hard for me to under-
stand. I’'m thinking, Look, you’ve got
the previous President. He spent, with
the Pelosi Congress, about $450 billion,
which you and I, gentleman, thought
was too much. It was too much deficit,
and we didn’t like that. In fact, we vote
against a lot of that kind of spending.
But that is, in a sense, water over the
bridge or down the river or wherever
the water goes. Now he is taking that
and triples it in his very first year.
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How can you blame the guy that
came before you when you were three
times doing more than he did? Could
you explain that, because I don’t get it.
How can you blame that on someone
else?

Mr. HENSARLING. Well, I thank the
gentleman for yielding, and it’s an im-
portant point to make. Simply be-
cause, as opposed to leading, too often,
frankly, we see the President, we see
the Speaker, we see our colleagues on
the other side of the aisle saying, Well,
the truth is, you Republicans spent too
much money.

Well, guess what? I agree. But only
Congress, only Congress can spend
money. Congress has the power of the
purse. The only money the President
can spend are those monies that are
authorized by Congress. Now, the
President can propose. The President
may be given pots of money by Con-
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gress that he can allocate. But, ulti-
mately, it is Congress that controls the
power of the purse under our Constitu-
tion.

Now, we had 12 years where Repub-
licans controlled Congress, wrote the
budgets, wrote the spending bills. And
I wasn’t proud of the deficits that oc-
curred in those years, but they aver-
aged about $104 billion a year.

Mr. AKIN. So, gentleman, just taking
a look at some notes I had, this would
be about from 1996 to the year 2007, and
you total that up at about $1.2 trillion.
So that’s 12 years of Republican deficit
spending, more or less.

Mr. HENSARLING. Well, if the gen-
tleman would yield, I think the most
important point here—and we
shouldn’t spend, obviously, a lot of
time on the blame game. The American
people want solutions. But what we
typically hear from our friends on the
other side who aren’t offering a solu-
tion to the fiscal crisis is that it’s your
fault.

Here’s what I would say. I'm sorry
that Republicans spent as much as
they did, but our average deficit when
we controlled spending was $104 billion.
We’ve now had 3 years for Democrats
to control spending, and the average
deficit is $1.1 trillion.

And so, what I would tell the gen-
tleman and the American people is
that what was an annual deficit under
Republicans has turned into a monthly
deficit under Democrats. And again,
I'm not proud of the spending. Many of
us on this floor fought our own party
leaders for more fiscal restraint. But as
far as an order of magnitude, I mean,
you can’t even compare the two. When
it comes to spending and deficits, Re-
publicans are rank amateurs compared
to Democrats.

Mr. AKIN. I'd like to interrupt you
just so you can say that again, because
that’s really hard to get your mind
around. In other words, what you’re
saying is that what Republicans spent
in 1 year, the Democrats are averaging
in 1 month, so they’re 12 times faster
spending money.

You have a chart, I see.

Mr. HENSARLING. Again, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Now, this covers the last several
years of when Republicans controlled
the budget. It’s in the blue, and you
can see declining budget deficits until
the Democrats took control of Con-
gress.

Mr. AKIN. So the blue in your chart
were Republican, and those were the
budgets, and the amount that’s above
the line was how much our deficit was,
right?

Mr. HENSARLING. Correct.

And so, again, I’'m not proud of the
fact that there were deficits under Re-
publican control, but look at the 3
years once the Democrats came into
control. Look at what happened in 2007.
Look at what happened in 2008. L.ook at
what happened in 2009. And again, it
just goes to show that what was an av-
erage annual deficit under Republicans
has now become an average monthly
deficit over Democrats.

H543

Now, I know the President, again, is
fond of saying, well, it’s not my fault.
I inherited a mess. Well, I have two ob-
servations. You know what I would say
to the President? Yes, Mr. President,
you’re right. You inherited a mess. I
agree. But guess what? When it comes
to trillion dollar deficits, you inherited
it from a Democratic Congress. And
also, Mr. President, if I recall properly,
you were a Member of that Democratic
Congress. You were a United States
Senator and your voting record was
about as pro-spending as there was. So
to some extent, if I had the oppor-
tunity to speak to the President again,
I'd say, Mr. President, you kind of in-
herited the problem from yourself to
some extent. But even if you didn’t—
let’s just say that the administration
is absolutely blameless—then why, Mr.
President, are you making it worse?

Mr. AKIN. It’s not just making it
worse; it’s tripling it in the very first
year, tripling it from 450 billion all the
way up to 1.4 trillion.

I’'d like to come back to you, Con-
gressman HENSARLING. I want to ask
you that question that I was getting
at, and that is—I think a lot of Ameri-
cans want to know this—when do we
hit some tipping point? Does anybody
know? Is there a certain point here
where we have to really pay attention,
that we’re going to get things so far
out of kilter that the whole deck of
cards is going to fall and there’s noth-
ing we can do? I'd like to get back to
that.

But we have another guest from Flor-
ida joining us, Congressman POSEY,
and I'd just encourage you to join us on
this question about the budget, the tre-
mendous level of spending, the tremen-
dous level of taxing, and the tremen-
dous level of debt that we’re picking
up.

Mr. POSEY. Well, I thank the gen-
tleman from Missouri for recognizing
me.

That’s only half of it, and what they
are spending and wasting is in the
wrong direction. We just want to talk a
little bit about the wrong direction
Congress is going, and I hope they
won’t go further in the wrong direction
as they continue to follow the Presi-
dent in the wrong direction.

Now, I want to just remind you that
when the President was in my district
campaigning, he made a pledge—it’s all
over the Internet right now—that he
would close the gap between the space
shuttle program and the Constellation
program. Initially, it was 3 years that
we were going to outsource jobs to
Russia to launch our astronauts. It was
$30 million per astronaut for ours and
all the international other astronauts
that we promised to launch. The gap
was 3 years. The gap grew to 4 years, 5
years, 6 years, looking at 7 years now
or maybe more. The cost the Russians
are going to charge us now is $50 mil-
lion per astronaut. And when we have
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no more shuttles and no alternative
launch vehicle of our own, Lord only
knows what they’re going to charge us.

But back to the campaign promise.
The President promised that he would
close this gap, the time period between
the shuttle’s last flight and the first
Constellation flight of the Aries, where
we could launch men on the Aries.

Mr. AKIN. So, in other words, for
people that are not that familiar with
the space program, what we’re moving
from is the old technology of the shut-
tle, which we see launched in those
beautiful pictures with the hydrogen
and oxygen central fuel on the main
rocket engines and then the two solid
boosters. So you see those two tanks
on the sides of the aluminum, and I
think it’s ammonium chlorate or some-
thing. So you’ve got two solid motors,
and you’ve got the hydrogen-oxygen in
the center, those three take off. We're
replacing that, right, with a new vehi-
cle? Is that what you’re talking about?

Mr. POSEY. Correct. And the new
rocket would allow us to go back to the
Moon as well as back and forth to the
international space station as well as,
ultimately, to Mars, our manifest des-
tiny, if you would.

Mr. AKIN. So this is a more powerful
system?

Mr. POSEY. More powerful than the
Saturn V back in the Apollo days, ac-
tually, carry more people.

So the President promised that he
would close this gap because, as the
gentleman from TUtah (Mr. BISHOP)
mentioned, we will lose, if we don’t
close that gap, 7,000 of the best and
brightest space team members this
country has ever seen, and he would
ensure that we remained first in space.

Now, space is the only thing the
United States of America is univer-
sally, unequivocally, undeniably re-
spected for around the globe. A lot of
countries respect us for a few things.
Some respect us for nothing. Some re-
spect us for a lot of things. But the
only thing that we’re universally re-
spected for, bar none, is our space pro-
gram. We are first in space. And it’s a
matter of national security. And it’s a
matter of economic security. We know
all wars aren’t fought with bullets and
bombs anymore.

So the President made these two
promises. They were witnessed and
they’re online. He also said, we need to
lead in this global marketplace in high
technology development, and we need
to encourage more children to go into
math and science. We know now that
we are only training one-tenth the
number of engineers that we need, and
half of them are foreign students that
we expect to go back to their own
countries. And we know China is grad-
uating 10 times more of these high-
trained, highly specialized engineers
than we are. That’s not a good end
game, by the way.

Mr. AKIN. I want to get you to your
point. What you’re saying is he made a
promise that we’re going to close this
gap. Now, does the budget close the gap
or not?
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Mr. POSEY. Well, we’ll get there.
The first thing that happened is he ac-
cepted the resignation of Michael Grif-
fin, the inspirational genius behind the
Constellation program and the Aries
rocket. And for 6 months, when they
were having the meetings, the NASA
chair remained empty without an ad-
ministrator.

Mr. AKIN. So first of all, no adminis-
trator to replace him, which doesn’t
look like something is on the fast
track.

Mr. POSEY. Six months later we got
General Bolton. He’s the new adminis-
trator, and he’s a first-class guy and
he’ll do a good job. But as soon as
Bolton was named, the President cre-
ated a commission known as the Au-
gustine Commission to tell us how we
continue to explore space under cur-
rent budget conditions.

The Augustine Commission met a
number of times. They reported to the
Science and Technology Committee,
and they basically said in their report,
you can’t do that on the cheap. You
just can’t do what needs to be done to
keep America first in space, much less
close the gap. You can’t do it on the
cheap. It’s going to take about another
$3 billion a year.

Well, we were certainly looking for-
ward to that extra money being put
into the program. For as little as 1 per-
cent of the failed stimulus plan spend-
ing, we could have flown that shuttle
for 5 years and closed that gap.

Mr. AKIN. So 1 percent of the stim-
ulus bill, which was, I think, about $800
billion or so, was it, the one that didn’t
work, at least the rocket motor prob-
ably would have gone. This one, we lit
it and it fizzled.

Mr. POSEY. Well, you know, the
stimulus bill was all about supposedly
employing people. Now, these are not
low-wage jobs in the space industry. I
think the average, with benefits, is
about 80,000 per, spread out all across
this country, and no State is spared the
benefit of space technology that’s been
developed. However, while we are hav-
ing people train to hold road signs that
say ‘‘Stop”’ and ‘“‘Go’’ to regulate traf-
fic, we are getting rid of, literally giv-
ing the pink slips to the brightest and
greatest scientific minds that we have.

And I want to take you back to Apol-
lo and tell you what’s going to happen
to those people. We had the best engi-
neers in the world who were laid off in
Apollo literally pump gas at gas sta-
tions until their homes were fore-
closed, and then they were forced to
move on, never to return to the space
program again. We had to completely
rebuild the space program again, as Mr.
BISHOP very eloquently discussed a lit-
tle while ago.

Mr. AKIN. I was just going say that
you are really, in a sense, making the
same case that Congressman BISHOP
just made; that is, you get some very,
very highly trained people, you get the
program all set up, it takes years, a
whole lot of research to do it, and then
you just cut it off at the knees.

I do have to move along because I
wanted to recognize Mr. BISHOP on this
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point, and I promised I'd get back to
Congressman HENSARLING. So let me
come back to you, but we are getting a
little close on time.

Congressman BISHOP.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I appreciate the
gentleman from Florida and what he’s
saying. I think we’re saying the same
thing.

There are some core responsibilities
the government would have to do, and
the government has promised that they
would do these. And the people work-
ing on the NASA side are the same
kinds of people we need on the defense
side. And one would think, as Mr.
HENSARLING showed the amount of
money that’s being thrown around in
this particular budget, with all that,
with $3.8 trillion, you could at least
cover the needs, at least cover what we
have to do.

Mr. AKIN. And gentlemen, both of
you have made a very significant point.
You’re saying 1 percent of that stim-
ulus bill—there wasn’t a stimulus bill,
of course. It didn’t work, and stimulus
bills don’t work very well anyway. But
1 percent of that would have taken care
of that promise, would have kept those
very high-tech jobs in Florida, and
would have——

Mr. POSEY. Around the country.

Mr. AKIN. Around the country.
Okay. And of course the rocket motor,
the solid rocket technology, these are
places where the priority needs to be,
the thing that—what government can
provide for the national defense. It’s
not State governments. This is some-
thing that should be fundamental to
our thinking down here.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. If I could ask
the gentleman from Missouri, because 1
appreciate you said the key word of
“priorities.” Before we actually deal
with our priorities, we have to look at
what is in this budget and what isn’t in
this budget, and I think what the gen-
tleman from Texas is going to show is
we could have done better for the
American people in this proposed budg-
et, and we must. The status quo is not
acceptable. The way we’ve been doing
things is not acceptable. There has to
be a better alternative.

O 1930

I would be happy to yield.

Mr. AKIN. I would like to yield to
the gentleman from Texas, Congress-
man HENSARLING. I think you have a
chart. You want to give us a visual pic-
ture. We’ve been talking some boxcar
kinds of numbers, but sometimes a
simple graph is worth an awful lot.

Mr. HENSARLING. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding one more time.

Again, the President, that budget
that the President has submitted to
the American people is simply breath-
taking; breathtaking in its spending,
breathtaking in its deficits, breath-
taking in its debt.

This is a budget that will ultimately
put us on the road to bankruptcy.
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There is no other way around it. And I
am not exaggerating these points. But
look at the trajectory of the spending
under the President’s proposed budget.
And as we continue to run deficits, the
red ink is there for a purpose. We have
never seen spending at these levels.

Now the gentleman asked a question
earlier. At what point do we reach the
point where that red light is blinking?
We’re there. Most economists believe
that you cannot sustain a debt to the
economy or GDP ratio of over 3 per-
cent, that anything over that long
term is unsustainable. The President is
proposing a $1.6 trillion deficit, the
largest in American history for this
budget, which would weigh in at 10.6
percent of our economy, largest debt to
the economy ratio since World War II.
The deficit never falls below $700 bil-
lion under his proposed budget plan.
They average a trillion.

The deficits under this proposed
budget will average a trillion dollars a
year. And so the gentleman asks, is
this sustainable? And the answer is no.

And what I really don’t understand is
we had Dr. Peter Orszag, who is the Di-
rector of the Office of Management and
Budget, who writes this budget for the
President. Had him before the Budget
Committee yesterday. And in open
committee, the Director of the Office
of Management and Budget who wrote
this said, Yes, it is unsustainable. He
himself admits that long term this
spending plan of the President of the
United States is unsustainable for the
American people, which begs the ques-
tion, well, then, Mr. President, why
don’t you put a plan on the table to
solve the problem? Where’s the leader-
ship?

This is a man who was elected to be
President of the United States of
America. His own director of Office of
Management and Budget says this is
fiscally unsustainable.

So what do they bring to the Amer-
ican people? They bring a ‘‘commis-
sion.” I am happy to look at a commis-
sion if it’s fair, if it’s real; if it’s not
just a political figleaf. But it begs the
question again. What the administra-
tion is counting on is we’re going to
have some commission, and they’re
going to propose something and maybe
Congress will enact it and we will save
money that way.

Again, I would say to the President,
With all due respect, Mr. President,
where is your plan? If you know that
you’re on the road to bankruptcy, why
don’t you put a plan on the table that
solves it?

What else does the President sug-
gest? They talk about a vaunted freeze.
Well, unfortunately there is no freeze
in the budget. After the $1.2 trillion
stimulus plan, after several hundred
billion of omnibus spending plans, an-
other omnibus spending plan, after the
proposed almost $2 trillion takeover of
our health care system, after a pro-
posed $800 billion carbon tax, after in-
creasing spending on what we call non-
defense discretionary—basically the
nondefense component of what Con-
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gress votes on every year—that has in-
creased 84 percent in the last 2 years.

And my point is to the gentleman of
Missouri is that after this explosion of
spending, what we hear is the rhetoric
of where we have a spending freeze. But
guess what? When you look at it, 87
percent of the budget is not subject to
the so-called freeze.

Second of all, the President decides, I
am not even going to turn on the freez-
er for a full year. I am going to wait a
full year before I turn on the freezer,
and then I am going to turn it right
back on after just a few years on 13
percent of the budget.

So when you crunch the numbers,
what you discover is what the Presi-
dent’s bold plan is to provide fiscal re-
sponsibility at a time of fiscal insanity
is that he proposes to grow government
by 49 percent over the next 10 years in-
stead of 49.3 percent. Now, if that’s a
freeze, I would hate to see a spring
thaw.

I will yield back.

Mr. AKIN. You've really answered
the question. We are on some very,
very shaky ground economically, and
you’re saying we’re already there.

The thing that is frightening is—and
this is something that just kind of
amazes me—we got punished by voters
to a large degree, from Republicans and
Democrats, that said you guys are
spending too much. And then what
happens is we come down here and tri-
ple the rate of spending. No wonder
people are mad. It’s like the people in
this Chamber are tone deaf.

Now, you certainly are not, gentle-
men, and I am very thankful. I know
the American public is thankful for the
fact that you hold the line, and you’re
making clear what the priorities are
and the fact that we can’t just run out
of control. It’s a little bit like the guy
that says, I am going to stop smoking
next month; I am going to stop eating
too much next month, and just con-
tinues with a pie eating contest.

Mr. HENSARLING. If the gentleman
would yield one more time.

Not only has there been this explo-
sion of debt and deficit, there is noth-
ing to show for it but the deficit and
debt. Where are the jobs? We’re told
that if we have this massive stimulus
program that jobs would be created,
unemployment would never go past 8
percent—and we are still mired in dou-
ble-digit unemployment.

Mr. AKIN. The answer to that, as you
know, it was a stimulus package. It
stimulated the creation of a lot of gov-
ernment handouts and jobs, but it isn’t
going to fix the unemployment prob-
lem.

Congressman POSEY from Florida, I
thank you for coming out tonight.
Your expertise, particularly the exper-
tise in your district. And Congressman
Bi1sHOP, and I just have got a minute or
two and I will close with you in a cou-
ple of minutes.

Mr. POSEY. Just three quick points.

Not only are they spending too much,
obviously, but they’re spending it in
the wrong direction. They’re touting
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an extra $6 billion that they’re going to
put into NASA to create 1,500 jobs. But
I told you how 7,000 of them are going
to be lost. How did that make any
sense to anybody? It doesn’t pass a
straight-face test.

I love commercial launches. I support
commercial launches, nongovern-
mental rockets, and the development
of them. But we cannot give up a
manned space flight program that
works, and it’s cost effective for us
right now.

So I implore Congress to keep the
President’s promises honest and fulfill
those promises that the President
made. The President obviously is not
willing to do that. I hope Congress is.

Thank you, sir.

Mr. AKIN. Thank you very much.

One of the things is we talk about
this deficit budget and all, I think a lot
of Americans may not understand
we’ve got something stalking us here.
People talk about this, that, and the
other thing. If you want to talk about
the fiscal concern that we need to be
watching in our country, it comes from
Medicare, Medicaid, and Social Secu-
rity.

This is the budget that is being pro-
posed. This is how much money we
have in terms of receipts. This is the
money that is coming into the govern-
ment. This is what we’re proposing
spending. And if you take a look at
that, more than half of that is Medi-
care, Medicaid, and Social Security.

Those programs are called entitle-
ments. What that means is we wrote
some laws a long time ago. It’s like a
machine and somebody’s turning the
crank and it spends money, and it’s
spending more than half of what this
budget shows and quite a bit more than
what we have in terms of receipts. So
that is a big question. And that is one
of the things that we must deal with.

Congressman HENSARLING has been
very direct in the fact that we need
some solutions. We don’t need to be on
the same drug and drag it out until
we’re completely on our back. We have
to start taking a look at these prob-
lems, take some sober-minded solu-
tions and start moving forward with a
plan. We’ve not seen that. We think
American people want that leadership.

Mr. HENSARLING. I want to make it
very clear. This isn’t just us saying it.
Listen to this. The Wall Street Journal
yesterday, ‘‘All of this spending must
be financed, so deficits and taxes are
both scheduled to rise to record lev-
els.”

CNBC, ‘‘The deficit for this year
would be 10.6 percent of the total econ-
omy, a figure unmatched since the
country was emerging from World War
I1.”

The New York Times, ‘“The budget
projects that the deficit will peak at
nearly $1.6 trillion in the current fiscal
year, a post-World War II record. It
would then decline but remain at eco-
nomically troublesome levels in the re-
mainder of the decade.”
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CNBC, ‘“Part of a record $3.8 trillion
budget that would boost the deficit be-
yond any in the Nation’s history.”

It is unacceptable. We have better al-
ternatives.

Mr. AKIN. Thank you, Congressman
HENSARLING and Congressman POSEY.
And I thank you, also, Congressman
BI1sHOP, for joining us tonight.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I think that
concludes our hour.

———

A REDUCED ROLE FOR THE FED-
ERAL GOVERNMENT IS NEEDED

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

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, to-
night I come to talk about a variety of
issues.

You know, clearly the country faces
tough times, clearly our States face
very, very difficult times. And over the
last few months we have had the oppor-
tunity to go and to listen to our con-
stituents at the State level talk about
some of the issues that are important
to them.

My home State of Michigan is strug-
gling today with 15 percent unemploy-
ment—the highest unemployment rate
in the country. And one of the things
that we consistently hear about is, you
know, Washington made us do this. I
hear people talking about, you know,
our State needs to raise taxes. Why? So
we can get the Federal highway dol-
lars. And what we forget is that those
are our dollars to begin with. Those
aren’t Federal highway dollars. Those
aren’t Michigan highway dollars.

As a matter of fact, for 53 years, a
State like Michigan has received 83
cents on the dollar—83 cents for every
dollar that we sent to Washington for
our gas tax. And now Washington tells
us in tough times, to get that money
back, you have to put up a State
match. That is wrong.

In 2001, President Bush passed—with
this Congress’ help—legislation calling
for an improvement in K-12 education.
It was called No Child Left Behind, and
it put the Federal imprint on our K-12
education system across the country
and across the State of Michigan.
That’s wrong.

Why? Why do we need the Federal
Government telling us how to run our
schools at the State and at the local
level? It’s a community issue. It’s a
family issue. It’s not a Federal issue.
It’s also not very efficient.

Just like in the highway bill, the
Federal Government forces a State like
Michigan to build things we don’t need.
We build overpasses, but they’re for bi-
cycles. We build fences not to protect
motorists but to protect turtles.

You wonder and say, why are we
doing this? This is our money. This is
not the priority for our State to get
our State moving.

So you have got issues with high-
ways, you have got issues with edu-
cation.
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And it’s not only that the money is
being spent unwisely, but it’s also
being spent inefficiently.

Let me talk about No Child Left Be-
hind, K-12 education.

I see my friend is going to join me. I
welcome him. And, you know, I am
talking a little bit about the bureauc-
racy and the need to return to fed-
eralism, and let me yield.
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Mr. AKIN. If it’s all right, if you take
a look at what’s happened, over the
last 50 years, this government here has
just grown like Topsy. For a while, you
and I were in the majority. We passed
some conservative bills, and we did the
best we could. They were mostly
blocked by Senators. But I think what
the public really wants is I think they
want something different out of this
city. I think that what they really
want is for the Federal Government
not to threaten them anymore. I think
they want us to deconstruct. You men-
tioned the No Child Left Behind.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Let me reclaim my
time for just a second. I want to make
it clear to the people in the Chamber,
and I want to make it clear to the peo-
ple around the country and the people
in Michigan, No Child Left Behind was
a bill that I voted against because I be-
lieved in parental control, I believed in
local control, and I believed in State
control. I just want to make that clear
because I might not have done that as
I was describing what this Congress
was doing.

I had voted to get rid of the Federal
highway program or to basically
deconstruct it. I want to deconstruct
the Education Department and return
the rights back to the States so the
States can focus on what they need to
do, but more importantly that the Fed-
eral Government can focus on what it
needs to do, trade policy, national se-
curity and those types of things. I will
yield back.

Mr. AKIN. Congressman, I really re-
spect you for that vote because what I
think a lot of people listening this
evening might not understand is Con-
gressman HOEKSTRA took the very first
House bill of a Republican administra-
tion, it was their pet bill, and you had
the guts to stand up, as a Republican,
to the Republican administration, and
say, no, because I believe education is
a local control kind of issue.

Now I have to relay an amusing story
because I voted ‘‘no” on it too, and
some staffer made a mistake and in-
vited me to the bill signing ceremony.
So I actually sat in the bill signing
ceremony for No Child Left Behind
after having voted ‘‘no’” the same way
you did.

And I think that is precisely what
the public wants. They want to take
this place apart. Education can be done
fine at a State level, and in my opin-
ion, as a former State representative, I
would say it ought to be done at the
local level. But certainly we don’t need
a bunch of Washington bureaucrats
telling us how to educate our kids. I
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couldn’t respect you more for that
independence of thought and the clar-
ion understanding that that is just not
a Federal priority.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Reclaiming my
time, I think you and I have had a dis-
cussion about this. But I really do be-
lieve, and I want to build off the
thought that you had, is that our con-
stituents want us to deconstruct Wash-
ington. They don’t want us to tear it
down. They want us to constructively
go through the process and shed the
things that are not Washington issues,
move them back to States, move them
back to communities, and move it back
to individuals. And if we don’t do that,
they want to be able to hold us ac-
countable.

You and I sat through much of 2009
where we saw an abomination probably
much bigger than No Child Left Be-
hind, the health care bill, which was
going to take from you and from me,
from our doctors, our hospitals, and
our States the right to set our own
health care agenda. And we were going
to probably construct, not deconstruct,
but construct a new building here in
Washington, D.C., probably several new
buildings, filled with bureaucrats, who
were then going to make the decisions
that you and I historically made about
our health care. I will yield.

Mr. AKIN. You are going to wonder
where I'm going with this perhaps.
Here is what I'm thinking about. I'm a
guy that was an engineer. I like geol-
ogy. And they talk about earthquakes.
And they have a scale of how bad an
earthquake is. And if you use a Richter
scale, an earthquake of about 7 or 8 or
9 is one whale of an earthquake. And if
you were to rate how bad legislation is
in Congress, the one that you chose to
talk about, that health care bill, I
would rate that as probably the worst
bill T have seen in 22 years. And it is
high enough on that Richter scale that
when it got done, American civilization
would have been shaken so badly, there
wouldn’t have been much of it left.
That was really a bad one.

My rating number two, and I just
want to see where you are on rating
these things, whether you are the same
scientist that I would be, and I would
say that that cap-and-tax bill was an-
other one that would be not quite as
bad but still a real mess of a bad bill.
What do you think?

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I have seen this up
close and personal in Michigan. And
you may have remembered over the
last 18 months that as President
Obama was developing his economic
strategy, he had the Governor of Michi-
gan sitting next to him quite fre-
quently. And I thought that’s a good
strategy because he could then ask and
say, Governor, did you try this in
Michigan? And if the answer was
“yes,” he would say, well, we won’t do
that at the Federal level.

But it seems to be that whether it’s
cap-and-trade, cap-and-tax, whether it
is health care, what we have seen is in
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