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

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

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

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

——————

LIVING WITHIN OUR MEANS

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

Mr. KAGEN. Madam Speaker, every-
where I go in Wisconsin, people are
saying the same thing: Government
must live within its means. I agree.
After all, being fiscally responsible is
the Wisconsin way.

People all across northeast Wisconsin
pay their bills on time, and they’re
tired of seeing their money wasted on
bailouts for Wall Street speculators.
Everyone, and I mean everyone, is
rightfully angry, and so am I. We sim-
ply don’t believe in rewarding failure
in Wisconsin, and that is why I voted
against every single bailout that came
along.

And never forget, never forget how
we fell into this mess.

When I was elected in 2006, the people
in power in Washington, D.C., were
pursuing borrow-and-spend policies,
policies that drove our economy into
the ditch without paying a single dime
for them. Without paying for a single
dime, the previous administration
spent money we did not have on two
wars—two wars at the same time—two
tax cuts for the rich, gigantic handouts
to big drug companies on Wall Street,
and a trillion-dollar bailout for their
friends on Wall Street in the big banks,
and asking, asking our children and
grandchildren to pay for it all.

Well, enough is enough. We must live
within our means. Our government
must invest in our own people right
here at home, not on Wall Street and
not overseas. We must rebuild our own
economy and grow the jobs. We need to
work our way back into prosperity.

When voting for any legislation, I
only have the best interests of my con-
stituents in Wisconsin in mind. The
pay-as-you-go rules which were enacted
today will be successful, as they were
in the 1990s, and this is exactly the
medicine we need today to begin to
turn today’s enormous debts into fu-
ture surpluses. That is why I strongly
support the passage of pay-as-you-go
rules, just as I have seven times pre-
viously during my public service.

It’s really a simple, responsible thing
to do. Washington must live within its
means and pay its bills on time, just as
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we do around our own kitchen tables
every month across Wisconsin.

Mandatory pay-as-you-go rules are
critical to reducing our national debt.
Over time, these responsible spending
rules will contain Federal expenditures
and balance our budgets, for when gov-
ernment attempts to spend money on
one program, it must either raise reve-
nues or cut spending on another pro-
gram. It’s just that simple. Live within
our means.

——

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

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

———

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

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

————

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

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

——

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

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

——

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

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

———

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

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

———

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

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

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. GINGREY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
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(Mr. GINGREY of Georgia addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

———

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

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

———

DOES CONGRESS HAVE THE COUR-
AGE TO CONFRONT THE ECO-
NOMIC THREAT TO AMERICA’S
FUTURE?

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. Madam Chair, in the next
hour we’re going to be talking about a
subject that has caught the attention
of Americans. It’s, generally speaking,
a boring subject, but now it’s not be-
come boring anymore, and that is the
problem with the Federal Government
overspending, the problem with the
budgets that have been proposed, the
problem of the financial trajectory of
our country and the threat that that
trajectory poses.

I'd like to step back in time a little
bit as a Republican to talk about the
fact that over a 12-year period, Repub-
licans had deficit spending in a number
of years at about a hundred billion dol-
lars or maybe a little more. If you put
that all together over 12 years, you
have over a trillion dollar amount of
deficit spending.

But what we’re looking at in 1 year
now is over a trillion dollars. In other
words, the Democrats are spending
more in 1 year than we did in 12 years,
or you could say that they’re spending
enough in 1 month to compensate for
every year of the Republicans.

Now, the past President was criti-
cized that he overspent; he spent too
much money. His biggest deficit was in
2008 with the Pelosi Congress at about
$450 billion of excessive spending.

Just the number of billion dollars,
it’s hard for us to recognize how does
that relate to something. So let’s put
it in perspective and take a look at it
as a percent of the gross domestic prod-
uct of our country.

The $450 billion deficit with the
Pelosi Congress and President Bush,
that number would be about 3.1 percent
of GDP. That is actually fairly average
for many different years and different
Presidents.

The 2008 deficit was followed by 2009,
of course, and it was, again, the Pelosi
Congress, but this time the Obama ad-
ministration. And after all kinds of
criticism of the Republicans for spend-
ing too much money, the budget was
$1.4 trillion of deficit. That is three
times worse than the worst year of
President Bush.
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Now we have heard all kinds of com-
plaints that it was the Republicans’
fault and all of these kinds of things.
And yet the choice to spend that much
deficit was still a choice, a choice made
by our President and our current Con-
gress under Speaker PELOSI, $1.4 tril-
lion.

Now let’s connect that, because $1
trillion is an awful lot of money, and
it’s very hard for us to understand.
How does that connect to gross domes-
tic product? Well, it turns out that 9.9
percent of our gross domestic product
was in debt. That’s almost 10 percent,
just under 9. That’s the highest level
since World War II. That is an incred-
ible level of deficit spending.

Now the question in people’s minds
becomes, okay, I'm not used to think-
ing in terms of billions and trillions of
dollars. So how do we put this in per-
spective? And what does it mean to
just the average citizen on the street?
Well, one of the things it means is that
we are really pushing the financial sol-
vency of our country. We are getting to
the point where we are spending money
so rapidly, beyond our means, that we
are driving ourselves into a condition
of bankruptcy which could cause a
massive collapse of our entire eco-
nomic system. Nobody knows exactly
when or what could trigger that kind
of event.

These are very serious questions we
are going to be discussing in the next
hour. And I'm thankful to see Con-
gressman WOLF, a very highly re-
spected Congressman from this area.
He is also going to share with us some-
thing about the situation with this
budget and what it means.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. WOLF) is recognized for 54
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. WOLF. Madam Speaker, Dietrich
Bonhoeffer, a Lutheran pastor executed
for his efforts in the Nazi resistance
during World War II, once said, ‘‘the ul-
timate test of a moral society is the
kind of world that it leaves to its chil-
dren.” These are timeless words that
resonate deeply today as our Nation
struggles to confront our growing na-
tional debt.

The release this week of President
Obama’s fiscal year 2011 Dbudget
projects a deficit of nearly $1.6 trillion,
equivalent to 10.6 percent of economic
output. I am convinced that addressing
ballooning debt is not only an eco-
nomic issue, but there is also a moral
component to this issue that goes to
the heart of who we are as Americans.
Yet I wonder if we in Congress, Amer-
ica’s political leaders, have lost the
will to make the tough decisions nec-
essary, decisions that could well re-
quire sacrifice.

The generation of Americans who
came of age during the era of Dietrich
Bonhoeffer has been affectionately
called the Greatest Generation. Many
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of them have made unimaginable sac-
rifices, including their lives, for their
children and their children’s children.
If we remember the legacy that we’ve
inherited, the giants on whose shoul-
ders we stand, I believe we, too, can be
moved to do our duty. It will not be
easy, but that which is worth doing
rarely is.

However, should the 111th Congress
fail to address the financial tsunami
approaching our shores, it will be
judged by history as a dysfunctional,
fundamentally broken institution that
neglected its responsibilities not only
to its constituents we came here to
serve, but to those future generations
of Americans.

We are on that precipice.

It has been almost 4 years since I
first came to the floor of the House
proposing an independent bipartisan
commission to address unsustainable
Federal spending. The SAFE Commis-
sion, short for Securing America’s Fu-
ture Economy, would operate in an au-
thentic and transparent way, holding a
series of public meetings across the
country to hear from the American
people. It would put everything on the
table, entitlements and all other spend-
ing and tax policy. Its recommenda-
tions would not be made in a vacuum
or over a weekend locked up at An-
drews Air Force Base.

At the time of introduction, and still
today, it is the only debt reduction
commission legislation in play that
mandates public engagement on this
scale. It also would force Congress to
vote up or down on the legislative
package born from the commission’s
work. There would be no avoiding of
hard choices.

When I first introduced the bill in the
spring of 2006, I discussed the looming
financial crisis facing our country and
said that the longer we put off fixing
the problem, the more bitter the medi-
cine required to fix it would be. I also
sought to address the objections of
some who said the problem was too big
to fix, too risky, particularly in a con-
gressional election year, and an abdica-
tion of congressional responsibility.

At face value, there may be some
merits to some of those objections, but
these arguments ring hollow for the fu-
ture that we face. They paralyze the
Congress from moving forward. They
allow the Congress to blindly continue
to spend. They provide an excuse for
the status quo. They allow us to stick
our heads in the sand, all to the det-
riment of the country.

Consider that from 2011 to 2020, the
Congressional Budget Office projects
staggering cumulative deficits of $6
trillion. Our Nation is broke. The na-
tional debt is now over $12 trillion and
growing at rates that haven’t been
matched since World War II. Amaz-
ingly, the House earlier today followed
the Senate action to increase the Fed-
eral debt limit to a staggering $14.294
trillion.

Significantly, these deficits are not
first and foremost wartime deficits.
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Rather, we have amassed enormous un-
funded obligations to ensure future en-
titlement benefits that, when added
with liabilities like the debt, total
nearly $57 trillion. That means every
man, woman, and child owes $184,000.

Legitimate credit rating agencies
have threatened in recent weeks to
downgrade the United States from its
current Triple A bond rating. The lat-
est warning came just this week from
Moody’s, a top Wall Street credit agen-
cy, reacting to the President’s budget.
Moody issued a report saying ‘‘unless
further measures are taken to reduce
the budget deficit further or the econ-
omy rebounds more vigorously than ex-
pected, the Federal financial picture as
presented in President Obama’s Feb-
ruary 1 budget will at some point put
pressure on AAA government bond rat-
ing.”

This news comes on the heels of
Spain, Greece, and Dubai all seeing
their credit ratings downgraded. Los-
ing this ‘“‘gold standard’” would make it
even more difficult to borrow money,
would shake confidence in the dollar,
and could lead to a situation where the
dollar is no longer the primary inter-
national reserve currency. If that were
to happen, prices for everything traded
internationally, including food and oil,
would go up.

Just this week, The Washington Post
featured a piece by Allan Sloan, For-
tune magazine’s senior editor-at-large.
He focused on a recent report from the
Congressional Budget Office that shows
that for the first time in 25 years, So-
cial Security is taking in less in taxes
than it is spending on benefits. Sloan
writes, ‘“‘Instead of helping to finance
the rest of the government, as it has
done for decades, our Nation’s biggest
social program needs help from the
Treasury to keep benefit checks from
bouncing—in other words, a taxpayer
bailout.” He concludes, ‘‘this year’s So-
cial Security cash shortfall is a water-
shed event. Until this year, Social Se-
curity was a problem for the future.
Now it’s a problem for the present.”

Social Security and Medicare are
amassing huge deficits and are ill-pre-
pared for the coming flood of new baby
boom retirees. When our retirement se-
curity programs like Social Security
and Medicare were established, the
ratio of workers supporting each re-
tiree was more than 10 times the num-
ber supporting retirees today.

The American people understand the
depth of the country’s spending prob-
lems and are leaps and bounds ahead of
Congress in acknowledging the need to
deal with this issue. A national survey
taken in November revealed that 70
percent of those polled said a bipar-
tisan commission is the best way to
tackle the growing budget deficits and
national debt. Seventy percent is a
pretty convincing number.

Every Member of Congress Kknows
how serious the Federal Government’s
spending is. But where are those will-
ing to deal with it? The lyrics in Simon
and Garfunkel’s song ‘“‘The Boxer’—
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“man hears what he wants to hear and
disregards the rest”—aptly describe
the mood on Capitol Hill when it comes
to addressing Federal spending.

Every day that passes without action
is a day that entitlement spending con-
tinues to diminish vital discretionary
dollars currently being used for domes-
tic and foreign priorities.

But where will the money to meet
the needs of the American people come
from if these dollars continue to shrink
because mandatory spending is taking
a growing piece of that pie? If we do
not begin to rein in spending, every
penny of the Federal budget will go to
interest on the debt and entitlement
spending by 2028. The implications are
staggering. The New York Times ran
an article on the front page the day
after the President’s budget was sub-
mitted to Congress which captured this
approaching reality. It said, ‘‘unless
miraculous growth, or miraculous po-
litical compromises, creates some un-
foreseen change over the next decade,
there is virtually no room for new do-
mestic initiatives for Mr. Obama or his
successors.”’

What does that mean in real terms?

Do you care about national defense
and homeland security in a post-9/11
world? There will not be any money
left. Do you care about improving our
Nation’s crumbling transportation in-
frastructure? There won’t be any
money left. Do you care about return-
ing a man to the Moon? There will not
be any money left. Do you care about
this country leading the way in sci-
entific innovation and technological
advancement? There will not be any
money left. Do you care about finding
a cure for cancer, Alzheimer’s, autism
and Lyme disease? There will not be
any money left.

Do you care about helping the wvul-
nerable populations around the world,
the orphan, the widow, the HIV/AIDS
patient? There will not be any money
left. Do you care about sending aid to
countries devastated by natural disas-
ters like Haiti after the earthquake?
There will not be any money left. No
money. Zero. Every penny of the Fed-
eral budget will go to interest on the
debt and entitlement spending.

The sheer size of the Federal deficit
and national debt are astounding. But
the narrative that will accompany
these numbers if Congress continues to
do nothing will be even more dev-
astating. Its implications are not just
economic but also encompass our na-
tional security.

Wall Street Journal columnist Ger-
ald Seib made just this point last week.
He wrote, ‘‘the Federal budget deficit
has long since graduated from nuisance
to headache to pressing national con-
cern. Now, however, it has become so
large and persistent that it is time to
start thinking of it as something else
entirely: A national security threat.”

Foreign lenders already own nearly
40 percent of our domestic economy.
Our Dbiggest ‘‘bankers’” are China,
Japan and oil-exporting countries like

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Saudi Arabia. Saudi Arabia was home
to the 9/11 terrorists. Saudi Arabia’s
Wahhabi brand of Islam is taught in
some of the most radical mosques and
madrassas around the world, including
along the Pakistan-Afghanistan bor-
der. Saudi Arabia continues to view
floggings and beheadings with a sword
as legitimate means of punishment.
They have repressed women. They per-
secute Christians and those of the Jew-
ish faith. Their textbooks are filled
with hateful messages about minority
faiths. Is this a country that we want
to be beholden to?

What about communist China, which
routinely violates the basic human
rights and religious freedom of its own
people, where Catholic bishops, Protes-
tant pastors and Tibetan monks are
jailed for practicing their faith? I've
seen how they plundered Tibet with my
own eyes.

The U.S. intelligence community
notes that China’s attempts to pene-
trate U.S. agencies are the most ag-
gressive of all foreign intelligence or-
ganizations. According to the FBI, Chi-
nese intelligence services ‘‘pose a sig-
nificant threat both to the national se-
curity and to the compromise of U.S.
critical national assets.” Weapons that
entities of the People’s Republic of
China supplied to Iran were ‘‘found to
have been transferred to terrorist orga-
nizations in Iraq and Afghanistan.”

China is a major arms supplier and
source of economic strength to the re-
gime in Sudan. They have been the
major obstacle to ending the genocide
in Darfur. Our efforts to exert diplo-
matic pressure against Iran’s nuclear
weapons program have been thwarted
by China’s opposition to the U.N. Secu-
rity Council sanctions against Iran. Do
we really want China to be our banker?

These foreign countries, with vastly
different aims than our own, could end
up negatively influencing U.S. foreign
policy by threatening to dump our cur-
rency in the world market. Such ac-
tions would not be a historical anom-
aly. Recall 1956 in the Suez Canal cri-
sis, which some believed signaled the
end of Britain and France as world
powers. Egypt announced that it was
going to nationalize the canal, which
outraged the British and French, who
then devised a plan to use military
force to keep control. The U.S. wanted
to avert conflict at any cost. And
President Eisenhower threatened to
sell the U.S. reserves of the British
pound, which would essentially result
in the collapse of the British currency.
The British changed course.

Is it conceivable to imagine the
Saudis threatening to dump our cur-
rency if we don’t withdraw from the re-
gion? Is it conceivable to imagine
China threatening to dump our cur-
rency if we don’t stop pressing nuclear-
armed North Korea?

Simply put, we are presently bor-
rowing hundreds of billions of dollars
from countries which pursue aims that
are at odds with our national interest
and values, both directly and indi-
rectly.
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How did America reach this
unsustainable spending level? There is
plenty of blame to go around for lack
of action from both political parties. It
has been an equal opportunity spending
society.

I tried to get the Bush administra-
tion on board from July 2006 to April
2008. I then wrote Treasury Secretary
Paulson more than a dozen letters im-
ploring him to embrace the bipartisan
SAFE process. Two months before
then, President-elect Obama took the
oath of office. I wrote to ask him to
support the SAFE Commission initia-
tive, which Congressman JIM COOPER
and I were advocating as the best way
forward to rein in America’s debt.

Last week, after years of effort, the
commission finally got its day of de-
bate on the Senate floor, and we came
as close as we have gotten to creating
this bipartisan panel legislatively. The
Senate considered a measure put for-
ward by Senators CONRAD and GREGG,
in many ways companion legislation to
the SAFE Commission. During the de-
bate, Senator CONRAD pointed to a re-
cent Newsweek cover story, ‘‘How
Great Powers Fall: Steep Debt, Slow
Growth, and High Spending Kills Em-
pires—and America Could Be Next.”

He quoted from the article that ‘“‘this
is how empires decline. It begins with a
debt explosion. It ends with inexorable
reduction in the resources available for
the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force.
If the United States doesn’t come up
soon with a credible plan to restore the
Federal budget to balance over the
next 5 to 10 years, the danger is very
real that a debt crisis could lead to a
major weakening of American power.”
Sobering words, but hardly alarmist.

Senator GREGG in his floor speech
also described before us in stark terms.
He said, “We are on an intolerable
path, a path of unsustainability, a path
which leads us down the road to a Na-
tion which is less prosperous and has a
lower standard of living than what we
received from our parents.”

Similar to the remarks of Senators
CONRAD and GREGG, underscoring the
crisis we face, The New York Times
story referenced earlier also reports
candidly about this same issue and
cites historical precedent.

The Times reported: ‘“‘“The United
States could begin to suffer the same
disease that has afflicted Japan over
the past decade. As debt grows more
rapidly than income, the country’s in-
fluence around the world erodes.”’

Charles Krauthammer in October
also described the prospect of Amer-
ica’s decline but laid it squarely in our
laps to choose. He said, ‘“‘For America
today, decline is not a condition. De-
cline is a choice. Two decades into the
unipolar world that came about with
the fall of the Soviet Union, America is
in the position of deciding whether to
abdicate or retain its dominance. De-
cline, or continued ascendancy, is in
our hands.”

Last year, the well-respected Center
for the Study of the Presidency and
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Congress, published a report titled,
“Saving America’s Future: A Challenge
to the American People.” It paints a
stark and troubling picture of our Na-
tion’s challenges. One of its rec-
ommendations was to create a bipar-
tisan commission to deal with the
looming financial crisis.

At the press conference unveiling the
report, the study panel’s cochairman,
Norm Augustine, the former chairman
and CEO of Lockheed Martin, voiced a
similar warning. He said, ‘‘In the tech-
nology-driven economy in which we
live, Americans have come to accept
leadership as the natural and enduring
state of affairs. But leadership is high-
ly perishable. It must be constantly re-
earned.

“In the 16th century, the citizens of
Spain no doubt thought they would re-
main the world leader. In the 17th cen-
tury, it was France. In the 19th cen-
tury, Great Britain. And in the 20th
century, it was the United States.

‘“Unless we do something dramati-
cally different, including strengthening
our investments in research and edu-
cation, the 21st century will belong to
China and India.”

George Will’s column in The Wash-
ington Post today echoes these themes
of China’s ascent. He cites Robert
Fogel, a Nobel Prize-winning econo-
mist, who predicts that ‘“‘by 2040, Chi-
na’s GDP will be $123 trillion, or three
times the entire world’s economic out-
put in 2000. China’s 40 percent share of
the global GDP will be almost triple
that of the United States’ 14 percent.”

Despite these alarm bells these state-
ments set off, the Senate failed to ap-
prove the Conrad-Gregg amendment.
The vote was close. A majority was on
board, but the final tally came up
seven votes short: 53-46. I salute Sen-
ators CONRAD and GREGG, as well as the
other 44 Senators who voted for the
commission, for the profiles in courage
they showed.

In the aftermath of that defeat, the
President, who only at the 11th hour
had endorsed Conrad-Gregg, proposed
in his State of the Union address the
creation of a fiscal commission by ex-
ecutive order. His budget document re-
flected that proposal, though only in
broad terms without any formal lan-
guage or timeline.

When I first heard that he was con-
sidering such a plan, I came to the
House floor to voice my skepticism
about an executive commission with-
out congressional approval. Those con-
cerns are undiminished as more details
have emerged.

One of the most authentic provisions
of the SAFE Commission is its man-
date for an up-or-down vote in the Con-
gress. The establishment of fiscal com-
mission by executive order that does
not require Congress to vote on its
findings is what could be called ‘‘big
hat, but no cattle,” a big hat used for
political cover for elected officials who
aren’t willing to make tough choices in
an election year.

Simply put, a commission estab-
lished through executive order will
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make it look like Washington is finally
doing something to address runaway
spending, but without the teeth to re-
quire action. It will amount to nothing
more than another report collecting
dust on the bookshelf. It will not make
a difference. A real commission must
be authentic, accountable, and trans-
parent. It must involve the American
people. It must require legislative ac-
tion.

A commission through executive
order fails on all those counts. It will
be viewed by the America people as
cover for the billions of dollars added
to the deficit in recent spending legis-
lation, such as the $787 billion in eco-
nomic stimulus that has failed to move
the unemployment rate below 10 per-
cent, or the nearly $1 trillion in health
care reform being negotiated behind
closed doors, or other huge budget
breakers widely unpopular in the eyes
of the American people.

And if by some miracle Congress
were forced to vote on the rec-
ommendations of such a fiscal commis-
sion, it would be after November with a
lame duck Congress filled with Mem-
bers who are retiring and may have al-
ready secured new jobs as lobbyists, or
those who were defeated. Where would
the accountability to the constituents
be that they represent?

Just this week, the President sub-
mitted a budget that includes unprece-
dented spending and borrowing: some
$1.4 trillion in new taxes, $8.5 trillion
in additional deficits, $3.8 trillion in
government spending this year alone,
and $100 billion proposed for another
dubious stimulus package, and all sub-
mitted with the claim that the admin-
istration’s fiscal commission will put
the country on a fiscally sustainable
path. Where is the credibility?

There has been much analysis of Sen-
ator-elect SCOTT BROWN’s upset victory
in Massachusetts. For the record,
ScoTT BROWN, too, has voiced his sup-
port for the bipartisan commission and
said if he had been seated before the
vote on Conrad-Gregg, he would have
voted for the amendment.

One thing that the pundits and poli-
ticians in Washington ought to take
away from his election is that the
American people lack trust in their
elected officials and have grown weary
of the status quo. The American people
want their voices to be heard. The
American people are deeply concerned
about record spending. The American
people expect more from their elected
leaders. We have to prove to them that
we are listening.

I am among those who believe that
Republicans can and will regain a ma-
jority in the House; and when we do, 1
am hopeful that we will have the cour-
age to prove to the American people
that we are listening. We must take
the bold action necessary to address
runaway spending, something that we
failed to emphasize in recent years.

To Members of my own party who
prefer to bide their time in the hope
that we are successful in November, I
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respectfully submit we cannot wait to
deal with this growing threat to our
economy and standard of living. In
fact, I have been deeply disappointed
that many with whom I typically find
common cause, Americans for Tax Re-
form and The Wall Street Journal,
among them, have been some of the
most vocal in their opposition to the
commission idea, stating their fear
that it would ultimately prove to be a
vehicle for tax increases.

Interesting, they have found them-
selves keeping company with
MoveOn.org, the service employees
union SEIU, and AFL-CIO, and NOW,
all of whom have come out opposed to
our legislation. Those organizations’
reason, of course, is entirely opposite,
with the fear the commission would
cut their closely guarded spending pro-
grams.

Yes, MoveOn.org, which maliciously
and unnecessarily launched personal
attacks on respected Army General
David Petraeus. Remember the General
Betray Us ads? And the same Service
Employees International Union, whose
president Andy Stern was the most fre-
quent visitor to President Obama’s
White House in the first months of his
Presidency and turned out more than
100,000 volunteers to fund his cam-
paign. And the same AFL-CIO which is
pushing organized labor’s agenda and
legislation that would strip workers of
their right to a secret-ballot election
when it comes to union representation.

During the Senate consideration of
the Conrad-Gregg measure, Senator
VOINOVICH, an early champion of the
commission, aptly described the polit-
ical landscape: ‘‘Since the possible pas-
sage of this commission has become a
reality, special interest groups on both
sides of the aisle have assailed it as
terrible. The taxpayer organizations on
the right warn that the commission
will increase taxes. The liberal groups
on the left warn it will result in cuts to
Social Security, Medicare, and other
government programs. If the left and
the right is so unhappy,” Senator
VOINOVICH said, ‘“‘with this, this has to
be good legislation.”

I want to be absolutely clear: I am a
fiscal conservative. I worked with sen-
ior staff at the Heritage Foundation, a
bastion of conservativism, among oth-
ers, in drafting the SAFE Commission
legislation. I believe that the economy
grows when people keep more of their
hard-earned money, and my voting
record reflects this belief. I do not
favor tax increases.

In fact, I would support a short-term
moratorium on Social Security payroll
taxes as the ultimate economic stim-
ulus to put more of taxpayers’ hard-
earned money back into their hands so
they can invest in the economy. This
would cost less than a so-called stim-
ulus and would create jobs.

As sometimes happens around here,
positions are staked out before the ac-
tual bill text is ever read. So I encour-
age my colleagues, especially on my
side of the aisle, to actually read the
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SAFE Commission bill. It is a bipar-
tisan process.

The legislation text protects the mi-
nority by requiring a supermajority, 12
of 16 of the commission’s members, to
be in agreement before any legislative
recommendations are sent to Congress
for an up-or-down vote. I do not believe
that minority Members are likely to be
appointed to this type of commission
by the Republican leadership. PAUL
RYAN, ranking member on the House
Budget Committee, and DAVE CAMP,
ranking member of the House Ways
and Means Committee, they would not
waiver in their opposition to tax in-
creases. To say that this would bring
about tax increases, it is wrong.

Senator GREGG underscored this
point during consideration of the
Conrad-Gregg amendment. Senator
GREGG said, ‘‘One presumes that who-
ever goes on this task force, if chosen
by the leaders of their party in the
Senate, whether Senator REID or Sen-
ator MCCONNELL, or leaders of the
party in the House, Ms. PELOSI or Mr.
BOEHNER, is going to reflect fairly ag-
gressively the viewpoints and philoso-
phies of the different parts. It will be a
bipartisan report, or it will not be a re-
port at all. Then it comes to the Con-
gress, and has to be voted up or down
by a supermajority. Once again, it basi-
cally moots the ability to game it. One
side can’t game the other. The proposal
must be bipartisan and fair.”

In short, without Republican support,
any attempt to raise taxes would never
see the light of day on the House floor.
The SAFE bill was carefully crafted to
ensure a bipartisan process and to pro-
tect the rights of the minority party.

Given the enormity of the challenge,
the commission needs to be able to
look at every component of our fiscal
policy to fairly assess where we stand
and how we can best move toward a
sound financial future. In looking at
revenues, the legislative language is
clear that any changes in the Tax Code
must help simplify the system and
stimulate increased economic growth
and, thereby, tax revenue. But what no
one is saying is that by opposing the
commission concept altogether, and
failing to put forward any viable alter-
native, those who most adamantly op-
pose tax increases essentially ensure
they will happen down the road.

The issue is that if we don’t do some-
thing now about the deficit, the debts
that continue to mount at record levels
will guarantee tax increases in the fu-
ture. The longer it takes to address
this issue, the more draconian the op-
tions will be when Congress is forced,
which they will most surely be, to
change course.

I have repeatedly challenged col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle who
question the SAFE Commission to
come up with another solution to the
deficit and debt crisis that can pass
Congress.

Without a special process like the
SAFE Commission, which is based on
the successful Federal base-closing
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process, I am convinced Congress will
never put a mechanism in place to con-
trol government spending.

Quite frankly, both parties have
failed to face up to the entitlement
challenges in recent years. Given the
enormity of the country’s financial
turmoil, I remain convinced that the
bold steps needed to control deficit
spending will never be taken through
regular order in a Congress that is so
politically controlled by special inter-
ests. Our entire political system is now
so polarized that many only think in
terms of red or blue ideology at the ex-
pense of a shared national interest.

Time is growing short. If lawmakers
are serious about the debt and the def-
icit, issues that Americans are increas-
ingly worried about, Congress will halt
the budget gimmicks, the slick talking
points, and muster the political will to
have an honest conversation with the
American people about where we are,
where we are headed, and what changes
need to be made to get us back on
track.
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That is what the SAFE Commission-
like process is all about, a national
conversation. The people of this coun-
try deserve an honest assessment about
their Federal Government’s future gov-
ernment savings account and check-
book, a discussion driven not by poli-
tics but by statesmanship. The Amer-
ican people deserve a discussion which
elevates the Nation’s sights.

The consequences of inaction are
simply too great to put this issue on
hold and rely on a fake commission. We
need a process that will produce meas-
urable results, a process that will fos-
ter a renaissance in the country, will
allow us to honestly tell our children
that the foundation of America that
they are inheriting is just as strong
and just as promising as the America
that our parents left us. I long to be
able to tell my five children and my 15
grandchildren that that is the case.

Abraham Lincoln, one of our Na-
tion’s most admired and greatest Presi-
dents once said, ‘“You cannot escape
the responsibility of tomorrow by evad-
ing it today.” Yet that is exactly what
Congress is poised to do if it fails to
act.

In closing, Madam Speaker, nearly 4
years ago I visited the site of George
Washington’s crossing the Delaware
River in anticipation of the Battle of
Trenton. The iconic scene is depicted
in the painting which hangs in the west
wing of the White House. Washington
was down to only 3,000 soldiers, and the
cause of liberty looked to be headed for
defeat. Yet with great courage and sac-
rifice, Washington and his forces were
successful in changing the direction of
the American Revolution, and there-
fore the course of history.

Their legacy is a rich one, and it is
ours. If we are mindful of this legacy,
of the sacrifices of so many previous
generations of Americans, I believe we
will move to take action. I believe that
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we will rise in our midst, profiles in
courage. I believe we will make the
sacrifices necessary for the betterment
of this country.

I close with the words of Washington
himself, the cautionary words from his
1796 farewell address. He said, ‘“We
should avoid ungenerously throwing
upon posterity the burden of what we
ourselves ought to bear.” Indeed, this
is our burden to bear. I ask my col-
leagues, will we falter under its weight
or rise above it as befitting this great
Nation?

And with that, Madam Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

———————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

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

Mr. GUTIERREZ (at the request of Mr.
HOYER) for today and February 3 on ac-
count of personal business.

———————

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 Mr. KAGEN) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. KAGEN, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. KAPTUR, for 56 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCHENRY) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. POE of Texas, for 5 minutes, Feb-
ruary 11.

Mr. JoONES, for 5 minutes, February
11.

Mr.
today.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia, for 5 min-
utes, today.

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

McCLINTOCK, for 5 minutes,

————

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. WOLF. Madam Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 4 o’clock and 48 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Friday, February 5, 2010, at 9
a.m.

———

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

6006. A letter from the Chief Counsel,
FEMA, Department of Homeland Security,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Suspension of Community Eligibility [Dock-
et No.: FEMA-8053] received January 7, 2010,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.
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