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He has cared for our troops from the
time he got into Congress, and has
been responsible for many, many pieces
of legislation, and has made sure
they’ve been taken care of.

More than that, IKE was a mentor
and a friend to me, personally. I've
served on the committee with him
since I got elected to Congress. He al-
ways took the time to work with me on
issues, to educate me, and also to look
after my interests in my district as
well. He understood that, as much as
he was standing up for the State of
Missouri and the Fourth District, his
country came first. And the entire
country was his priority. And he did a
great job for us on that committee.

It is with great sadness that he will
be leaving this body, but I know that
IKE will continue to be a very, very
productive member of our society. The
knowledge that he has of our armed
services and the knowledge that he has
of what is best for our troops will con-
tinue to serve this country for a long
time to come.

It was a great honor to serve with
him, and I am certain he will continue
to serve our country in many capac-
ities in a way that makes it better, be-
cause that’s the kind of guy he is. He
cares about other people. He cares
about this country. More than any-
thing, he cares about the troops who
serve this country, and he will always
be a tireless advocate for them.

————

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 gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. ENGEL) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

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

———

LOOK WHO RUNS THE
REPUBLICAN PARTY

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

Mr. GRAYSON. Madam Speaker,
we’ve heard endless braying from the
Republicans time after time, demand-
ing an extension of tax cuts for the
rich in this country. They tell us that
extending the tax cuts for the rich will
somehow create jobs when we’ve had
these tax cuts for the rich for 9 years,
and I haven’t noticed a whole lot of
jobs being created in the last 9 years.
They tell us it will dramatically boost
the economy. I haven’t noticed that
happening for the last 9 years either.

So you really have to wonder why
they persist in this mania, this obses-
sion of theirs that we need to have
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more tax cuts for the rich when the
economy is flat on its back and unem-
ployment is almost 10 percent.

I think I have the answer. The an-
swer turns out to be very simple. They
want a tax cut for the rich because
they want a tax cut for themselves.

What do I mean by that? Well, let’s
take a look at the people who are real-
ly in charge, the ones who actually run
the Republican Party.

Let’s start with this gentleman here,
the man with the cigar, Rush
Limbaugh. Doesn’t he look happy?

According to Newsweek, he makes
$568.7 million a year, and extending the
Bush tax cuts for the rich will mean
that he’ll have another $2.7 million.
Mega dittos, Rush, and mega money.

Let’s look at the next one.

Here’s Glenn Beck. According to
Newsweek, Glenn Beck makes $33 mil-
lion a year as a pundit, and extending
the Bush tax cuts means a cool $1.5
million for Glenn Beck’s ongoing,
night-by-night imitation of Howard
Beale from ‘‘Network.”

Now let’s take a look at the next one.

Sean Hannity. Newsweek says that
Sean Hannity, this man of the people,
makes $22 million a year from his act
on Fox, and that means that the Bush
tax cuts mean an extra $1 million for
Sean Hannity. Maybe he can go now
and afford some anger management
classes.

Let’s take a look at the next one.

Bill O’Reilly. He makes a modest $20
million a year from his gig on Fox. And
that means that the Bush tax cuts give
him not quite seven figures, merely
$914,000 a year of extra cash. It’s easy
to see why Bill O’Reilly wants to see
the Bush tax cuts extended. And I have
to say he’s no Pinhead when it comes
to that.

And now Sarah Palin. Sarah Palin
has made $14 million this year from
cashing in on her fame. In fact, she has
done a better job of turning fame into
cash than anyone in American history,
$14 million. She wants the Bush tax
cuts extended so she can make an extra
cool $638,000.

And now on to Newt Gingrich, the
man who did such a great job in run-
ning America back in the 1990s that he
wants a second chance in this decade.
Newt, if you do to us now what you did
to us then, we’re going to be in big
trouble. But Newt Gingrich makes $5
million a year from his punditry, which
means he’ll get an extra quarter mil-
lion dollars a year from the Bush tax
cuts being extended.

And now let’s go on to the Big
Cheese, George W. Bush, himself, the
man who got us into two endless wars,
the man who brought us to the brink of
national bankruptcy, the man who
gave us $4-a-gallon gasoline.
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George W. Bush makes a cool $4.2
million a year, according to Newsweek.
That means that extending the Bush
tax cuts for George Bush means an
extra $187,000 in his pocket every single
year.
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I have a better idea. Instead of pla-
cating these people and letting them
spew out onto the airwaves their lies
about the Bush tax cuts without ever
revealing the fact that they stand to
gain millions, millions of dollars each
year from their selfish desire to take
advantage of the rest of America, let’s
do this: let’s take that money and cre-
ate jobs. All that money that the Bush
tax cuts are charging us, that could
create jobs for 3 million Americans a
year. A $30,000 job, a fair wage for fair
work, a dignified wage for dignified
work, and a way to revive our economy
in America.

I think that’s a better idea than
stuffing even more money into the
pockets of the rich. Because the prob-
lem in America today is not that the
poor have too much money. That’s not
the problem at all. It’s that they need
jobs.

———

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

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

——

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 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 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 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 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.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. LINCOLN



H8016

D1AZ-BALART) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida addressed the House. His re-
marks will appear hereafter in the Ex-
tensions of Remarks.)

——

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

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN addressed the
House. Her 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 Arizona (Mr. FRANKS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

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

———

PRECEDENT AND THE CENSURE
MOTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority
leader.

Mr. GOHMERT. Madam Speaker, it’s
been an interesting day here on the
floor. And as always, an honor to have
a chance to speak here. What we have
just witnessed was not a pleasant
event. It was terribly sad. It’s tragic
when anybody in Congress, especially a
leader, a chairman, is found to have en-
gaged in conduct inappropriate to such
a degree as a Member of Congress, par-
ticularly as the chairman of the Tax
Code-writing committee.

We have heard some things that were
a little bit surprising. I heard Chair-
man RANGEL say there was no self-en-
richment. I heard people talk about the
lack of precedent for something like
this, to have such a horrible sentence
as to have to stand before the Speaker
and be told to pay the taxes that were
actually due and owing, or should have
been paid previously when they were
due and owing, and how horrible that
was. So a little surprising that I would
hear a fellow colleague make a com-
parison to the death penalty and life in
prison.

I have had the unenjoyable responsi-
bility to sentence people to death be-
fore and to life in prison. And I would
daresay you could bring back those
sentenced to life—you couldn’t bring
back those sentenced to death where
it’s been carried out—but they would
not agree that standing before the
Speaker and being told to pay the
taxes that you didn’t pay back when
you should have was anything equiva-
lent and fair to be compared with a life
sentence in prison.

With regard to precedent, all kinds of
precedents come back to mind, all
types of displays of integrity. We heard
people say across the aisle that because
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someone conducted themselves in such
a heroic and noble fashion in war that
they deserve to be left alone and to be
honored, and in fact apparently deserv-
ing of a standing ovation for failing to
comply with the laws that he himself
helped create.

Precedent? You want to know prece-
dent in this country? You can go down
the Hall from this Chamber and go to
the rotunda and look around and see
massive paintings that evidence prece-
dent. You see 56 signers of the Declara-
tion of Independence who pledged their
lives, their fortunes, their sacred
honor. And they didn’t withhold any of
those.

We are reminded of I believe it was
Thomas Nelson, a signer of the Dec-
laration, who pledged his life, his for-
tune, his sacred honor. I believe it was
Nelson who, during the siege of York-
town, had indicated that since the
British officers were in his home, his
home should be fired upon, that that
was the British headquarters. The sol-
diers apparently responded that, sir,
this is your home. He said, this is
where the enemy is. Take out my

home.
Precedent? People who pledged their
lives, their fortunes, their sacred

honor, who lost family members, who
lost everything, all for the sake of us
having liberty and freedom some day.
And say that we have not—it’s okay to
just flagrantly fail to abide by the laws
that we ourselves create.

Precedent? There is the big mural of
Washington standing there with a piece
of paper in his hand. And people file by
that by the thousands every day and
don’t really understand the precedent
that that established.

Precedent? I will tell you precedent.
George Washington was made com-
mander of the Revolutionary military.
Many of the soldiers enlisted around
the time of the signing of the Declara-
tion of Independence, July of 1776,
which means that their enlistment was
to be completed in January of 1777.
Most of that time was spent in retreat
in front of vastly superior British
forces.

December 24, things were so des-
perate Washington talked to his gen-
erals, and he believed they should move
across the Delaware. Even with all the
ice, even with so many of his men not
equipped, many without shoes, they
should travel across the Delaware and
engage the most feared mercenaries in
the world. His generals said there is ice
in the river. We could lose the entire
revolution if we do this. Washington
said if we don’t have a victory, it’s
going to be lost anyway.

He himself came up with the chal-
lenge words. If a soldier was to be chal-
lenged that night, ‘“Halt, who goes
there?”” The challenge words that
would allow the challenger to know
that this was an American would be,
“Victory or death.” It was that impor-
tant.

They traveled across the icy Dela-
ware. And, no, George Washington
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knew better to stand up in a boat, espe-
cially in an icy river. They caught the
Hessians off guard and routed them,
took them prisoner. Some were killed.

O 1830

It was a major victory. But many of
the American soldiers felt like they
were not going to reenlist when their
time was up.

On December 27, 1776, the Conti-
nental Congress did the unthinkable.
They were seeking a democratic repub-
lic where people would govern them-
selves, and yet they passed a law to
give Washington Dbasically all the
power, all the financial power he need-
ed to win the war. Do whatever you
need, pay whatever you’ve got to pay,
because the Continental Congress knew
that, if these guys didn’t reenlist, they
were all dead. Their families would be
dead. They would be dead. Everything
would be gone. Everything they had
worked for in their lives would be gone.

But they had pledged their lives,
their fortunes, their sacred honor, and
here they put them in the hands of one
man. They sent a cover letter with a
copy of the bill to Washington, in es-
sence, explaining that we are giving
you all this power, but because we
know you, and we know your absolute
integrity, that when you have no fur-
ther need of this power you will give it
back.

Precedent? That was a precedent. No
man has ever been given that kind of
power in the United States’ history.
Paulson came close with his Wall
Street buddy bailout that he was able
to wrangle. But they knew Wash-
ington. There was a precedent.

He didn’t get the copy of the bill in
the letter until the men either had to
reenlist or go home. Washington urged
them to reenlist, and virtually no one
did. He made a second plea, not know-
ing he had the power to raise their sal-
aries. And his plea was so heartfelt, be-
cause they knew this man’s heart, that
most of them reenlisted anyway. Then
he later found out the power he had.

Precedent? The precedent came when
George Washington won the Revolution
and did what no man before or since
has ever done. He did what’s depicted
in that picture where he is standing
there with his resignation in his hand,
and he says, symbolically, here is all
the power back. I did what you asked
with absolute integrity, and now I'm
going home.

That’s a precedent. That’s incredible
humility and integrity that we haven’t
seen around here in a long time. That’s
a precedent. Talk of precedent, during
Chairman RANGEL’s hearing. Compared
to those kinds of precedents?

You know, when George Washington
resigned, he had sent a resignation let-
ter to the 13 Governors. And at the end
of that resignation letter, and it was
printed, circulated throughout the 13
States, he said, he ended with these
words. What a precedent this is.

“I now make it my earnest prayer
that God would have you, and the



		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-10-13T19:53:04-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	U.S. Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




