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TAX LOOPHOLES, EXEMPTIONS,
AND DEDUCTIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. GRIFFIN) is recognized for
the remaining time until 10 p.m. as the
designee of the majority leader.

Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. Mr.
Speaker, I have been listening to some
of the speeches here tonight, and I
thought I would take a little time to
address some of the arguments. But
first T would like to just welcome my
friend from Wisconsin, Representative
DUFFY, who joins me here on the floor
tonight.

I've been listening, first and fore-
most, to the discussion of tax loop-
holes, tax exemptions, deductions. Spe-
cifically, I heard a lot of talk about tax
deductions for oil companies. Well, I'm
glad that the gentleman from the other
side raised that tonight because I was
thinking, and before I got here in Janu-
ary, for the last 2 years, this House was
controlled by Speaker PELOSI and the
other side of the aisle. The Senate,
down the way here, is controlled by the
same party, and the White House,
President Obama. Now, if my math is
correct, that means that Democrats
were in control of the House; they were
in control of the Senate; and they were
in control of the White House.

Now, Mr. Speaker, it puzzles me that
they were in control of all of those
parts of government, yet not once did
they eliminate these subsidies that
they’re talking about. They had con-
trol of the last Congress, 2 years, and
nothing was done. I guess they decided
only this year that subsidies for U.S.
businesses should be eliminated.

Well, I'm not sure why they didn’t do
anything about that in the last Con-
gress, but I will say that I am pleased
that they understand the House budget
that we passed because in our House
budget that we passed a few months
ago, that’s exactly what we voted to
do. We voted for a framework that
eliminates tax deductions, tax exemp-
tions, credits, loopholes, whatever you
want to call them. That’s what our
budget does. And in doing so, we’re fol-
lowing some of the proposals put forth
by the President’s own debt commis-
sion, a debt commission that he has
yet to follow; but they recommended
some similar proposals.

What we do is we lower the top rate
and eliminate a bunch of the deduc-
tions that, admittedly, upper income
folks take. So we eliminate those. But
at the same time, we lower the top rate
so that we can be more competitive,
and we can have a pro-growth, pro-jobs
Tax Code. So what we end up with is a
fairer, flatter Tax Code, one that en-
courages private sector job creation.

You might ask, Mr. Speaker, Well,
then, why do you disagree with the
President on this particular issue?
Well, like I said, we’re happy that he’s
decided to come our way and that he
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sees the light on tax reform and closing
loopholes.

The reason the House leadership is
opposed to the President’s posture on
this in the debt ceiling negotiations is
because they want to have their cake
and eat it too. The President wants to
have his cake and eat it too on this
issue. He wants to close all the loop-
holes, yes; and at the same time, he
wants to raise taxes. So he wants to in-
crease taxes two ways; whereas, his
own debt commission and our House
leadership want to reduce the top rate,
close the loopholes so that we have a
fairer, flatter, simpler, less complex
tax system.

So here’s the contrast: we agree on
closing the 1loopholes, although we
can’t figure out what happened last
Congress when the Democrats con-
trolled the House, Senate, and White
House and did nothing about it. We did
something about it. We approved a
budget that addresses precisely this
issue. So I just wanted to clarify our
position on that.

I see that my friend from Wisconsin
would like to say a few words. Please
join right in.

Mr. DUFFY. 1 appreciate the gen-
tleman from Arkansas yielding.

I think you make very powerful argu-
ments as to why our friends on the
other side of the aisle were unwilling
to get rid of these horrible tax loop-
holes, because when the two of us got
to this House in January, they were
here. They were here in a Democrat-
controlled House, Senate, and with a
Democratic President; and they did
nothing to do away with these loop-
holes. When we got to this House, we
said, No more crony -capitalism, no
more corporate welfare. Let’s do away
with all of these loopholes, all of these
nooks and crannies where some big
business will hide their money and not
pay their fair share. And we’ll restruc-
ture our Tax Code to make us more
competitive in this global market-
place.

And when we did that, the Democrats
said, no, they didn’t want to partici-
pate in reforming the Tax Code. But
then they have no problem standing
here today and making arguments that
we’re the ones that want to keep these
loopholes in place. Absolutely false.

I've had a chance to sit in and listen
to the debate that’s going on in this
House. I continually hear my friends
across the aisle talk about jobs that
are getting shipped overseas. And I've
got to tell you, that is a great concern
for me. They missed the disconnect,
however, between jobs leaving America
and the regulation and tax rates that
we have in America.

You know, this isn’t 1960. It’s not
1980. It’s not 1990. We are in a new glob-
al marketplace. In days gone by, Amer-
ica was the only place really to do
business. But now our capital, it can go
anywhere in the world. It can go to
Thailand, India, Vietnam, Canada,
Mexico. It can go anywhere. And when
you start raising taxes on our job cre-
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ators, and then you sit and scratch
your head and wonder why they’re
leaving, it’s pretty obvious.

We see it on a smaller level in our
States. When we see more regulation,
more taxes in our States, like Cali-
fornia, all of a sudden businesses pack
up, and they go to another State that
has better rules, regulations, and
taxes. That happens on a broader scale
right here in America. You raise the
cost of doing business; you Kkill jobs in
America. And you know what, in the
end, does it hurt these businesses? No.
The people that it hurts are our con-
stituents, our families, our people in
our districts that are yearning for op-
portunities, yearning for a job. It’s
those people that this hurts.

Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. I just
want to ask the gentleman, what will
it take for folks here to start won-
dering why businesses are leaving the
country? It seems as if they always
want to point the finger to someone
else or some third party, some external
cause. Maybe we should think about
the fact that the policies adopted by
the Federal Government have an im-
pact. Businesses react to policies
passed in this Congress, in the Senate,
and particularly to regulations drafted,
promulgated by the administration.
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At some point we have to say wait a
minute. Businesses are leaving, taking
their jobs elsewhere. Maybe, just
maybe, they’re doing it because we’re
running them off. We need to ask that
question.

Back in my district, in the Second
District of Arkansas, in Little Rock
and the surrounding area, I like to say,
we’ve got big job creators and small job
creators, but the common denominator
is they’re job creators.

I don’t ask that people like business
or be in business or whatever. I just
ask that they acknowledge that busi-
nesses create jobs. And if we run busi-
nesses off, if we adopt policies that cur-
tail economic growth and chase busi-
nesses away to other countries, we’re
going to lose jobs. That’s not hard to
figure out.

Mr. DUFFY. I would agree with the
gentleman. And I think it’s inter-
esting, as a guy who’s come here from
central and northern Wisconsin, Wis-
consin’s Seventh Congressional Dis-
trict, I see that this is a House that
will continually talk about political
spin and political positioning instead
of actual policies that are going to
work for American families and Amer-
ican businesses.

I think it’s interesting the President
likes to talk about corporate jet loop-
holes. For me, I think it’s important
that we’re clear. The tax increases that
the President and my friends across
the aisle in the Democrat Party are
talking about, these are tax increases
on the small job creators in my dis-
trict, the ones, the same ones that we
are asking to expand and grow and cre-
ate jobs and put our hardworking fami-
lies of Wisconsin back to work. It’s
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those people that they’re asking to
raise taxes on, and I think that’s abso-
lutely wrong.

I always hear my friends across the
aisle talk about the nineties and how
great things were in the nineties. They
were great. And they talk about the
tax rates of the nineties.

I think it’s important to note that
even Bill Clinton has said, listen, this
isn’t 1990 anymore. He has looked at
our proposal and basically said, listen,
let’s make our top rates more competi-
tive in this global marketplace. If we
make it more competitive, in the end
we are going to be more competitive.

And I just think it’s so important
that we take a hard look at the regula-
tions and the taxes that come from
this town because, in the end, if we en-
gage, if we have policies that allow our
people to do what they do best, which
is innovate and grow and expand and
reap the benefits of their hard work, I
think we’re going to see America great
again and create jobs. But if we stifle
that, I think we’re going to have a new
America that I think none of us would
recognize.

Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. I think ul-
timately the standard for me is: Am I
doing things that make the United
States more attractive to job creators
or less attractive?

We want to be a country where job
creators around the world and here
say, America is where I want to do
business. America is where I want to
innovate. America is where I want to
create. America is where I want to pur-
sue technological advancement and
create jobs. America is the only place
to do business. America is the only
place to create jobs. That’s the Amer-
ica that I want to help create. I don’t
want to create an America that pun-
ishes job creators in such a way that
they flee the country. And that’s ex-
actly, on many fronts, what we’re
doing.

I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. DUFFY. Thank you. I appreciate
the gentleman for yielding.

When I talk to my job creators back
in Wisconsin, never do they say, We're
leaving because of the quality of work-
ers we have in this area. Actually, they
say we have the hardest working, most
productive, smartest workers right
here in Wisconsin, right here in Amer-
ica. We don’t leave because of the work
force. We leave because of the regula-
tions that come from this town, the
taxes that come from this town. And I
think it’s important, again, that we
continue to look at that, because, in
the end, this doesn’t hurt businesses. It
hurts families.

We want to make sure we keep our
families strong in America with plenty
of opportunity. It makes me think to
the conversation that happened earlier
about Medicare, and we’ve heard a lot
today, with our friends across the aisle
demagoguing this Medicare issue, that
the Republican Party wants to take
away Medicare from our seniors. That’s
absolutely incorrect. We want to save
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Medicare. We want to make sure that
we preserve it, that we make sure that
our seniors, that they get everything
that they bargained for, and that we
make sure we have a Medicare plan
that’s in place for future generations.
And when I hear my friends across the
aisle talk about Medicare, I scratch my
head because they’re the only ones who
ever cut it. In PPACA, the health care
reform bill, ObamaCare, they take $500
billion out of Medicare.

As I talk to seniors around my dis-
trict, one of the things that makes
them so angry is that their Social Se-
curity trust fund has been raided for
decades, and now the President and the
Democrats have raided the Medicare
fund as well. I find that to be abso-
lutely unacceptable.

Then you add on top of that the IPAB
board, the Independent Payment Advi-
sory Board. This is a board that is
going to look at Medicare reimburse-
ment rates, and what they’re going to
do is lower reimbursements on certain
procedures. And Medicare reimburse-
ments are already so low, you reduce
them even further, you are going to
start to see doctors and hospitals stop
providing those services to our seniors.
And so, in the end, this IPAB board is
going to impact access to care for our
current seniors. That is absolutely un-
acceptable.

We have to keep the promise to our
current seniors but also make sure we
reform it for future generations so it’s
saved.

I mean, the President has come out
and said we need to reform it. Well,
okay, Mr. President, let’s reform it,
but let’s make sure we do it in a way
that preserves the benefits for our cur-
rent retirees and those who are about
to retire, and make sure those who
might have a different program have
enough time to plan their retirement
around the new changes. That’s exactly
what we do.

But they demagogue this issue and
our party for trying to fix this great
program. I struggle with that. I think
it’s misrepresenting to the American
people about where we stand.

Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. I appre-
ciate the gentleman raising the issue of
Medicare. I'd like to take a few min-
utes to talk about some of the things
I’ve heard here on the floor tonight.

First of all, if you’re just joining us,
I can just tell you that a little earlier
tonight here on the floor there was a
poster being used and the poster
showed a tombstone. It showed a tomb-
stone, and it said, ‘‘Medicare.”” And the
implication was that Medicare was
going to be killed; Medicare was going
to be eliminated. And nothing could be
further from the truth if we take ac-
tion to save Medicare. If we allow
Medicare to continue as it currently is
with no changes, it goes bankrupt in
anywhere from 5 to 10 years, if we do
nothing.

Now, some of us have done something
to save Medicare. What did we do?
Well, we came up with a plan as part of
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our budget in the House to save Medi-
care for future generations.

Now, what other plans are out there?
Right now, none. The Senate doesn’t
have a budget. The Senate doesn’t have
a plan to save Medicare. The Presi-
dent’s budget doubles the debt in 5
years, triples it in 10 years, doesn’t
even deal with entitlements.
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It got zero votes in the U.S. Senate
and does nothing to save Medicare. In
fact, it was so silent on Medicare and
entitlements that the President had to
come and give a Mulligan speech after
we proposed our budget in the House.
He gave a speech saying, Well, what I
really meant was, and he laid out some
ideas, not enough specifics—so few spe-
cifics, in fact, that the Congressional
Budget Office said, We can’t analyze
that speech; we can’t score that speech,
not enough specifics.

So the Senate doesn’t have a plan to
save it. The President doesn’t have a
plan to save Medicare. We have a plan
to save Medicare.

So what has happened? What has hap-
pened is the folks on the other side of
the aisle made a conscious decision to
attack our plan to save Medicare, and
by doing so they engaged in a fiscal
fantasy. What does that mean? Well, it
means that they compare our reform
with the way things are now with
Medicare. They say, You're ending
Medicare as we know it. Well, the prob-
lem with that is Medicare as we know
it, on the path that it’s currently on,
goes bankrupt.

It would be one thing if they were
comparing their reform plan to save
Medicare with our reform plan to save
Medicare, but they’re not because they
don’t have a plan. So they prefer to
compare our plan with the way things
are now, even though they know the
way things are now is going away. In
fact, I’d like to read just a couple of
quick quotes here.

President Obama has said: “If you
look at the numbers, Medicare in par-
ticular will run out of money and we
will not be able to sustain that pro-
gram no matter how much taxes go up.
I mean, it’s not an option for us to just
sit by and do nothing.”

Now, that’s President Obama ac-
knowledging that Medicare is going
bankrupt, acknowledging that we must
do something to save it, yet he hasn’t
proposed a plan to save it.

And another quick quote, Senator
LIEBERMAN, former Vice Presidential
candidate nominee for the Democrat
Party, now an Independent, he said:
“The truth is that we cannot save
Medicare as we know it. We can save
Medicare only if we change it.”

That is the hard reality, and that is
what we are trying to do is save Medi-
care. And that is precisely what we did
in our budget that we adopted this
year. If you’re 55 or over, there’s no
change. If you’re under 55, you would
be in the new program, as Medicare
would be constituted, what we call Pre-
mium Support. If you're 55 and over, as
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the gentleman said, there are no
changes to you. We give folks time to
transition to a new way of living under
Medicare, a different kind of Medicare,
but what we think would be more effec-
tive at reducing cost by putting in
some market forces and saving Medi-
care for future generations.

I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. DUFFY. I appreciate the gen-
tleman yielding, and I agree with most
everything that you have said here,
and very well said.

The one point I disagree with is the
President has no other plan, no doubt.
With the PPACA bill, the health care
reform bill, he does deal with Medicare,
make no mistake. That is the Inde-
pendent Payment Advisory Board, the
IPAB board, that is going to systemati-
cally reduce reimbursements for sen-
iors.

I think the gentleman said it very
well when the President acknowledged
that these programs can’t sustain
themselves on their current course,
and so he has addressed it, and my
friends across the aisle voted for it.
And basically, this is a form of reduc-
ing reimbursement, which is a form of
reducing access to care for current sen-
iors to reduce the outlays of Medicare.
It’s a disingenuous, I think, way of ba-
sically coming around the corner and
saying, You know what? We’re going to
ration care for our seniors. And I find
that to be absolutely unacceptable.

Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. Just real
quickly I wanted to point out, just to
clarify, I totally agree that he has a
plan. Unfortunately, he doesn’t have a
plan to save Medicare. He only has the
plan that he passed in his health care
law. And as you pointed out, with the
cuts that were in the President’s
health care law, President Obama’s
health care law ended Medicare as we
know it, because it took $500 billion
out and introduced this unelected
board, the IPAB that you so eloquently
describe.

So I just wanted to clarify, he has a
plan. He doesn’t have a plan to save
Medicare.

Mr. DUFFY. That’s right. And there
is but only one plan that saves Medi-
care, and that is ours. And I should
have explained that better. I would
agree with you.

But just to reiterate, it’s not just us
and the President saying that Medicare
is going broke. The CBO, the Congres-
sional Budget Office, a nonpartisan
group, has said that in 9 years the
Medicare trust fund is going bankrupt.
The Medicare trustees have come out
and said the Medicare trust fund will
be broke in 10 years.

So make no mistake, we have to fix
it. We have to address Medicare. Let’s
not sit in this House and demagogue
this issue. Let’s not throw stones at
those who want to fix it. Actually en-
gage in the debate or at least take re-
sponsibility for cutting $500 billion,
taking money out of a program that
people paid into, and using it for a
whole different set of people who didn’t
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pay into that program. We’re robbing
this fund, robbing Peter to pay Paul.
Let’s save Medicare. And you don’t
save it by robbing it. Let’s not rob
Medicare.

You know, I think we got in this sit-
uation as Americans because all the
time our politicians, they come back to
their States and their districts and
they make promises to their people.
They tell them, Listen, I’'m going to
give you the Sun and the Moon and the
stars. Don’t worry, we can pay for it,
not a big deal. I'm going to keep this
promise to you.

And that’s how they get elected year
after year by making promises. Well,
the time has come to say these prom-
ises can’t be kept. And you know what?
I think this freshman class of Repub-
licans have come in and said, We’re not
going to lie to you anymore. We’re
going to tell you the truth. The truth
is we can’t continue on this course.
We’re going to level with you and say
we have to reform it to save it. We
can’t continue to borrow $1.5 trillion a
yvear and not have substantial eco-
nomic consequences for the next gen-
eration. We have to fix it. You might
not want to hear it, but it’s the truth.
We’'re going to give you the truth.
We’re not going to lie to you anymore.

And I think once we all know where
we are at as a country, we can then
come together and go as a country,
How do we fix the problems that face
us as a country? But when we have one
party that doesn’t want to acknowl-
edge the problems that we face and
they want to mislead the American
people about those problems, it’s hard
to have an honest conversation.

Well, I didn’t come here to misrepre-
sent to the American people. I’ve come
here to be honest and to level with the
American people and say, This is where
we’re at. Let’s find solutions that work
for the American people.

There is a chart here that I know so
many people have seen, Mr. Speaker;
but if you look at it, this is a chart
that shows gross domestic product in
our years out and our debt to GDP, our
debt to the size of our economy. In
World War II, our debt was about 100
percent of the size of our economy in a
year, but we were at war. It was World
War II. That went down. But if you
look out, look to our future.
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This is a sea of red. This is a sea of
debt that we are going to leave to the
next generation. Our economy will col-
lapse well before we get to the crest of
that wave. But that is our future, make
no mistake, unless we change course.

I think it is important to note where
does this debt come from. Who is fi-
nancing this debt, because in World
War II, American citizens bought war
bonds and paid for this debt. Not today,
because in 1970, 5 percent of the debt
was held by foreign entities. In 1990, 19
percent of our debt was held by foreign
entities. And today, 47 percent of our
debt is held by foreign entities. And
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guess what country owns the largest
share of that foreign debt? That’s
right, China. China owns about 30 per-
cent of that foreign debt. We are mort-
gaging our children’s future. We are
giving the Chinese Government an eco-
nomic nuclear bomb because we can’t
get our fiscal house in order in this
House.

It is time that we come together and
fix the problems that face this country.
Let’s not kick the can down the road.
Let’s not let this be the future that our
children inherit. But to prevent it, we
have to act. And we are here to act.

Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. When I
look at those charts, I ask myself: How
big does our debt have to get before the
other side of the aisle joins us in get-
ting our fiscal house in order? How big?
It is $14 trillion now—S$16 trillion, $20
trillion, $50 trillion? How big does it
have to get before the other side of the
aisle admits that we are spending too
much money?

I will tell you, I have been studying
some of the details of our budget and
how we got into this mess. I would be
remiss if I did not comment on some-
thing I heard earlier today. Someone
said: Well, the Bush tax cuts created
our debt. That’s how we got into debt.

Completely untrue. I took a chart
that showed our revenue year by year
as a percentage of the economy. And
after 9/11, certainly the economy
slowed down and our revenues, our tax
receipts decreased significantly. But I
can tell you that by 2007, our tax re-
ceipts were back up to about 18.5 per-
cent of GDP. In 2007, and that was be-
fore the meltdown of the housing mar-
ket in 2008, but that was while we had
the Bush tax cuts in place—18.5 per-
cent.

Now, what is interesting, if you go
back and look at the mid-1990s, there
were some years that had a higher per-
centage of GDP for revenue, but there
are several years that are below that.
My point is whatever contribution tax
rates have had on revenue, the primary
driver of how much revenue we get a
particular year is whether we are hav-
ing economic growth. That is the pri-
mary driver. That is the primary deter-
mining factor of how much money
comes into the coffers of the United
States Government.

The idea that we got in this mess be-
cause we are somehow as Americans
not taxed enough is ludicrous. All you
have to do is look at the spending pat-
tern and the trajectory of the debt that
you just put up there. It follows the
same path, revenue relatively steady
over the decade at an average of 18 per-
cent of GDP. And expenditures—spend-
ing—off the charts, particularly in the
last few years.

I just want to be real clear here, both
parties are to blame. The Congress is
to blame. The House is to blame, the
Senate, the White House. There is plen-
ty of blame to go around. There is plen-
ty of blame to go around. That’s not
the issue. The issue is how we fix it.
And we first have to recognize that we
have a spending problem.
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Mr. DUFFY. Well said to the gen-
tleman from Arkansas.

You know, jobs have been a key com-
ponent of the debates here in this
House because there is a 9.2 percent un-
employment rate, and the effective
rate is far higher—those who have
stopped looking for work or those who
are underemployed. People are suf-
fering in our States and districts. We
have seen what proposals have come
out from the other side of the aisle.
Let’s take a walk down memory lane.

They told us that ObamaCare was
going to create jobs. Well, all it did was
give us a health care reform bill that is
not going to get the job done, and it is
going to cost us an extra trillion dol-
lars over the next 10 years. They gave
us a trillion-dollar stimulus bill, and
we weren’t supposed to see unemploy-
ment over 8 percent if that passed. We
just found out for every job created or
saved, it cost the taxpayer over $250,000
per job. That is not a job-creating bill.

And now what has happened is they
have come into this House and they
want to tell the American people that
we can create jobs in America if we
raise taxes on the job creators. You ask
any economist, or you just use com-
mon sense, to raise taxes on job cre-
ators, to take money away from them,
and to think they are going to create
jobs when they have less money doesn’t
make any economic sense.

You raise taxes on your job creators,
you have less jobs. And if you have less
jobs, then you have less people paying
taxes. And if you have less people pay-
ing taxes, you have less money coming
into the Federal coffers. Let’s put
America back to work. When America
works, they get off the unemployment
track and start getting paychecks. I
want to see Americans and Wisconsin-
ites getting paychecks.

But a lot of the circles around this
debt that we face in this country, and
I know in my own district, there are
people who need help from the govern-
ment. I want to make sure we have a
safety net in place to help those people.
I see them all the time, and they need
help from the government. I want to
make sure that we’re there to provide
that assistance that they need. Or for
those who fall on hard times, I want to
make sure that we have a safety net in
place to help them.

But let me tell you what, if we con-
tinue to borrow and spend this way,
there isn’t going to be money for those
who need the most help. Look to
Greece. If you want to see America’s
future, if we stay on this current
course, look to Greece. Look at the
protests. When you make promises to
people that you can’t keep, what hap-
pens? They take to the streets and they
riot. Let’s not lie to the American peo-
ple. Let’s tell them the truth. Let’s not
Greece be America’s future. Let’s make
sure we have a great and prosperous
country, the same that our Forefathers
passed to us.

But to have that, we have to fight for
it because the status quo is this: mas-
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sive debt. And with that massive debt,
you have Greece-like riots in the
streets. That is unacceptable. Let’s
face this challenge head on and make
sure that we leave an America that is
prosperous, bright, and full of hope for
the next generation.

Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. I just
want to close by mentioning the dis-
cussion of the debt ceiling. What I
would say to the President tonight is
that this House has put forth a plan.
We have a plan in the form of our budg-
et. But we also have a plan in the form
of our Cut, Cap, and Balance where we
cut spending and we cap spending in
the future and we move toward a bal-
anced budget. We passed that here in
the House the tonight. That’s a plan.
That’s a plan that we can debate. We
can discuss. The President can criti-
cize. But what we haven’t seen from
the President is a plan. A plan of his
that we can look at and study and that
the American people can consider.

I would just ask the President to put
his ideas out there. Come out of those
rooms and put his ideas in public and
let us analyze them and discuss them
and let the American people examine
for themselves.

Mr. DUFFY. One point, we don’t
want to do a cabernet dance here.
There is no doubt that the proposal
that came out the House and passed, it
is now going to go to the President.
Most Americans know when you buy a
house or a car, you make an offer.
When you make an offer, the seller
makes a counteroffer. We’ll wait for
the President’s counterproposal, if he
is going to lead, the leader of the free
world. Let’s see him put his ideas on
paper. Let him show the American peo-
ple what his ideas are, just as we have
shown the American people what our
ideas are. I encourage him to do that.

I thank the gentleman from Arkan-
sas for hosting tonight’s conversation.

Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. Thank
you, and I appreciate the gentleman
joining me.

————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

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

Mr. ELLISON (at the request of Ms.
PELOSI) for today and July 20.

—————

SENATE CONCURRENT
RESOLUTION REFERRED

A concurrent resolution of the Sen-
ate of the following title was taken
from the Speaker’s table and, under
the rule, referred as follows:

S. Con. Res. 25. Concurrent resolution wel-
coming the independence of the Republic of
South Sudan, congratulating the people of
South Sudan for freely and peacefully ex-
pressing their will through an internation-
ally accepted referendum, and calling on the
Governments and people of Sudan and South
Sudan to peacefully resolve outstanding
issues including the final status of Abyei; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.
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ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. Mr.
Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 10 p.m.), under its previous
order, the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Wednesday, July 20, 2011, at 10
a.m. for morning-hour debate.

————

OATH OF OFFICE MEMBERS, RESI-
DENT COMMISSIONER, AND DEL-
EGATES

The oath of office required by the
sixth article of the Constitution of the
United States, and as provided by sec-
tion 2 of the act of May 13, 1884 (23
Stat. 22), to be administered to Mem-
bers, Resident Commissioner, and Dele-
gates of the House of Representatives,
the text of which is carried in 5 U.S.C.
3331:

“I, AB, do solemnly swear (or af-
firm) that I will support and defend
the Constitution of the United
States against all enemies, foreign
and domestic; that I will bear true
faith and allegiance to the same;
that I take this obligation freely,
without any mental reservation or
purpose of evasion; and that I will
well and faithfully discharge the
duties of the office on which I am
about to enter. So help me God.”

has been subscribed to in person and
filed in duplicate with the Clerk of the
House of Representatives by the fol-
lowing Member of the 112th Congress,
pursuant to the provisions of 2 U.S.C.
25:

JANICE HAHN, California Thirty-
Sixth.
————
EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

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

2533. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement (DFARS)
(DFARS Case 2011-D004) (RIN: 0750-AH25) re-
ceived June 28, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Armed
Services.

2634. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement (DFARS
case 2010-D023) (RIN: 0750-AG93) received

June 28, 2011, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Armed
Services.

2535. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement (DFARS
Case 2011-D031) received June 28, 2011, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Armed Services.

2536. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement (DFARS
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