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neighborhood school, the opportunity 
for it to have a new paint job, a new 
bathroom, whatever is needed; 

280,000 teachers. You could fill the 
entire stadium in Ann Arbor, Michi-
gan, football, 100,000, and still have a 
third game with only 80,000 people. 
280,000, think of it. The Ann Arbor, 
Michigan, stadium filled 2.8 times over. 
Teachers in the classroom. This is ex-
citing. 

Veterans, a very powerful incentive 
where a business can reduce its tax 
burden. That is the bottom-line tax re-
duced by $9,600 when you hire a dis-
abled veteran. That man, that woman 
is going back to work, becoming a tax-
payer. Once again, pride in our Nation. 
This is powerful. 

For the unemployed, an extension of 
unemployment benefits, and we didn’t 
even get to that today—and all of this 
in the context of rebuilding the Amer-
ican manufacturing sector. 

More than 10 million American man-
ufacturing jobs have been lost in the 
last two decades. We can put them 
back to work if we use our public pol-
icy, use our tax money that’s going to 
build those bridges or those roads, 
buses and locomotives, use our tax 
money to buy American-made, Amer-
ican-made equipment. All it takes is a 
law, and it works. 

Sacramento, California, near where I 
live, has built—or Siemens, a German 
company, has built a major manufac-
turing plant in Sacramento, California, 
to manufacture light railcars and Am-
trak locomotives. 

Why did they do that? They did that 
because the American Recovery Act, 
the stimulus bill that our Republican 
colleagues like to trash, said that the 
money for transportation systems— 
buses, light rail, and trains—must be 
spent on American-made equipment. 
So Siemens said, well, if that’s the law, 
we want the business. They built the 
plant, and they’re manufacturing light 
rail cars and locomotives today in 
America, using American equipment, 
using American workers. That’s what 
we can do if we are willing to pass the 
laws to make it in America. 

Photovoltaic systems, wind turbines, 
all of these things supported with our 
tax dollars. Why not use those tax dol-
lars to buy American-made solar cells 
and wind turbines? 

The President has given us the oppor-
tunity to do what we should do, as rep-
resentatives of the American people. 
Put Americans back to work. Pass the 
American Jobs Act. Pass the American 
Jobs Act. 

Mr. COHEN, wrap this up for us. 
Mr. COHEN. I just thank you, Mr. 

GARAMENDI, for the leadership and for 
putting this hour together and allow-
ing me to join you. And let’s say it to-
gether. Pass the bill. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Pass the bill. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 

of my time. 
f 

OUR COUNTRY IS IN TROUBLE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-

uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority 
leader. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, it never 
ceases to be an honor for me to be able 
to speak on this floor. The freedoms we 
have, the blessings, we’ve received be-
cause of those who’ve gone before us. 

The country is in trouble. People 
around the world cannot believe that 
the greatest nation in the history of 
mankind just cannot make itself live 
within its means. So businesses, manu-
facturing have flocked away from 
America. 

I know there are some who believe 
that the greatest thing that can hap-
pen for America is for those manufac-
turing jobs to leave America because 
they believe, gee, they hurt the envi-
ronment because they pollute, so just 
as well they go to some other Third 
World country or China or other place, 
when the truth is, apparently, when 
those same manufacturing companies 
leave the United States, they go to na-
tions that, on average, pollute, depend-
ing on the nations, 4 to 10 times more 
than we do here in the United States. 
For those that understand the way the 
world turns, as pollution goes up in 
Asia, we usually breathe it here in the 
United States. So that hasn’t worked 
out so well for the environment of the 
planet. We’re hurting the planet as we 
drive manufacturing jobs out of Amer-
ica. 

This administration has used the 
EPA as a sword, as a tool to drive more 
and more manufacturing and produc-
tion out of the United States, hurting 
the country more and more, not be-
cause, necessarily, they want to inten-
tionally hurt the country. I’m not say-
ing that. They just think we’re better 
off. 

If they’re not willing to have a draco-
nian EPA being, as the President said 
in his speech, working side by side with 
them in private business, good rid-
dance. Go somewhere else. Because, in 
the President’s own words, that’s what 
he said, and it was the scariest thing I 
heard that the President said last 
week, standing right here at the second 
level in this Hall, the line, and I’ll read 
from his speech directly. He said, ‘‘We 
need to look for ways to work side by 
side with America’s businesses.’’ 

America’s businesses do not need a 
government that wants to be their 
partner. The government in this coun-
try, according to the Constitution, 
metaphorically speaking, is supposed 
to be a referee—keep the playing field 
fair, keep it level, make sure every-
body has a chance to compete and com-
pete fairly, and stay out of the way. Do 
not interfere. Don’t try to be a partner 
with business. Stay out of the way and 
be a referee. 

It’s when this United States Govern-
ment has tried to be a partner that so 
often it gets in trouble, and it kills 
businesses and it kills jobs, and people 
flee and go to some other country 
where they’re allowed to produce 

things without the government trying 
to be their partner. 

Anybody that wants the government 
to be their partner should go to Ven-
ezuela or Third World nations. They’re 
more than happy to partner with those 
businesses. 

But some years back there was a 
group of us that went to China, and we 
met with a number of CEOs of inter-
national corporations that have taken 
their American jobs by the thousands, 
taken their businesses, their manufac-
turing production and gone to China. I 
had the feeling that when we talked to 
them and asked them the question, 
‘‘Why did you move all these jobs to 
China?’’ that they would say, well, 
they just couldn’t work with the labor 
unions. The price of labor was too high. 
Regulations were too much. But the 
number one answer was because of the 
corporate tax. The corporate tax in 
America, in the United States, is the 
highest corporate tax in the world. 
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Now corporations, those that under-
stand business law, corporations, direc-
tors, and officers, have a fiduciary duty 
to their stockholders to try to make as 
much money as they can. Unless some, 
Mr. Speaker, do not know who the 
stockholders are, more and more 
they’re union workers; they’re Amer-
ican workers across their countries; 
they’re small business owners and op-
erators, franchise operators; they’re 
the rank and file across the country— 
State employees, local employees, Fed-
eral employees. But more than that, 
businesses across America, they have 
retirement accounts that invest in 
these companies. 

Those companies’ officers and direc-
tors have a fiduciary duty that they 
have to—or they could be sued—have 
the best interests of the company and 
the stockholders at stake in the deci-
sions they make. If you go to law 
school—I hopefully have saved some-
body a lot of money—that’s it in a nut-
shell. 

So, when a group of corporate leaders 
is trying to decide how can we avoid 
being sued by the stockholders by 
doing the best thing to help them cre-
ate the most revenue for their stock— 
what can we do? What will enhance 
their dividends?—they have to look. 
When they see the United States of 
America is taxing corporations at 35 
percent and they see that China taxes 
at 17 percent, you would think it was 
pretty much a no-brainer. That’s basi-
cally what they said. 

I was gratified to hear that, whether 
it’s union labor or nonunion labor, 
across the board, the experience that 
the corporate leaders that I talked to 
in China say really their best workers 
are right here in the United States— 
union workers, nonunion workers—and 
that, generally speaking, they have 
better quality control over products 
produced here in the United States of 
America. So, when they move plants 
from here in the United States to other 
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places like China, they have wonderful 
workers, but the quality control is not 
as good as what they have here. 

But if you think about it and you re-
alize, gee, they would pay half the cor-
porate tax in China that they pay here 
by the billions, then they could afford 
to build state-of-the-art facilities, 
where facilities here in the United 
States, their manufacturing plants, 
may be falling apart and getting older. 
Well, you could go build a state-of-the- 
art facility in a place like China, and 
because of the tremendously reduced 
corporate tax, by the time you really 
get around to paying much tax, you’ve 
paid for the plant. 

I was advised privately that it was 
possible the Chinese Government would 
make deals with some companies if 
they were big enough, and it might be, 
for example, they would say, Look, you 
move your manufacturing plant, hire 
these thousands of employees here in 
China instead of in the United States, 
and we’ll make a deal with you. No cor-
porate tax for 5 years. 

Then, depending on the company and 
the negotiations, they might say, And 
then for the next 5 years, maybe 5, 7 
percent, maybe 10 percent. Maybe then 
it goes to 17, or maybe by 15 years you 
get to the 17 percent rate. 

But in those kind of scenarios, they 
say, We paid for a state-of-the-art fa-
cility by the time we ever get around 
to paying corporate tax. Whereas, if we 
kept those jobs in America, facilities 
getting older, we just can’t produce 
dividends and returns on money for 
stockholders. We’re just treading 
water. Here, because the corporate 
rates are half as expensive, then we can 
produce, we can compete anywhere in 
the world. Our goods are that much 
cheaper. 

Now, it is true our labor is more ex-
pensive, but, in general, we have good 
laborers in this country, and there are 
Americans that are willing to work, 
willing to do the jobs. From talking to 
employers, though, we could use a lot 
more people willing to be employees 
who can pass a drug test. That’s kind 
of important. 

Now, I have had so many constitu-
ents say, Look, you have to pass a drug 
test in order to get employment for 
most important jobs nowadays, wheth-
er it’s with a grocery company back 
home or a small operator. I was talking 
to an independent oilman this after-
noon that drills wells from Longview, 
Texas, and he was saying, We have to 
give people drug tests. 

He was telling me, because of the 
drilling that’s currently going on in 
east Texas, he’s having trouble finding 
enough workers right now, today. 
While people are unemployed around 
the country, he’s having trouble right 
now, today, finding enough people who 
can pass a drug test and are willing to 
work hard on an oil well, and he would 
put them to work. 

In fact, he was telling me this after-
noon, they’d start out at $50,000 a year. 
They’d have health care. It’s hard, 

dirty, long hours, tough work, but it’s 
a good living. But so many of the peo-
ple that apply can’t pass a drug test. 
And because it’s such difficult work 
physically and it requires that you be 
alert because all of the other people on 
the rig have to count on each other, 
kind of like in a military operation, 
the equipment is so dangerous, if some-
body has taken drugs and is not at 
peak performance, they can get some-
body killed. It’s happened far too many 
times. They have to have people pass a 
drug test. 

That’s just this afternoon. Well, 
think about it. If we had manufactur-
ers coming back into America because 
the corporate tax rate was less than 17 
percent, then the manufacturing jobs 
show up like crazy. 

Now, I realize from hearing all of the 
news, apparently the big emphasis of 
the national union leaders, who sure 
don’t seem to be speaking to all of the 
union folks I know, but their emphasis 
seems to be basically we’re not doing 
very well getting union members from 
private corporations. So they’ve gone 
all after government employees: Let’s 
try to unionize government employees 
because maybe we can pick them up. 

And what I think eventually rank- 
and-file union workers for private com-
panies will begin to understand is it 
seems that they’re being thrown under 
the bus. The concentration seems to be 
for more government workers, less pri-
vate workers, which means they’re 
driving for more jobs in the govern-
ment sector, which kills off the private 
sector, which will kill off those jobs for 
the union members who have jobs in 
the private sector. 

So, as I sat back here listening to the 
President’s speech last Thursday night 
and as I struggled with what the Presi-
dent was saying—because some of it 
didn’t seem to me that it was going to 
create the jobs he was promising, but I 
was willing to wait for the bill and not 
judge from a speech, because it’s been 
said around here before that CBO can-
not score a speech. Well, that was be-
fore, a couple years ago, when the ad-
ministration got on to them, and basi-
cally they did score a speech, but 
that’s because the White House is able 
to exert pressure on CBO that the Re-
publicans have not been able to see fit 
to do. 

I know Mr. Elmendorf was not happy 
with my reference, but the fact is, after 
Mr. Elmendorf met with the President 
in the woodshed, or the Oval Office, he 
came back and was able to bring down 
the scoring of ObamaCare by about a 
quarter of a trillion dollars or so. Then 
after ObamaCare passed, they said, 
Whoops, looks like maybe we under-
estimated by about a quarter of a tril-
lion dollars. 

That makes for a pretty big plus-or- 
minus margin of error when CBO can’t 
do better than that, but CBO and the 
rules were created by the most liberal 
Congress in history until about 5 years 
ago. They created CBO. They created 
the rules for scoring. They yanked us 

out of Vietnam without a chance to 
make sure our allies there would not be 
killed, so most of them were. They also 
created an automatic baseline for gov-
ernment budgets that increases every 
year. They created a formula. It in-
creases every year. 
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Now, I was here in ’05 and ’06, and I 
am embarrassed that, as Republicans, 
our party did not have the nerve to 
eliminate the CBO, to eliminate the ri-
diculous rules by which bills are 
scored. The actual reality and history 
and recurrent numbers of what hap-
pens—when you do this, you get this ef-
fect—you can’t consider that. They 
have to use rules that don’t apply in 
the real world and without taking into 
consideration the effects that have 
been had when an action is taken every 
time. 

So we get terribly inaccurate scoring 
from a government entity, and we also 
have this automatic baseline that in-
creases every year. There is not a busi-
ness or home in America that can plan 
a budget by saying, We’re automati-
cally going to increase our budget 
every year from now on. No matter 
how much income or revenue we have 
each year, we’re going to keep increas-
ing our budget. That is what has been 
happening for 37 years, since 1974. 

The Budget chairman back in ’05 and 
’06 was not willing to do it, but I am 
extremely gratified that our bright 
chairman of the Budget, this Budget 
chairman, is going to do it, in that this 
year he’s going to take up a zero base-
line budget. I filed one in my first Con-
gress back in ’05 and ’06, in my second 
Congress in ’07 and ’08, in my third 
Congress in ’09 and 2010, and in this 
Congress. I am delighted. I don’t care 
whose name is on the bill; but when we 
finally eliminate the automatic in-
creases in the Federal budgets every 
year, that’s going to be huge, and it’s 
going to be better than anything that 
the President has proposed by way of 
producing revenue and balancing the 
budget. 

I do appreciate the White House 
emailing their version of the American 
Jobs Act. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. GOHMERT. If I might inquire of 

the Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry: 
If there are charts around on the floor, 
can anybody use those? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is free to use charts in debate. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Thank you, Mr. 
Speaker, because I saw my friends 
across the aisle using a chart that said 
the ‘‘American Jobs Act.’’ It makes a 
wonderful chart if it’s still on the floor, 
because that’s what we’re talking 
about, an American Jobs Act. 

The President kept saying, Pass it 
right away. Act now. Pass this jobs 
bill. Pass it right away. Pass it again 
right away. Pass the bill right away. 
They’ll get back on their feet right 
away if we pass the bill. Anyway, just 
on and on—pass the bill, pass the bill, 
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pass the bill. So I heard the speech. I 
got a copy of the speech, and I like to 
highlight stuff where I can find it easi-
er. So we’ve got all this ‘‘pass it now,’’ 
‘‘pass it right away’’ stuff highlighted. 

Where is it? We were told to pass it 
now, to pass it right away. We heard 
the speech Thursday night. We didn’t 
get a bill Friday. We didn’t get a bill 
Saturday. Obviously, it can’t be filed 
Saturday or Sunday if we’re not in ses-
sion. We didn’t get it, though, through 
email. They send the stuff when it’s 
needed, but nothing Saturday, nothing 
Sunday. 

On Monday, we were inquiring of the 
White House by email, by phone, Look, 
when are you going to let us see what 
this bill we’ve got to pass last week is? 

We finally got a copy, and I was up 
until 5 a.m. on Tuesday morning going 
through it—tagging it, highlighting it, 
being staggered by the stuff in here 
that will kill jobs instead of create 
them—oh, other than the jobs that are 
created for the government that will 
help kill the economy. I couldn’t be-
lieve this was being called an American 
Jobs Act, but it was not a surprise to 
me even at noon today when we in-
quired and found that no one had been 
willing to file an American Jobs Act in 
the House of Representatives. It had 
been available. The President had been 
talking about it since last Thursday, 
but nobody had been willing to actu-
ally file that bill in the House. 

I have been through the President’s 
American Jobs bill, and I am abso-
lutely convinced—absolutely no ques-
tion—that this will hurt our economy. 
It creates massive, bigger government 
intrusion. If you like Freddie and 
Fannie Mae, you will love the new 
American Infrastructure Financing Au-
thority. What a wonderful government 
creation that is. We’re going to provide 
billions and billions of dollars to create 
this new government entity. But not to 
worry—these are people who will be 
running it who really know what 
they’re doing—right?—because the Sec-
retary of Transportation is going to be 
in charge. I do know the Secretary of 
Transportation right now, and I like 
him very much. He’s a good guy. None-
theless, we’re creating another govern-
ment nightmare called the American 
Infrastructure Financing Authority. 

Unbelievable. 
You would have thought we would 

have learned a lesson—but not to 
worry. These are people who will be ap-
pointed by the President. Some other 
people here in Congress can throw in 
some recommendations, but they’re ap-
pointed. The seven voting members are 
appointed by the President. So that 
will be wonderful. They’ll run all our 
infrastructure requirements for us, and 
of course the President will appoint the 
chief executive officer. 

Having been a history major in col-
lege, I do believe that the best indica-
tion of future performance is past his-
tory, past performance. With the auto 
czars and the private committee com-
posed of a bunch of auto czars, I read 

somewhere that not any of them had 
ever worked in the auto industry at all, 
and most of them didn’t even own a 
car. Nonetheless, they had put them in 
charge of our auto industry. 

That kind of scares you when you 
think about it and when you think this 
is the same guy who’s going to appoint 
all these people to run the brand-new 
American Infrastructure Financing Au-
thority. That’s AIFA, and it is just an-
other nightmare. It’s going to help 
bankrupt America quicker than this 
administration has already been doing. 

I know people like to throw blame 
around. There is plenty of blame to go 
around because I know, in 2006, I was 
on this side of the aisle, hearing people 
stand up at the Democratic micro-
phones, saying what I knew to be true. 
They were right. We had no business 
spending $160 billion more than we 
took in. That was un-American. It was 
outrageous. This body had no business 
authorizing expenditures of $160 billion 
more than we took in. They were right. 
The Democrats were right when they 
said we should not spend in a year $160 
billion more than we took in. 

Nowadays, people like to say, Well, 
it’s Afghanistan and Iraq that have 
broken this country and have made us 
bankrupt. That’s not the case. We were 
in Afghanistan; we were in the worst 
part of the expenditures in Iraq during 
those days, and we overspent what we 
had coming in by about $160 billion. If 
anybody back then had told me that 
within 4 years those same people who 
condemned this side of the aisle for 
overspending by $160 billion would be 
just fine with overspending by $1.6 tril-
lion, I would never have believed it. 
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There is no way, with the speeches 
that were given here in ’05, ’06, ’07 
about the Republicans’ irresponsibility 
in ’05 and ’06, my freshman year, over 
$160 billion more being spent than we 
brought in, that they would have any 
nerve or ability to stand up and say 
I’m voting to spend $1.6 trillion more 
than we’re going to take in. I just 
didn’t think, I wouldn’t have believed 
that anybody would be willing to do 
that. Well, they have, and we as a 
country have. 

But I went through the President’s 
bill. Yesterday I went through much of 
it, but there is a little more that needs 
to be said, for example, to illuminate 
the President’s comments about he 
wants to go after the profits of Big Oil; 
and he does that in his bill, we were 
told. He was going to fix it for Big Oil. 

Well, I was a little cynical, I was a 
little leery, because I have heard the 
President call the Wall Street execu-
tives fat cats. He has called them 
names, said we wouldn’t be letting 
them do that, that we ought to go after 
them, that kind of stuff. 

Yet I knew that, while he was calling 
them names, at the same time his gov-
erning made sure that an entity like 
Goldman Sachs made more money than 
they’ve ever made in their history. 

They should have had to file for bank-
ruptcy. Instead, now they’re making 
more money than they’ve ever made in 
history, and this President is presiding 
in such a way it’s bad for America, but 
Wall Street is doing great, and some 
would say that doesn’t make sense be-
cause we know that Wall Street is 
mainly Republicans. 

But if you look into it, as the Herit-
age Foundation has—my friend Mike 
Franc there has done the research—you 
found out that, in essence, corporate 
executives on Wall Street, when you 
include their immediate family that 
donates with them, donate about 4–1 or 
donate about 4–1 for Obama over 
MCCAIN. And Mike had said, when he 
first saw that, he thought, wow, that’s 
intriguing. That may be different from 
prior years, But as he checked on it, it 
wasn’t that different from prior years, 
donations from Wall Street. 

Then you get to realizing, wait a 
minute, Democratic Presidents, Mem-
bers here in this body are constantly 
deriding these greedy, evil people on 
Wall Street; and yet they’re generally 
giving 4–1 to Democrats over Repub-
licans. There are 4–1 Democrats on 
Wall Street in executive positions than 
there are Republicans. Well, no wonder. 
It starts making more sense that they 
would do much better under Demo-
cratic administrations since it helps to 
know people in those kinds of posi-
tions. 

But we were told by the President 
he’s going after Big Oil. The provisions 
in this President’s bill—it’s at page 
151—repeal the deduction for intangible 
drilling and development costs in the 
case of oil and gas wells. Now, the bill 
has a dishonest word here. It says re-
pealing oil ‘‘subsidies.’’ 

A subsidy, you can look it up, Web-
ster, wherever you want to, but the def-
inition will basically be the same wher-
ever you look it up. A ‘‘subsidy’’ is a 
grant or a gift of money. There are no 
grants or gifts of money, and there 
wasn’t anybody that wanted to go after 
British Petroleum more than I did 
around here when we found out 800 vio-
lations or so and when all the other 
majors were having maybe one or two 
in the gulf. 

Yet they were involved in crony cap-
italism. So the administration looked 
the other way over and over and over 
again until the Deepwater Horizon 
blew out. People were killed, you 
know, not only lives lost but fortunes 
lost. The Gulf of Mexico was dev-
astated all because this administration 
and those inspectors that were sent 
looked the other way to all of this piti-
ful way that drilling was done because 
they were buddies, crony capitalism. 

So when you look here at what the 
President actually has in his bill, who 
it’s going to help and who it’s going to 
hurt, what you see are these deduc-
tions here that he’s repealing—the re-
peal of deduction for tertiary 
injectants, the repeal of the percentage 
depletion allowance for oil and gas 
wells. Section 199, the deduction attrib-
utable to oil, natural gas or primary 
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products thereof, the repeal of oil and 
gas working interest exception to pas-
sive activity rules. 

I read through these, checked with 
experts and find out, CPAs, people that 
do the tax returns for independent oil 
companies, and I was reminded, this 
stuff basically applies only as a deduc-
tion for an oil company that produces 
less than a thousand barrels of oil. All 
of the majors that this President says 
he wants to go after and go after their 
profits, they’re majors. 

All of the deductions that he is try-
ing to repeal, they’re not going to af-
fect, they’re not really going to hurt 
the major oil companies. They’re going 
to devastate the independent oil com-
panies. That will be the result here. 

So he says he wants to go after the 
majors, but that’s just not what he is 
doing in his bill, and I know that, being 
a community organizer, he’s not that 
well up on what he’s going to hurt and 
what he’s going to help. But the fact is 
there are figures that indicate Amer-
ican production activities are domi-
nated by independent producers, who 
drill 95 percent of the Nation’s natural 
gas and oil wells, accounting for 67 per-
cent of total U.S. natural gas and oil 
production. That’s the independent oil 
companies of America. Ninety-five per-
cent of the drilling, 67 percent of the 
production is not ExxonMobil. It’s not 
Shell. It’s not British Petroleum. It’s 
the independent oil companies in 
America. 

And who are they? They’re people 
that cannot go to the banks, for the 
most part, to get a loan. Any bank that 
would loan an oil company money to 
drill a particular well is probably going 
to get shut down because the chances 
are, in most cases—certainly in the in-
vestments I have had—you are more 
likely to have a dry hole than you are 
to hit anything that’s really going to 
be of a sufficient, productive nature. 

So, of course, once you have estab-
lished a field, the odds go up dramati-
cally, but most of these wells, when it’s 
not an established field and it’s just 
helping produce more from a known 
field, you can’t get loans. The only way 
independent oil companies have to be 
assured of being able to drill oil wells 
is not to go get a loan, and they also 
know that if they invest and pay all of 
the 100 percent of their own drilling 
and they hit a few dry holes in a row, 
they’re going to be bankrupt, if there 
were so many of them. 

What most independent oil compa-
nies do, they do studies geologically. 
They have to hire geologists most of 
the time. I am told they were inde-
pendent geologists. I know a great 
number of those. They do great work. 
They will study an area, and they will 
hire a landman to come in and study 
who owns what interests in the min-
erals, who owns what rights that 
they’re going to have to acquire in 
order to do drilling, and then they hire 
people that are involved in drilling. 

They’re not like the majors where 
they’ve got all they need to go do all 

the drilling. They hire independent 
mud companies, independent wire line 
companies. They will often have to 
have people come out and feed them, 
and if they don’t, they’re going to have 
people who need to go eat somewhere. 

It is hard, nasty, 24-hour-a-day work. 
You don’t stop 8–5. You have to do 
shifts because you can’t afford to get 
somebody too tired for staying on a rig 
too long. But they employ millions of 
people. They cause the employment of 
millions around America even though 
there aren’t that many that actually 
work on the wells, themselves. 

b 1640 
They create jobs. They don’t just 

save them like this President says he’s 
been doing. And so what’s the Presi-
dent doing? He, in his bill, is not touch-
ing, he’s not going to hurt the Big Oil 
companies. They’re going to appar-
ently do as well as his good friends at 
General Electric. 

So what we have seen is, if you’re 
really friends with this administration, 
or to be fair, the parties in power, then 
odds are you’re going to get your tax 
bills through and you are going to be 
like General Electric, you’re going to 
be like Warren Buffett, and you’re 
going to be able to skate through with-
out paying virtually any tax. 

I loved the way Art Laffer explained 
to it me in his living room after a Sun-
day lunch one day last year. We talked 
about these taxing concepts. I just love 
the guy. He is so brilliant. He’s charm-
ing and funny. He sure got us out of a 
mess back in 1980–1981 because he was 
the adviser to Ronald Reagan. Art 
Laffer was his economic adviser. 

Many people have heard about the 
Laffer curve because for people in gov-
ernment who want to maximize the 
amount of revenue to the Federal Gov-
ernment so they can spend more, how 
do you do it? Well, if you don’t have 
any kind of tax at all, the government 
has no tax at all, then the revenue of 
the Federal Government would be zero 
on this end. If the government taxed a 
100 percent tax, very, very quickly no-
body would work. Nobody’s going to 
work to produce 100 percent revenue 
for the Federal Government unless the 
whole Nation is enslaved, and God for-
bid that that will happen. 

So on the two ends of the graph, you 
have zero revenue to the Federal Gov-
ernment, if it is zero percent tax alto-
gether, and on the other end you have 
zero revenue to the Federal Govern-
ment if there’s 100 percent tax. So 
somewhere in between, you reach the 
maximum efficiency for bringing in 
revenue to the Federal Government. If 
you tax too high, then you start hurt-
ing the amount of revenue percentage- 
wise coming in, and so you actually get 
less revenue when you pass that max-
imum point. Before that point, you can 
continue to raise taxes and actually in-
crease revenue. Beyond that, the rev-
enue starts coming down. So as Art has 
described it, you need to cut taxes 30 
percent, and you will get us out of this 
horrific doldrums of an economy. 

I was back at Fort Benning, Georgia, 
at the time, and things were not good. 
The military was not respected at all. 
I liked Ronald Reagan a lot. Of course, 
when you’re in the military, you can’t 
say anything negative about the Com-
mander in Chief or you’ve committed 
an offense under the UCMJ. You can’t 
criticize someone in your chain of com-
mand, including the Commander in 
Chief. So we just had to bite our 
tongues, but we could see Jimmy Car-
ter was doing such damage to this 
country economically and in the for-
eign arena. It was just tragic. 

I liked Ronald Reagan. He said he 
was going to be able to help bring down 
double-digit inflation, double-digit un-
employment and double-digit interest 
rates. As much as I liked him, I recall 
telling my wife, Kathy, back at Fort 
Benning, I like him, but I don’t care 
who the President is, there’s no way a 
President can actually help do all that, 
really have that kind of effect. 

He proved me wrong. With Laffer’s 
guidance, taxes were cut 30 percent, 
and the economy took off. Because the 
economy took off and there were more 
jobs, unemployment dropped dramati-
cally. Interest rates were able to come 
down dramatically. We had a 121⁄4 per-
cent or something loan on our first 
home in Georgia just off post in Fort 
Benning. It may have been 123⁄4 per-
cent. Some folks told me that was 
crazy—it was too high—but it wasn’t 
long before interest rates some places 
were 18 percent, so 12 wasn’t so bad. 
Now, interest rates came down under 
Reagan, but it was Laffer who said 
bring down the taxes by 30 percent, and 
you’ll do dramatic work on creating a 
better economy. 

I love the story Art Laffer tells about 
getting a call from President Reagan. 
He said, Art, great news. We got your 
tax cut. 

Art said, in essence, this is my para-
phrase: That’s great, Mr. President. 
Congratulations. 

Art, you don’t seem excited. Why 
aren’t you excited? This is great news. 
We got the tax cut with the Demo-
cratic House and Senate. They’re going 
to cut it 30 percent. 

He said, Congratulations, Mr. Presi-
dent. That’s great. 

President Reagan said, Why aren’t 
you more excited? 

He said, Mr. President, I understand 
you’re going to cut it like half a per-
cent the first year, 10 percent the next 
year, and another 20 percent the third 
year. 

He said, Well, that’s the deal we had 
to cut with Congress. We couldn’t get 
all 30 percent at once. 

As I recall, he said something like, 
Mr. President, if you were going shop-
ping and the place you were going to go 
shopping had a half of one percent sale 
this month and then 10 percent sale 
next month and then 20 percent sale 
the next one after that, when are you 
going to go shopping? 

He said Reagan was quiet for awhile 
and then finally said, Are we going to 
have a couple of bad years? 
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He said, Yes. Now it’s going to be 3 

years before the economy heals. We 
could have had it this year. 

President Reagan got the best he 
could in 1981 and 1982, and those were 
not good years. In 1983, the economy 
surged, and more money was brought 
into the coffers. 

The problem, though, is that the 
Democratic Party got so excited con-
trolling the House and Senate—Reagan 
and Laffer had set up such a situation 
here, and there was so much more 
money coming into the coffers, the 
Federal revenues—that they started 
spending like never before. They can 
blame Reagan, but the Constitution 
makes very clear, Congress spends the 
money. 

So really, this year, we are still 
working off of what Congress did or 
didn’t do last year under Speaker 
PELOSI. Next year, beginning October 1, 
will be the first full year we are back 
at least as Republicans being in control 
of one House. So I think it is very, very 
important what we try to do to gen-
erate jobs and when you know that 
these provisions are going to devastate 
independent oil companies that do 95 
percent of the drilling in continental 
America and won’t hurt Exxon, British 
Petroleum, and, in fact, because 95 per-
cent of the drilling will not get done in 
the continental United States. 

I guess that’s why the President was 
trying to do this. They apparently 
don’t like drilling. They don’t like 
mining. They don’t like any of this 
stuff occurring on our soil. They would 
rather it go somewhere else where they 
pollute a lot more. But we are talking 
about millions of jobs that will be lost 
because of the devastating effect of de-
stroying independent oil and gas busi-
nesses—and all of that when we’ve got-
ten such great news over the last few 
years. We went from having basically 
no natural gas reserves to having 100— 
some say 200, some say 300—years of 
natural gas reserves. 

Some fleets of trucks are starting to 
convert to natural gas. If we converted 
cars and trucks—you can’t order them 
from Detroit yet that come equipped 
with natural gas. You can get them 
done after they leave the factory. But 
if we started getting natural gas vehi-
cles like some fleets have done, travel 
is a lot cheaper. You don’t have the 
pollution you have with gasoline. It 
burns clean. You do have CO2. 

So look out. We’re going to grow 
more plants, because plants have to 
have CO2 in order to have photosyn-
thesis, in order to produce O2 as a by-
product from growing as a plant. So, 
gee, if we use more natural gas, we 
may end up with more healthy plants. 
So that may be a difficult thing if peo-
ple don’t like green plants. 

I couldn’t help but notice on page 
155—and I have read through here—the 
President has things like eliminating 
deductions. He says this bill is paid for. 
In his speech he says—and I want to 
read it correctly. He told us back 2 
years ago during his health care 

speech, if you misrepresent my bill, I’m 
going to call you out. So let me read 
what he says. 

He says, ‘‘And here is the other thing 
I want the American people to know. 
The American Jobs Act will not add to 
the deficit. It will be paid for.’’ 

That’s what he said. 
What he’s counting on, what he ref-

erences on page 4 of his speech—and 
it’s on page 155—yes, there is elimi-
nation of deductions. In reality, it’s 
going to cost this government revenue. 
It’s not going to create more Federal 
revenue. 

b 1650 

It’s going to cost jobs. There will be 
fewer people paying as much income 
tax. That will hurt the Federal coffers 
more. We’ll have more deficit spending. 
We can’t get that under control. But 
we just passed a deficit bill I didn’t 
support because it didn’t have adequate 
cuts in there. There was no restraint 
on spending that was really adequate. 
If you only cut $1 trillion over a 10- 
year period, and we all know—every-
body in here knows—you can’t bind fu-
ture Congresses. So all the cuts that do 
not occur within the next year or year 
and a half, there’s no reason to think 
that they will happen. You can’t bind 
future Congresses. 

Anyway, even if we did cut $1 tril-
lion—not much the next year, but it 
gets heavier toward the end of the 10 
years. If we were to cut $1 trillion over 
10 years and we were to do that every 
10 years, within exactly 150 years we 
will finally balance the budget, and we 
will have only added $120 trillion to the 
$14.3 trillion or $14.6 trillion that we’ve 
run up in deficit spending now. If we 
were able to reach this wonderful goal 
of $2 trillion in cuts in the next 10 
years and do that ever 10 years, then 
we can balance the budget in only 80 
years. We’ll only add around $72 tril-
lion in additional deficit spending to 
our deficit. 

So the joint committee was charged: 
Find $1.5 trillion somewhere between 
now and basically Christmas, the end 
of the year. Actually, we found out 
today they’re really going to need to 
find it by the 1st of November. This is 
how the President pays for his $450 bil-
lion spending spree, where we create 
the American Infrastructure Financing 
Authority—a new Fannie and Freddie 
on steroids. We create a new massive 
government bureaucracy. 

The FCC wanted to have a fairness 
doctrine and control what people said 
on the airwaves. They want to dictate 
everything that gets done in the media 
on the airwaves, but they were real-
izing more and more people are going 
to broadband and less and less to the 
airways. They’re losing control of 
things. So the President addresses 
that. It’s not a jobs bill in the private 
sector, but it creates a brand-new au-
thority, government entity. Well, actu-
ally, he describes it in his bill as a pri-
vate nonprofit group. He appoints the 
directors, of course, and it’s called the 

Public Safety Broadband Corporation. 
Wow, it’s going to kill the private sec-
tor. But more government jobs. Good 
news there. 

And here’s the pay-for. If we had a 
drum roll, Mr. Speaker, we could ask 
for it. The Budget Control Act of 2011 is 
amended by striking $1.5 trillion that 
they have to find in cuts in the next 
month or so and inserting $1.95 trillion 
in cuts. That’s it. Magically, he just 
found $450 billion in cuts, but it’s be-
cause he told the supersubcommittee: 
Go find this extra money. What a great 
revenue-enhancing deficit spending cut 
that is. 

This bill is a disaster. It sets up a 
program that will allow people who 
have their hours reduced by 10 percent 
to start collecting unemployment com-
pensation. It requires State agencies to 
start mandating that those employers 
involved certify that even if they cut 
an employee’s hours, they’re going to 
still have the same health care bene-
fits, retirement benefits. I talked to 
some employers today about it. They 
said, We’ll have to give up providing 
health care and retirement benefits be-
cause we need the flexibility. If we’re 
all taking a cut, then let’s take a cut. 

I want to challenge my own Repub-
lican leadership, Mr. Speaker. Most of 
America is not even aware that this 
year we put our mouth where our 
money is, and we actually voted to cut 
our own budgets by 5 percent. And next 
year we’re cutting our own budget by 6 
percent. Well, we haven’t done enough 
with that. I would challenge our own 
leadership, and I hope that we’ll seize 
the day—seize the moment—and be 
able, because we would have the right 
to do this since we’re cutting our own 
budgets. America doesn’t know that, 
but we are. 

Okay. All Federal Government, 
here’s the deal. We’re cutting our own 
budget in Congress by 5 percent this 
year, 6 percent next year, and we’re 
doing it to every department In the 
country. We have the moral authority 
to do that since we’re cutting our own. 
We should do that. Let’s get spending 
under control. But the President uses, 
apparently, Rahm Emanuel’s own phi-
losophy about: Don’t let a good crisis 
go to waste. So he’s got this 155-page 
bill that he finally made available 
Monday night but that nobody has 
filed here in the House. 

We need American jobs. We need 
American jobs now. I am convinced 
that if we eliminated the corporate tax 
altogether, you would hear a gigantic 
sucking sound, I believe Mr. Perot used 
to say, of manufacturers leaving other 
countries and flocking back to Amer-
ica, making more income than they 
had in the past, because for the first 
time—Donald Trump is a sharp man. 
He has made a lot of money. He has ad-
vocated that we put a 25 percent tariff 
on everything we buy from China. 

If you studied the situation and un-
derstand the treaties—I don’t like most 
of them, but if you look at what we’ve 
done, if we set a 25 percent tariff on ev-
erything America buys from China, we 
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have violated a number of contracts 
and agreements. There’s penalty 
phases to that. We start a trade war. I 
don’t think China wins, but I know we 
don’t either. I don’t think anybody 
wins a trade war that that would start. 

So inspired by Donald Trump saying, 
Why don’t we put a 25 percent tariff on 
everything we buy from China—and 
I’ve talked to Art Laffer. He likes the 
idea. He’s got some other alternatives 
as well, but one of them is you elimi-
nate the corporate tax altogether. I 
really think it’s one of the most insid-
ious taxes in America because people 
have had to be sold a bill of goods to 
believe that you won’t have to pay it. 
We’re going to make these evil, greedy 
corporations do it. 

And I will admit to you, sometimes 
unions are very helpful because greed 
does take over. But the thing is, if you 
eliminate the corporate tax, who’s been 
paying that? The consumers and lower 
wage earners in those corporations. In 
some cases, there are studies that have 
indicated that. But it’s the consumers 
that have to pay the corporate tax. If a 
corporation doesn’t pass that tax on, 
they can’t stay in business. 

If you eliminate the corporate tax, 
you’ll have jobs flooding back into 
America, and you’ll have more people 
paying income tax. The Laffer curve 
won’t be zero taxes on this side with 
zero revenue. It will be zero corporate 
tax. But even at the same tax levels, 
you will have dramatic increases in the 
Federal revenue because so many more 
people will be employed, things will be 
going well, and the economy will have 
a jump-start like we’ve never seen be-
fore. 

So after nobody else would file an 
American Jobs Act, as the President 
proposed, and having examined it over 
and over in the last couple of days, 
having checked today at noon to see if 
anybody had the nerve to file this dis-
astrous bill that will kill jobs, run up 
the price of gasoline and oil and make 
everybody’s life more miserable, more 
government intrusion into broadcast, 
more government intrusion into fi-
nancing things—not Fannie or Freddie 
because we’ve still got them around, 
but a new infrastructure financing au-
thority—I realize this is a disaster for 
America. 

So I filed not a 115-page bill but actu-
ally a 2-page bill today at about 1:20, 
and it says: To amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal the cor-
porate income tax. Be it enacted by the 
Senate and House of Representatives of 
the United States of America and Con-
gress assembled. This Act may be cited 
as the ‘‘American Jobs Act of 2011.’’ It 
repeals the corporate income tax, re-
peals the alternative minimum tax, 
and there will be so many more people 
paying income tax, people will not be-
lieve the kind of money that will flow 
into the Federal Government, not that 
that’s a good thing, but we can at least 
pay down our debt if we’re responsible. 

b 1700 
I’m so excited that the Tea Party is 

getting fired up. I see people from all 
races, all walks of life in the Tea 
Party. The one thing they seem to 
have in common is they’re paying in-
come tax, and they’re tired of carrying 
half of the country on their backs. So 
this is a start, I believe—it is a jobs 
bill—and you will see jobs flood this 
country, and we’ll get on track. 

In the few minutes I have left, let me 
just tell you about a man that prob-
ably had the most influence on my life 
behind my father. His name was Sam 
Parker. There have been wonderful 
men in my life, women in my life, 
teachers in my life that affected me. 

Sam Parker was hired by the Mount 
Pleasant School Board in 1952 to be a 
coach and to teach history. He was the 
head coach of the Mount Pleasant Ti-
gers football team. In 2 years’ time, in 
1953, he had led them to being 
undefeated after the first nine games. 
He turned the program around. He was 
a devoted Christian, belonged to the 
Methodist church there, started teach-
ing Sunday school. His wife, Norween, 
was the librarian at the junior high. 

After nine games, we went to play 
Sulphur Springs, and people were say-
ing, This looks like the best team in 
3A, in Texas; they very well could win 
the State. They went to Sulphur 
Springs. Some team members told me 
it was their fault; they didn’t take it 
serious enough, and they lost by one 
touchdown. That was Friday night. 
Monday morning, the school board 
fired Sam Parker. 

Then he and his wife had a tough de-
cision. They believed that God had 
called them to Mount Pleasant to plant 
their roots, invest their lives, and 
change America from that small place. 
Well, he did the unthinkable. He stayed 
and taught American history after 
being fired as head football coach. 

And 7 years later, I met him in a 
park recreation program he put on for 
young kids in the public park down 
there each summer. I worked with him 
one summer as a teenager with the 
kids. He taught more kids how to play 
baseball in Mount Pleasant during 
those years than anybody else in town. 
He was my scoutmaster. He had a troop 
there. He was my scoutmaster through 
my becoming an Eagle Scout there at 
Mount Pleasant, and he taught me 
American history. He continued to 
teach Sunday school. 

The man that coached 2 years at 
Mount Pleasant High School changed 
Mount Pleasant in an incredible way. 
He was still alive in 1991. Before he 
died, they renamed the football field 
Sam Parker Field. He taught me Amer-
ican history. He served in World War 
II. He loved this country. His son was 
my best friend—is still a dear friend. 

Those are the kinds of people that 
have changed America. Those are the 
kinds of people who are the reason we 
have been blessed like we’ve been 
blessed, And if we don’t have more peo-
ple willing to put pettiness aside, goofy 

ideas that enrich their cronies, goofy 
ideas that increase power for some peo-
ple and get back to what made America 
great, we’re going to lose this country. 
As Ben Franklin said in 1787, we will 
become a byword down through future 
generations because we had the great-
est country ever given to mankind, and 
we became irresponsible and lost it. 

It’s time for major changes. 
With that, I yield back the balance of 

my time. 
f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FARENTHOLD). Pursuant to clause 12(a) 
of rule I, the Chair declares the House 
in recess subject to the call of the 
Chair. 

Accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 4 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair. 

f 

b 1841 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. FARENTHOLD) at 6 o’clock 
and 41 minutes p.m. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

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

Mr. CAPUANO (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today and September 15 on 
account of a death in the family. 

Mr. NADLER (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today and September 15 on 
account of a family emergency. 

Mr. BARLETTA (at the request of Mr. 
CANTOR) for today and the balance of 
the week on account of severe flooding 
in his district. 

Mrs. NOEM (at the request of Mr. CAN-
TOR) for September 12 until 2 p.m. and 
September 13 on account of family rea-
sons. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the House stands adjourned 
until 9 a.m. tomorrow. 

There was no objection. 
Accordingly (at 6 o’clock and 41 min-

utes p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, September 15, 2011, at 9 a.m. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

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

3094. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Change of Address for Re-
gion 1; Technical Correction [FRL-9449-3] re-
ceived August 3, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

3095. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
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