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Let me repeat that; 170 million Ameri-
cans support public broadcasting. Cut-
ting or eliminating Federal funding for
public broadcasting will have a severe
negative impact on local services and
economies in all 50 States.

Let me point out that public broad-
casting directly supports 21,000 jobs,
and almost all of them are in local pub-
lic radio stations in hundreds of com-
munities in America. Science-focused
programing at all age levels, from Sid
the Science Kid to NOVA, supports the
acquisition of 21st century problem-
solving science skills.

I could go on. It’s clear that public
broadcasting brings a dimension to
education that we see in no other mo-
dality available to us. I agree that re-
ducing spending is a priority, but it
must be achieved without resorting to
ideological slash-and-burn tactics that
will not allow us to facilitate a com-
promise with the Senate and White
House, which brings real reduction in
spending based upon the shared pain,
which we all understand is needed.
Thank you very much.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Thank you. As
only a dedicated volunteer of public
broadcasting could come forward with
that eloquence and the personal story,
I deeply appreciate it.

A couple of facts I think that ought
to be on the table. We are talking
about less than a half-cent per day per
American. We are dealing with organi-
zations that have amazing volunteer
support in each and every one of our
communities. And they take that half
cent a day and they leverage it. Each
dollar of Federal funding can leverage
$5, $6, $7 of local programming and ben-
efit.
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You said something, Congressman
OWENS, that I thought was very impor-
tant when you talked about the pro-
gramming. In fact, each of you men-
tioned it. This is the only medium that
is geared as programming for our chil-
dren in order to educate and enrich
them, not to sell them something. It’s
the only area that they have access to.

Mr. FARR. If the gentleman will
yield, I think what is also very impor-
tant is this is one government program
where there is no free lunch. It requires
a local match. It requires a contribu-
tion by the community, by volunteers.
It’s not a paid-for program without
raising the money in the local media,
as you know in your own station and
had to do every year in the volunteer
drive. When you think about it, you
don’t go out and match public vol-
unteerism to buy military equipment.
You don’t match with public vol-
unteerism practically any other thing
in American society. This is one budget
that really depends on the popularity
of the programming in order to get vol-
unteer support, volunteer contribu-
tions, and volunteer help in the stu-
dios.

Why would you cut out something
that the private sector and personal
commitment think is so important?
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Mr. CHANDLER. Boy, does our com-
munity volunteer. In all of our commu-
nities, I know we see an enormous
number of volunteers.

I appreciate what you just said, Mr.
FARR from California and Mr. OWENS
from New York. Thank you all for your
strong support over the years with this
and for pointing out the importance of
education. I mean, as we all have said,
this is the only public entity that edu-
cates us on television and radio on a
regular basis, and that is an incredibly
important thing.

The other thing that is so important
about it is it truly broadens our hori-
zons. It doesn’t narrow us like so much
of what we see on the television. It,
rather, broadens our way of thinking.
In what other place can you get that on
a regular basis in our culture? This is a
special American institution.

Mr. FARR. I would even say it de-
fines our civilization. When you think
of programs like StoryCorps, collecting
that information for the records and
keeping that part of our oral history of
America, it is absolutely essential that
our culture and our times and that our
moment in history and in the world be
maintained in the public sector where
there isn’t private ownership of it.

Mr. CHANDLER. It has always had
such bipartisan support.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Yes. This is the
first time there has been a bipartisan
effort, apparently. We’ve had efforts
before. When our Republican friends
took over, there were assaults on pub-
lic broadcasting, but there was ulti-
mately strong bipartisan support that
beat it back. At home, these 170 mil-
lion Americans, they aren’t just Demo-
crats or Republicans or Independents.
It is a broad spectrum of Americans
which relies on information that isn’t
pre-filtered for them. There are oppos-
ing views. We’ve all heard things on
public broadcasting that we don’t know
we agree with or we’ve heard things
that we never would have listened to in
other venues.

I don’t want us to close without turn-
ing back to our counsel and our volun-
teer and our spouse of a public broad-
casting member.

Mr. OWENS. In my conversations
that I've had the opportunity to have
over the last couple of days, clearly,
public broadcasting understands that
they are going to have to share the
pain with everyone else. It’s one thing
to cut somebody’s budget by 3 or 4 per-
cent. It’s another thing to eliminate
somebody’s budget. No one survives
when somebody’s budget is eliminated.
People survive and prosper when they
have to make up 3 or 4 percent. That’s
what I’'m urging our colleagues on the
other side of the aisle to really think
about it.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Thank you. I ap-
preciate that.

Any other final words?

Mr. FARR. Thank you for your lead-
ership. It is absolutely essential to
America’s well-being.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. We look forward
to continuing this conversation on the
floor of the House.
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There has been an exciting out-
pouring of support around the country
as people have been invited to look at
the facts and to share their opinions. I
know that this is making a difference
because every Member of Congress is
hearing from the men and women they
represent about the value of public
broadcasting, and if what they are
hearing is anything like what is com-
ing into my office, it is overwhelm-
ingly in the support of this vital pro-
gram and in urging us to do the right
thing.

I deeply appreciate my colleagues for
joining me this evening. I look forward
to continuing to spotlight this and to
working to make sure that, rather
than eliminate public broadcasting, we
work to strengthen it so that everyone
in America can benefit.

Thank you very much.

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, | come to the
floor this evening to protest the elimination of
funding to the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting (CPB).

The Republicans are proposing to eliminate
CPB’s federal funding going forward. Without
these funds, local stations would have to re-
duce or eliminate such valuable public pro-
gramming as Sesame Street, the NewsHour
and NOVA.

Every month, more than 170 million Ameri-
cans experience the benefits of public broad-
casting through 368 public television stations
and 934 public radio stations, several of which
are located in the Bay Area.

One example is San Francisco’s KQED,
which attracts more than 841,000 television
viewers each week. Employing 275 full-time
staff members and providing locally produced
news programming, KQED has an important
economic and cultural impact on the Bay Area
community.

From theater and ballet to music, thoughtful
public discourse, science an children’s pro-
gramming, the programming found on public
broadcasting has set a world standard.

Public broadcasting is the best definition of
educational television—it enriches our sense
of the world and educates us.

Over the years, the commercial market
strikes another image—reality TV; talking
heads shouting past each other; and inane
programming. If this is what some viewers
want—fine—shouldn’t we retain both?

We’ve done much work together to promote
and preserve CPB against those who want to
cut it out of the modern world of broadcast
technology These are tough economic times,
but what feeds the soul and informs our na-
tional intellect should be considered an impor-
tant national resource.

| urge my colleagues to come together on
both sides of the aisle and restore funding to
the Corporation for Public Broadcasting.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I yield back the
balance of my time.

———

THE BUDGET AND WHERE WE GO
FROM HERE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from New
Mexico (Mr. PEARCE) is recognized for
30 minutes.

Mr. PEARCE. I thank the Speaker
and welcome all of you to the discus-
sion tonight.



February 14, 2011

As everyone is talking about right
now, we are preparing to have a discus-
sion this week on the budget and where
we go from here. The continuing reso-
lution is last year’s spending. It was
not passed for the full year, so we are
now in the process of considering how
to fund the government and at what
levels through the rest of the year. So
I appreciate the opportunity to con-
sider why we are doing what we are
doing.

You would have to ask yourself ex-
actly what the basis is of all of the dis-
cussions that we are having on the
floor of the House. I'd like to make
things as simple as possible to under-
stand, so I will begin the discussion by
simply writing the big picture onto the
white board to my left.

The big picture is simply 3.5 and 2.2.
Now, 3.5 T is the amount that we spend
every year. 2.2 T is the revenue that
the government brings in.

If you were to go ahead and then do
the math on that, you would see that
we have an outflow of 1.3 greater than
the inflow. Actually, those numbers
have been revised. I'm not sure if it’s
because the inflow has dropped down or
if we are spending more, but the re-
vised figures show us that we have a
deficit of 1.5 T, $1.5 trillion, in this cur-
rent year. So we will put that number
up on the board in order to continue to
just get the big picture on where we
are.

This 1.5 T, $1.5 trillion, deficit that
we have I consider to be in a pipeline.
It’s a deficit this year, but at the point
at which we spend the money and we’ve
not taken in money to offset it, then it
becomes debt. I look at it like it’s a
pipeline running into a barrel. We’ll
just make a graphic here. We’ve got
the deficit pipeline full of $1.5 trillion
each year because we are spending
more than we bring in.

The barrel at the end of the pipeline
I just call the debt barrel. It’s, again,
fairly transparent. As the deficit rolls
into that barrel, it becomes debt,
which is accumulated and passed on to
the next generation. In rounding the
figures off, we see a debt right now of
about $15 trillion. We will put that
label on our barrel.

Basically, you have the picture of the
budget right here in front of you. We
are spending $3.5 trillion. We are bring-
ing in approximately $2.2 trillion. One
of those numbers is a little bit incor-
rect, so you’d say, well, it’s a $1.3 tril-
lion deficit. Instead, that has been re-
vised, and that deficit then is flowing
into the debt barrel of $15 trillion. So,
at the end of next year, if we continue
to spend and the proposals in front of
us now are still running a deficit of at
least 1.5, you can calculate that we will
have a debt accumulated of $16.5 tril-
lion.
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Now, everyone likes to make this
complex and it’s not that complex. It’s
very similar to the problems that
maybe you or I had when we were
growing up, but we began to use more,
to spend more than what we brought
in. Now, if that’s the case, then we go
about it by doing one of two things: We
either shrink the size of outflows, we
cut the spending; or we get a second
job or we get training in order that we
would get a promotion and we then
drive up our revenues.

So the discussion this week that
we’re having, the continuing resolution
is focused mainly on what do we do
about the outflows. The revenues to
the government, that requires more
people go to work, and so this problem
of the 2.2 is being accentuated by the
9% percent unemployment. So when
our citizens are antsy, they’re con-
cerned, they’re alarmed that the jobs
are just not happening, it is not only in
their lives that it’s a significant prob-
lem; it’s in the lives of our govern-
ment. Each one of our States is also,
with one or two exceptions, going
through this exact same problem.
They’re spending more than what
they’re bringing in in tax revenues.

Now, a government has one of three
different choices that they can make.
They can cut spending, they can in-
crease taxes, or they can grow the
economy. And growing the economy is
when you add more jobs. Each person
and their job will pay taxes, and that
incrementally increases the number on
the bottom so that we eventually get
them to balance.

But then a government can also do
one more thing, and that is to print
money, and that’s the quantitative eas-
ing that Mr. Bernanke has triggered
off. So the printing of money then has
its own downside. We won’t talk much
about that tonight. Although, it is
probably the most significant thing in
our business climate that we face, an
unstable dollar; that is, one where we
are printing more dollars and the value
begins to erode.

So people in their homes tonight
would be watching the price of vegeta-
bles go up. The price of gold has gone
up, the price of silver. Those don’t have
any more intrinsic value. In other
words, a vegetable a year ago in our
life would be consumed and would have
about the same value. The price of gold
hasn’t got any new manufacturing
techniques that would be pulling great
supplies off the market, driving a price
up through supply and demand. The
same thing with silver.

And, in fact, those prices are esca-
lating dramatically right now because
we have so many dollars because we’re
printing money. And, by the way, we
printed last year about $2.6 trillion,
more or less. So we have quantitatively
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eased. We have printed enough money
that we’re now seeing the prices go up
in our society.

Now, the inflation is in contrast to
what the government reports say, be-
cause the Federal Reserve would tell
you, quite frankly, that they see no
signs of inflation; it’s just that they
don’t consider the food and the energy
that we would have facing us.

So, again, returning to our main
board here, then we have a significant
chart that is available from both
CBO—that’s congressional—and from
the OMB—that’s White House. And so
we’ve got a significant chart, and the
chart basically looks like this, and the
chart simply comes up and then stops.
Now, this axis would be the years, so
that these would be prior years, and
now then future years extending out
ahead of us. On this level, we have the
dollars, and this represents our gross
income, our per capita income.

As you can see, throughout our his-
tory the income has been rising, rising,
so that you have made more in your
lives than your parents made, and your
parents made more than their parents,
all the way back to our founding. But
you also see right in this point, which
is occurring right about this period of
time, is that the curve begins to flat-
ten out and start down.

So when I ask in our town halls—and
we frequently ask the question, ‘‘Are
you living better than your parents
did?”’ and almost unanimously the an-
swer is “Yes.” But when I ask the sec-
ond question, ‘“‘Are your children going
to have better lives, better incomes
than you have had?” and almost 100
percent of the people say, ‘“No.” Well,
that’s actually playing out in the chart
right at this peak point here, and we’re
experiencing that as we speak.

Now, then the unsettling piece of this
chart is that it’s discontinuous; it
stops. The thing about charts is they
continue on through history. So we
start at the Founding Fathers here and
we come up, we come up, we’re topping
out, but then the chart stops. That is
2032 maybe, 2034, something out in that
range, and the economy simply stops.
The economy stops because of this and
because of that.

You could see with our $15 trillion
worth of debt that we could take every
dollar that’s coming into the U.S. Gov-
ernment right now, and it would take
us 6, 7 years to pay it off. That’s if we
did not spend any money and did not
have any more deficits. As you can see
from this year and next year, we’re
going to have significant deficits, and
so we could not, in fact, pay that off in
7 to 10 years. In fact, it is ongoing.

The last thing that we need to get to
have the big picture in front of us is
that I view that barrel of debt and then
I view that it is sitting on top of an aq-
uifer of debt underneath it. So I will
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simply draw that on the board at this
point.

Now we have the aquifer of debt, and
many people are saying that it’s about
$202 trillion. We could pay for almost
100 years and not pay the accumulated
obligations for Medicare, Medicaid, and
Social Security, and it’s that piece
which begins to make our economy fal-
ter and fail within the coming genera-
tion.

We saw this happen in the Soviet
Union. And so as we consider could it
happen here, well, yes, it could any-
where, and the U.S. is no exception to
anything. The rules of economics say
that everything that you spend, you
have to pay for, and if you don’t pay
for it, there is loss at some point, and
we have been living in the government
an economic lie. We have been fooling
ourselves, saying that we can continue
this process, and now we have reached
a point where it would be catastrophic
within the lives of many of the people
who are here in the U.S. today.

So what do we do? Do we cut the 3.5?
Or do we grow the 2.2? Now, this week
we’'re going to have many, many
amendments, and looking at it from
this lens, I heard my friends discussing
public broadcasting, and I agree with
them. There are many things about
public broadcasting that I like and the
programming, but the question is:
Should it be a government function
and should we be spending money for it
when it’s going to put your children
and grandchildren into deeper debt?
Should we be risking the failure of our
economy? And again, this is not STEVE
PEARCE. This is CBO and OMB. You can
go to either Web site and take a look
and find the chart of per capita in-
comes and just look at it. It’s there.

So, if we are risking that, looked at
through that lens, then we can ask our-
selves should the Corporation for Pub-
lic Broadcasting be funded, and that
answer will be given sometime this
week on the floor because there will be
an amendment. There will be some-
thing in the bill that says that we will
do just that. These are the hard choices
that we need to make now.

Let’s consider one other thing. The
President today submitted his budget
to us and he recommended that we
have $1 trillion over 10 years, maybe
$1.1 trillion. How does $1 trillion—it
sounds like a big budget cut. Oh, we’re
really going to cut the budget a lot, $1
trillion. Keep in mind, that’s for a 10-
year period, and so simply divide $1
trillion by 10 and you get about $100
billion. If we cut $100 billion out of this
budget, we change this number from 3.5
to 3.4. That’s what $100 billion means.

And when the Republicans are ac-
cused that we’re going to slash budgets
and we’re going to really create tur-
moil in the budgetary process, Repub-
licans are saying basically that we’re
going to cut $100 billion, also, from 3.5
to 3.4.

Now, you can do the math fairly eas-
ily. If you cut $100 billion, the deficit is
going to lower from 1.5 to 1.4. Now,
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that’s not going to significantly affect
our debt barrel, nor the debt aquifer
that we face. Both are looming prob-
lems that simply OMB and CBO tell us
break the system.
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Now I do not believe that our system
is going to break because I think the
American people are going to insist
that we begin to do forensic audits of
our government to find the efficiencies,
to find the better ways of doing things.
A forensic audit would, for instance,
ask, Are the duplications in the budg-
et? Do we have multiple offices doing
the same thing? And the answer is, ab-
solutely we have offices doing the same
thing; that, in fact, sometimes we have
70 and 80 offices. We are paying an
overhead in every single office. I think
that what we’re going to have to do is
to find those duplications, and we sim-
ply roll them into one office to where
we’re not multiplying the number of
government salaries. Because every
government salary creates, in its life-
time, about $4 million toward this. You
simply multiple the number of govern-
ment workers by about $4 million in its
life. It’s actually a little bit more. But
that is their benefits, their pay, and ev-
erything associated with them.

But I tell my friends, as Republicans,
Yes, I'm wholeheartedly in favor of
cutting the 3.5. That we must do. And
I believe that we should have the foren-
sic audit of our government in order to
wring out the inefficiencies. The fraud
alone in Medicare is almost 0.1 percent
in this equation. The fraud in Medicaid
is 0.06 percent. So you can see that
they are significant numbers.

But none of the cost-cutting that
we’'re doing is actually going to bal-
ance the equation. If we intend for our
Republic to survive, we must begin to
grow our economy. We must increase
the number of jobs. That creates a pop-
ulation that is more content with their
welfare, with their prosperity, with
their ability to pay their bills every
month, but it also begins to cure our
budget problems.

Now if we’re going to talk about cre-
ating jobs, we have to understand the
greatest threat to job creation. The
greatest threat to job creation is un-
certainty. If you, as an individual with-
out owning a company, are uncertain
about what you’re going to make in
the stock market. If you see different
stocks, and you’re afraid that the
stocks are not going to make you
money, then you pull your money out
of the stock market because of the un-
certainty. Right now we have a lot of
the money that came out in the last 2
yvears flowing back into the stock mar-
ket, driving the prices back up. We're
seeing that companies are actually
posting profits higher than what they
intended and higher in the past years.
So there’s a mood of certainty among
those people who are investing stocks,
and money is coming back to the stock
market. The uncertainty drove it out.

Well, the same thing happens in busi-
nesses. If a business owner is certain
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that he’s going to make new invest-
ments—right now if you have cash in
the bank, it’s less than 1 percent. You
probably get one-quarter of 1 percent
each year for cash. The best thing to do
with cash is to invest it in creating
jobs. And President Obama, about 3 or
4 months ago, really hit the business
community, and he reminded them
here a week or so ago when he spoke to
the U.S. Chamber, You have a moral
obligation to invest and create jobs.
Well, the government has the moral ob-
ligation to give certainty through
taxes and regulation.

And that’s the great rub here. We
have regulated and taxed many of our
corporations offshore. I know we have
discussions every day about those com-
panies that are taking tax breaks, and
they’re evil, and taking the jobs some-
where else. The truth is, President
Obama mentioned it in his State of the
Union, that we have the highest cor-
porate tax rate in the world—one of the
two, and I think that Japan just re-
cently lowered theirs, leaving us there.
So we are taxing our companies into
uncompetitiveness. They’re not com-
petitive because of that piece of their
cost structure. Ireland addressed this
15 or 20 years ago. They lowered their
corporate tax rate from 36 percent,
which ours is, to 12 percent, and com-
panies began to flock into Ireland. In
the succeeding years, Ireland began to
raise its corporate tax rates so now
companies are flocking out of Ireland.
It’s that simple. Higher taxes kill jobs.
Lower taxes create jobs. I'm not saying
we should not have taxes, but I do say
that tax policy, increasing taxes, that
kind of tax policy, will create stagna-
tion and no job growth.

But the second thing that causes that
is regulation. Companies do not want
to put money into investments where
they don’t think they’re going to get a
return. They cannot get a return some-
times because they’re simply regulated
out of business. For instance, consider
the farmers in the San Joaquin Valley.
Those were businesses. Those busi-
nesses were making money. They were
paying the banks. They were buying
land, and they’re employing people.
They’re buying fertilizer.

But the silvery minnow, a 2-inch
minnow that we would all want to keep
alive, got all of the water in the San
Joaquin River. A judge declared that
we are going to regulate the water
away from people and to the minnow.
So 27,000 farmers in the San Joaquin
Valley lost their jobs. Now, then, those
people are not making the payments on
their land. They’re not able to feed
their families. So instead of being pro-
ductive members of society, they have
now scooted to the top end of the equa-
tion, which is the second poisonous
thing we deal with in this, is that when
we Kill jobs through taxation and regu-
lation policies, we actually transfer
more cost to the top of the equation.
And that’s the reason we’re in such im-
balance. A 9.5 percent rate of unem-
ployment means that we are going to
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have more people on welfare,
stamps, more people on assistance.

I think we have a moral obligation to
begin to fix the job situation in the
country, and we do that by finding the
balance point in regulations. I do not
want to see the minnow go extinct, but
neither do I want to see our jobs go ex-
tinct. We have killed industries in this
country in the name of regulation. The
spotted owl was simply a regulation
that was put into effect in our national
forest. And in New Mexico alone, we
lost 20,000 jobs because of the spotted
owl regulation. I don’t think we should
stand by and watch the spotted owl be-
come extinct, but neither do I think
that we should have given up those
jobs, and those jobs have gone to Can-
ada. Now I love the Canadians, but I
would rather have the jobs here and be
using U.S. timber.

In the meantime, when we stopped
cutting timber, then we started seeing
massive forest fires because of the
buildup of fuel in our forests. An addi-
tional problem has been found in the
West where the trees use up all the
water. They transpire it. Formerly
what was happening was that New
Mexico, with its arid climate, had
fewer trees per acre—maybe 50, maybe
100. Now we have got 2,5600. The trees
were crowding the grass out. The grass
is on the slopes. The water can’t run
through grass as easily as it can across
the bare ground. So now with no grass,
the water is rushing into the streams
down at the bottom of the mountain. It
used to be that the grass slowed it
down, and it had a chance to percolate
in and recharge the aquifers. So we are
finding many of our mountain commu-
nities now starved for water. So not
only have we lost the jobs, not only
have we put people on welfare and driv-
en up the cost of government, we are
also creating resource shortages
throughout the West, and we abso-
lutely must begin to deal with all of
this.

If we are to look again at another in-
dustry that we have simply dismantled
or are in the process of dismantling, I
would look offshore in Louisiana. My
wife and I made a career in repairing
oil wells, and so we understand the
processes that happened offshore. We
understand the decisions that were
made. I think BP should be account-
able, and they’re being held account-
able. They are actually paying the bills
on the cleanup, and that’s set in law
and is actually happening right now.
But I do not think that we should have
taken 100,000 jobs. Those are jobs off-
shore that were making well into the
six figures. High taxes were being paid
to the government because people were
making good money. It’s dangerous
work. It’s hard work, many hours. And
yet we took probably 100,000 jobs from
the Louisiana/Texas economy, and we
have moved it now to a cost for the
government. If we would begin to cre-
ate the jobs again, if we would go back
and rebuild the industries, the greatest
solution for our budget crisis is that.

food
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Grow the number on the bottom, and
as we create jobs, we pool costs from
the top end of the equation.

My friends, I don’t believe that it is
among our choices to not get our fiscal
house in order. If we raise taxes in
order to increase this, which many peo-
ple suggest, we are going to kill jobs,
and we get a wash—maybe no increase,
maybe even a decrease. If we will set
about curing the imbalance in our tax
rate for our U.S. corporations, I think
then that job growth would become ex-
plosive if we would also find the pen-
dulum, bring the pendulum to the mid-
dle of the equation where we can pro-
tect species, protect the environment,
protect the workers, and at the same
time, create jobs.
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I think Americans are hungry for us
to begin to solve the problems in that
fashion, rather than the partisan divide
that says, no, we can’t create jobs, and
those jobs shouldn’t be here. I think
that Americans are going to insist that
we do what it takes to bring back the
manufacturing jobs, those good career
jobs, not just a job, but a career. That’s
what people are hungry for. They
would like to be able to plan their life,
to plan for retirement, to plan for col-
lege for their kids, to pay off a house,
to build a nest egg. That’s what Ameri-
cans are hungry for, and it is not pos-
sible in the environment that we have
right now.

When we kill job growth, we kill op-
portunity. When we kill job growth, we
kill prosperity. And I think Americans
are hungry for the prosperity. They’re
hungry for a forensic audit of our gov-
ernment that begins to say, why does it
take $3.5 trillion to run the govern-
ment?

Every person sees things every day
that our government does that don’t
make sense, that cost too much and, in
the end, kill our jobs and drive them
overseas.

Now, people would ask, well, that’s
not possible and it’s going to take too
long. First of all, is it possible? Yes, if
we establish 3.5 percent rate of growth,
then these numbers begin to balance
up, and we begin to cure the budget
shortfalls, both for every State and for
the entire Nation. A 3.5 percent rate of
growth, then you would ask, is that
possible? As a country, we have aver-
aged a 3.5 percent rate of growth over
the last 75 years. It is extremely pos-
sible. So let us take on the hard tasks
of finding the savings in the budget, in-
creasing our job growth, and we’re
going to find the solutions to the eco-
nomic woes that threaten our entire
society, that threaten our entire econ-
omy.

We have many people who question,
can we cut the government? Can we cut
the size of government right now with
unemployment? It’s going to drive un-
employment too high; that we should
not be laying off a single Federal work-
er.

New Zealand came upon that ques-
tion a decade or two ago. New Zealand
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began to ask themselves the same
question. Why is our economy slug-
gish? New Zealand was in the bottom
third of the world’s economies. They
said, we’re a developed country. We
have smart people. We have hard-
working people. Why aren’t we in the
top third?

New Zealand’s conclusion is that
they had too many non-government
functions inside the government. And
so they took one agency and set about
to cut the nonessential government
jobs, just to cut them, without regard
to what it’s going to do to unemploy-
ment or any other question.

In the Department of Labor, that’s
the one that took it on, and I have vis-
ited with the guy who actually did
this. They cut from approximately
63,000 employees down to one employee.
He actually said, I could have cut my-
self, but I had to go home that night
and face my wife.

And, by the way, I should wish my
wife Happy Valentines Day. She is in
New Mexico and I'm here. And also my
mom, two special, special women in my
life.

But he said he could not go home and
face his wife if he had cut his own job.
So, from 63,000 down to one.

Now, to people who worry can we cut
jobs from the government without it
affecting the unemployment, what hap-
pened in New Zealand would happen
here. They jumped from the bottom
third of the world’s economies to the
top third. That’s because the people
that they laid off from government
went outside, those functions
transitioned outside the government
and they began to be done at higher
pay, with more efficiency and with
more purpose. And so actually, the tre-
mendous increase in their relative po-
sition worldwide jumped from the bot-
tom third to the top third, was the off-
shoot. And I think that we would see
the same thing happen in our economy.

Now, again, to whether we should
have taxes, increase taxes or decrease
taxes, does it work, does it not work.
Back in 2003, we gave the tax cuts
under President Bush, and I was here
at that point and voted for those tax
cuts. When we cut the taxes, the
growth rate was not 3% percent. It was
actually about 14 percent rate of
growth. Within 30 days, the economy
began to boom up so that it finally got
to 8% rate of growth—from 1va to 8%.
Now, there was pent up demand and so
people were buying new equipment and
buying things in kind of a surge, so
that 8% finally moderated down to 5%,
then down to 4, and 4% and finally
down to 3%, which again is all we need
to fix the situation. It is not that com-
plex. The picture is not that complex.
People try to make it so here in Wash-
ington because they love to spend your
money. But the truth is the con-
sequences are now on us. The truth is
that we are facing catastrophic eco-
nomic failures and inflation if we do
not begin to pay attention to the fun-
damentals that are in play in front of
us.
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So as we approach this week, the idea
that we can only cut $100 billion is one
that we should all question. We know
there are greater inefficiencies. I'm
going to propose a series of amend-
ments that would cut even more; cut
functions that I think could be de-
layed. We’re going to suggest that the
government maybe shouldn’t be build-
ing a lot of projects, a lot of buildings
right now. Surely we can take a mora-
torium on that for a year or maybe
two. In the interest of future genera-
tions, don’t we think that that’s a sac-
rifice that we should make? So these
are the issues that face us this week.

Mr. Speaker, I would conclude by
saying that I think that it’s achiev-
able. The solutions are right at hand.
We just have to have the will to create
jobs and cut the size of the budget.

———

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 1, FULL-YEAR CONTINUING
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2011, AND
WAIVING REQUIREMENT OF
CLAUSE 6(a) OF RULE XIII WITH
RESPECT TO CONSIDERATION OF
CERTAIN RESOLUTIONS

Mr. WOODALL, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 112-13) on the resolution (H.
Res. 92) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 1) making appropriations
for the Department of Defense and the
other departments and agencies of the
Government for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2011, and for other pur-
poses, and waiving a requirement of
clause 6(a) of rule XIII with respect to
consideration of certain resolutions re-
ported from the Committee on Rules,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

———

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

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

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois (at the request
of Ms. PELOSI) for today.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana (at the re-
quest of Mr. CANTOR) for today on ac-
count of a family emergency.

Mr. CULBERSON (at the request of Mr.
CANTOR) for today on account of ill-
ness.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida (at the request
of Mr. CANTOR) for today on account of
the birth of a grandson.

———

PUBLICATION OF COMMITTEE
RULES

RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND
THE WORKFORCE FOR THE 112TH CONGRESS

FEBRUARY 11, 2011.
Hon. KAREN L. HAAS,
Clerk of the House, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR Ms. HAAS: Pursuant to clause 2(a) of
Rule XI of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives, I hereby submit for publication
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD the Rules of
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force for the 112th Congress, as adopted by
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the Committee in open session on January
25, 2011.
Please contact my Chief Clerk, Linda Ste-
vens, if you have any questions.
Sincerely,
JOHN KLINE,
Chairman.

RULE 1. REGULAR, ADDITIONAL, AND SPECIAL
MEETINGS

(a) Regular meetings of the Committee
shall be held on the second Wednesday of
each month at 10:00 a.m., while the House is
in session. When the Chair determines that
the Committee will not consider any bill or
resolution before the Committee and that
there is no other business to be transacted at
a regular meeting, he or she will give each
member of the Committee, as far in advance
of the day of the regular meeting as the cir-
cumstances make practicable, written notice
to that effect, and no regular Committee
meeting shall be held on that day.

(b) The Chair may call and convene, as he
or she considers necessary, additional meet-
ings of the Committee for the consideration
of any bill or resolution pending before the
Committee or for the conduct of other Com-
mittee business.

(c) If at least three members of the Com-
mittee desire that a special meeting of the
Committee be called by the Chair, those
members may file in the offices of the Com-
mittee their written request to the Chair for
that special meeting. Immediately upon the
filing of the request, the staff director of the
Committee shall notify the Chair of the fil-
ing of the request. If, within three calendar
days after the filing of the request, the Chair
does not call the requested special meeting
to be held within seven calendar days after
the filing of the request, a majority of the
members of the Committee may file in the
offices of the Committee their written notice
that a special meeting of the Committee will
be held, specifying the date and hour thereof,
and the measure or matter to be considered
at that special meeting. Immediately upon
the filing of the notice, the staff director of
the Committee shall notify all members of
the Committee that such meeting will be
held and inform them of its date and hour
and the measure or matter to be considered.
The Committee shall meet on that date and
hour and only the measure or matter speci-
fied in that notice may be considered at that
special meeting.

(d) Legislative meetings of the Committee
and its subcommittees shall be open to the
public, including radio, television, and still
photography coverage, unless such meetings
are closed pursuant to the requirements of
the Rules of the House of Representatives.
No business meeting of the Committee, other
than regularly scheduled meetings, may be
held without each member being given rea-
sonable notice.

(e) The Chair of the Committee or of a sub-
committee, as appropriate, shall preside at
meetings or hearings. In the absence of the
Chair of the Committee or of a sub-
committee, members shall preside as pro-
vided in clause 2(d) of Rule XI of the Rules of
the House of Representatives. No person
other than a Member of Congress or Congres-
sional staff may walk in, stand in, or be seat-
ed at the rostrum area during a meeting or
hearing of the Committee or subcommittee
unless authorized by the Chair.

RULE 2. STANDING SUBCOMMITTEES AND
JURISDICTION

(a) There shall be four standing sub-
committees. In addition to conducting over-
sight in the area of their respective jurisdic-
tions as required in clause 2 of Rule X of the
Rules of the House of Representatives, each
subcommittee shall have the following juris-
diction:
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Subcommittee on Early Childhood, Elemen-
tary, and Secondary Education.—Education
from early learning through the high school
level including, but not limited to, elemen-
tary and secondary education, special edu-
cation, homeless education, and migrant
education; overseas dependent schools; ca-
reer and technical education; school safety
and alcohol and drug abuse prevention;
school lunch and child nutrition programs;
educational research and improvement in-
cluding the Institute of Education Sciences;
environmental education; pre-service and in-
service teacher professional development in-
cluding Title II of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act and Title II of the
Higher Education Act; early care and edu-
cation programs including the Head Start
Act and the Child Care and Development
Block Grant Act; adolescent development
and training programs including, but not
limited to, those providing for the care and
treatment of certain at-risk youth including
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act and the Runaway and Homeless
Youth Act; and all matters dealing with
child abuse and domestic violence including
the Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment
Act and child adoption.

Subcommittee on Higher Education and Work-
force Training.—Education and training be-
yond the high school level including, but not
limited to, higher education generally, post-
secondary student assistance and employ-
ment services, and the Higher Education
Act; Title IX of the Education Amendments
of 1972; all domestic volunteer programs; all
programs related to the arts and humanities,
museum and library services, and arts and
artifacts indemnity; postsecondary career
and technical education, apprenticeship pro-
grams, and job training including the Work-
force Investment Act, vocational rehabilita-
tion, and training programs from immigra-
tion funding; science and technology pro-
grams; adult basic education (family 1lit-
eracy); all welfare reform programs includ-
ing work incentive programs and welfare-to-
work requirements; poverty programs in-
cluding the Community Services Block
Grant Act and the Low Income Home Energy
Assistance Program (LIHEAP); the Native
American Programs Act; the Institute of
Peace; and all matters dealing with pro-
grams and services for the elderly including
nutrition programs and the Older Americans
Act.

Subcommittee on Workforce Protections.—
Wages and hours of workers including, but
not limited to, the Davis-Bacon Act, the
Walsh-Healey Act, the Service Contract Act,
and the Fair Labor Standards Act; workers’
compensation including the Federal Employ-
ees’ Compensation Act, the Longshore and
Harbor Workers’ Compensation Act, and the
Black Lung Benefits Act; the Migrant and
Seasonal Agricultural Worker Protection
Act; the Family and Medical Leave Act; the
Worker Adjustment and Retraining Notifica-
tion Act; the Employee Polygraph Protec-
tion Act of 1988; trade and immigration
issues as they impact employers and work-
ers; and workers’ safety and health includ-
ing, but not limited to, occupational safety
and health, mine safety and health, and mi-
grant and agricultural worker safety and
health.

Subcommittee on Health, Employment, Labor,
and Pensions.—All matters dealing with rela-
tionships between employers and employees
including, but not limited to, the National
Labor Relations Act, the Labor-Management
Relations Act, and the Labor-Management
Reporting and Disclosure Act; the Bureau of
Labor Statistics; employment-related health
and retirement security including pension,
health, and other employee benefits and the
Employee Retirement Income Security Act
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