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storage dungeon somewhere never to be 
seen again unless there was some type 
of litigation or regulation enforcement 
against me, in which case then I was 
confident that they would go dig it up 
out of the dungeon and pull up that pa-
perwork to see if I dotted the i’s and 
crossed the t’s. But what good did it 
do? What good did most of that regula-
tion do if it simply was going to go off 
somewhere to go into storage so if, God 
forbid we had an accident on the job 
site and OSHA would come in, they 
would want to make sure that I had all 
of my regulations in place? But that 
wouldn’t make us more safe, the paper-
work would not. 

I made a comment here in the Judici-
ary Committee a month or so ago that 
of all of these regulations that we have 
to comply with, if you look across 
America, there are some really good 
companies in this country. Of all of 
them, thousands and thousands of com-
panies in America, hundreds of thou-
sands—actually, millions of companies 
in America altogether. They advertise 
everything under the sun that you can 
imagine. They have banners on their 
Web site. They will tell you that they 
are the best or first at—you name any-
thing it is you want. Put it in the 
Google search. You’ll find an American 
company that will provide it for you, 
and they’ll advertise their quality. 
They’ll advertise their personnel. 
They’ll advertise the efficiency and the 
cost. It will go on and on and on. But 
there isn’t a single company in Amer-
ica, not one, Mr. Speaker, that has a 
little banner on their Web site that 
says, ‘‘We are in compliance with all 
Federal regulations.’’ Not one single 
company takes that position, and I’ll 
tell you why: because they know if 
they ever advertise that they are in 
compliance, there would be a Federal 
bureaucrat that represented an agency, 
or two or more, or up to 682, according 
to the Constitution Daily Web site, 
Federal agencies—and those are sub-
departments and divisions, regulatory 
entities, 682 of them, and this count is 
about 5 years old, by the way—that can 
levy sanction actions against American 
businesses. 

And so the number one fear I had 
was: Can I comply with all of these reg-
ulations? Can I identify them? Can I 
comply with them? And what do I do 
about the conflicting regulations 
where, if you meet one regulation, the 
other regulation contradicts it? You’re 
bound to be in violation. 

So today there isn’t a single com-
pany in America that advertises that 
they are in compliance with all Federal 
regulations. And if they did, I think we 
should give them the Doo Dah of the 
Year Award for that because they 
would be surrounded by bureaucrats, 
Federal regulators that are in there to 
inspect, to make sure that they are 
completely in compliance. 

And, by the way, they have to justify 
their job. So I would predict that any 
company that would announce that 
they are in compliance with all Federal 

regulations probably wouldn’t survive 
beyond about 18 months before they 
went into bankruptcy because they 
would be tied up in knots and tied 
down and they couldn’t produce those 
goods and services that have a market-
able value. 

Now, there is a tradeoff on this al-
ways, and it doesn’t mean that we 
should not have wise regulations. Yes, 
we should. But they need to keep in 
mind the regulatory burden of those 
rules and what it does to slow down 
production. 

Now, I’ve said goods and services 
that have a marketable valuable both 
domestically and abroad. That means, 
if you run a company, you want to go 
to work every day, and you look 
around, what do we do? We produce a 
product. We manufacture and market a 
widget. And you want to do that as ef-
ficiently as possible. So if you put 100 
people out there on the factory floor to 
manufacture widgets, and it doesn’t 
take but one person to run payroll and 
answer mail, you’re in pretty good 
shape. You’ve got one of those 100 peo-
ple that’s tied up doing administrative 
duties, that’s pretty good efficiency. 
That’s 99 percent producing that prod-
uct, that number one, grade A widget 
that you’re manufacturing and perhaps 
invented. 

But as soon as a bureaucrat comes 
along and says, Wait a minute. You 
have to have somebody here that’s doc-
umenting—let’s say the water that’s 
coming in, the electricity that’s com-
ing in, the sewage that’s going out. 
You have to have safety inspectors and 
you have to have safety meetings, so 
that once a week you line everybody up 
and spend 15 to 30 minutes telling them 
what they need to do, which is safe. 
Not a bad idea, but when the govern-
ment calls for that, they put more on 
your overhead and they’ve shut down 
the production of that entire plant for 
that period of time that they prescribe. 

And the other regulations that come 
along in our construction businesses, 
the Federal Government saying, let’s 
see, you have to pay the Federal Gov-
ernment scale for your equipment oper-
ators on construction projects, Davis- 
Bacon wage scale. That really means 
union-imposed scale on those projects. 
And it might change the wages. In the 
past, I’ve seen them double or be cut in 
half, depending which direction you’re 
going. Just going across the highway, 
you go into a different division and it’s 
a whole different wage scale. The guy 
running the shovel gets a different 
wage than the guy that’s running the 
grease gun, different from the guy 
that’s running the machine that’s 
being greased or having the track 
scooped out on it. And I have to keep 
track of all of that and do what the 
government tells me, which means not 
just is it costly to keep track of it all, 
but it consumes the efficiency on the 
project. It makes it difficult, if not im-
possible. 

Mrs. ELLMERS. I thank the gen-
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. Speaker, I just want to take the 
opportunity to say in closing that, as a 
small business owner with my husband 
back in Dunn, North Carolina, with our 
surgical practice, that we have faced 
exactly what my colleague is talking 
about, these excessive regulations that 
have continued through the years. 

We are at a point now where we are 
seeing our fellow colleagues back home 
with medical practices closing their 
doors, being bought out by hospitals 
because they just cannot and know 
they will not be able to adhere to the 
mandates coming forward with the 
health care bill and all of the uncer-
tainty with the doc fix, SGR, all of 
those wonderful things. 

Mr. Speaker, we must act now. We 
can turn this economy around by act-
ing on these regulations, by passing 
these regulatory decreases for our busi-
nesses so that, there again, our job cre-
ators can do what they do best, rein-
vesting in this country and being the 
job creators that they are. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

f 

AMERICAN EXCEPTIONALISM 

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

Mr. KING of Iowa. Thank you, Mr. 
Speaker. I appreciate that recognition, 
and I appreciate the input that has 
come from the gentlelady from North 
Carolina. I came down here to change 
the subject, but I wanted to speak 
about regulation, and I’ll just wrap up 
those thoughts that I had before the 
clock ticked down and take it over to 
this. 

As I emerged into the construction 
business that I identified, I found my-
self doing seminars with other people 
of the same profession around the five- 
State area in the upper Midwest with 
our trade association, the Land Im-
provement Contractors of America. In 
that five-State area as I traveled 
around and held those seminars, I 
began to ask the questions of self-em-
ployed people. Most of them had start-
ed the business themselves, and they 
were employers doing this in the kind 
of way that we need to encourage more 
Americans to do rather than discour-
age them with regulation. 

I began to ask them, How many agen-
cies regulate your trade? As I asked 
that question, there might be 60 to 70 
contractors in a room, and we would 
begin to write down the names of those 
agencies. And, yes, some of them were 
divisions within the agencies. You can 
start with the IRS and the EPA and 
you go on and on and on. OSHA, the 
mine regulators. It continues on. But 
we came to this number of our little 
narrow trade group, 43 different agen-
cies that regulate us. And we needed to 
know the regulations from 43 different 
agencies. We needed to be able to an-
ticipate how they would interpret 
those regulations and how they would 
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enforce them, and then you also had to 
calculate, when they contradicted one 
another, what the likelihood would be 
of one entity showing up, one agency 
to regulate you versus another. 

b 1910 

If they had conflicting regulations, 
then you ran your operation to try to 
comply with the one that’s most likely 
to show up to regulate in contradiction 
with the other. That goes on in Amer-
ica every single day. There are floors 
and floors of lawyers and administra-
tive experts whose job it is to try to 
keep those companies from avoiding 
the conflict that comes from Federal 
regulations and, of course, our State 
regulations that are part of that as 
well. 

It is a great frustration to enter into 
a business wanting just to provide that 
good or that service and do it with in a 
marketable, competitive way; to have 
a margin of profit and control your 
destiny and raise your family and do 
those things that are acting out the 
American Dream, and find out that a 
lot of your life is really just tied up in 
meeting with government regulations 
and serving this Congress and dealing 
with so many people that can control 
the destiny of some 300 million Ameri-
cans, who have never signed the front 
of a paycheck, who have no idea what 
it’s like to not maybe have any capital 
and go out and build a little bit with 
some sweat equity and take that little 
bit of capital and roll it and invest it, 
and after a while find enough margin 
out there and enough customers that 
you’re compelled to hire a person to 
help you. 

Now there’s two people working 
there instead of one. And then you 
multiply that again and you take some 
more sweat and your little bit of eq-
uity and now you get to double up the 
equity and now you get to have an-
other employee and another. While 
that’s going on, you’re building a cap-
ital base that bridges you through the 
hard times. 

And the attitude, especially over on 
this side of the aisle, is an attitude 
that employers somehow are victim-
izers of the proletariats. Ladies and 
gentlemen, Mr. Speaker, I would say to 
you that those folks here in this Con-
gress—and most of them are over on 
the liberal side of this aisle—believe 
that employers are victimizers and 
that employees have a certain virtue to 
them. I’ll just say that we have good 
and evil in all of us. But the people who 
risk their capital and many times put 
everything they have on the line and 
help stand to lose it all if it doesn’t 
work, they’re not taking advantage of 
the employees. They’re giving the em-
ployees a job. 

Republicans over on this side, we say: 
jobs, jobs, jobs. Well, yes, we want 
those jobs. I don’t believe that govern-
ment creates the jobs. I think we 
should stop saying we need to create 
jobs. We don’t. We need to get govern-
ment out of the way so that investors 

can see an opportunity for profit. And 
if they see that opportunity for profit, 
they won’t just invest their capital or 
their sweat; they will produce the kind 
of jobs out there that will sustain peo-
ple in a market economy. 

That’s what needs to happen because, 
first, there have to come profits. You 
can’t pay payroll very long if you don’t 
have profits, which means that you’re 
not going to have jobs unless people 
make money. So what do we do in this 
Congress? You people over here, you 
want to punish those people that are 
making money. On this side of the 
aisle, we don’t want to call those peo-
ple that are punishing the people that 
are seeking a profit because we’re say-
ing we want jobs. 

We should all say we want to see 
profit in these companies so that that 
profit gets reinvested and more people 
have an opportunity to go to work and 
receive a paycheck and perhaps a raise 
and a better benefits package. And 
maybe, if that profit gets so great in 
those companies, they’ll spin off of 
there and the people that learn the 
business going to work for the boss end 
up in competition against the boss. 
That’s another thing that is the Amer-
ican way. 

These kinds of things need to happen 
organically over and over again in 
America millions of times. And if they 
don’t happen, then this country de-
volves itself down into a European- 
style social democracy. it’s hard for me 
to even say those words and think of 
America in that fashion. We’ve moved 
in that fashion dramatically. 

Mr. Speaker, the President of the 
United States doesn’t believe in these 
things that I have described that I 
think are good. He’s advocated this 
Keynesian economy on steroids. He’s 
advocated for spending trillions of dol-
lars, borrowing it. About half of that 
money, by the way, is borrowed from 
the investors in America, who believe 
that U.S. Treasury bills are the safest 
place to put their money. 

And actually it may be if you’re 
going to talk about global currency, 
the other currency has gotten unsta-
ble, too. The euro is in a very unstable, 
unbalanced condition right now. They 
have spent money in the European 
Union—money that they didn’t have. 
They have built a government bureauc-
racy much heavier than needed to be. 

I’ve twice been to Greece this year, 
and they have their head in the sand, 
in my opinion. They believe that they 
are the first of a multiple dominos in 
the EU and that they’re only 2 percent 
of the GDP of the European Union, and 
if they’re not bailed out by the EU— 
and that means, yes, loan guarantees, 
but it gets down to debt forgiveness at 
a certain point—if they’re not bailed 
out at a certain point, if they default, 
then they will move away from the 
euro, the currency, and pick up the 
drachma again and print their money 
back in Greece a second time, or again. 

If that happens, they think the euro 
becomes less stable if the Greeks aren’t 

involved in it. They argue that they’re 
a domino. So if they’re not held up, 
propped up by the rest of Europe, then 
they’ll fall as a domino. And if that 
happens, the euro will start to tumble. 
By the way, their domino will clip 
Italy, Portugal, Spain, Ireland, Bel-
gium, name your country over there. 

Well, it may or may not be true. It’s 
hard to look at Greece and argue that 
they are a domino, and if they fall, 
that they’ll necessarily hit one of those 
other unstable countries that will also 
fall into one and the other and the 
other. And it will start this cascading 
effect through the dominos of those un-
stable countries in Europe might not 
be true. It might be true that Greece 
could have a firewall built around it; 
and if they default, they default. And 
they’d have to rebuild their country 
from bottom up, inside out, back to 
production again. 

I hope that this doesn’t happen in 
Greece. I hope that there’s a stable eco-
nomic environment that grows out of 
Europe. We’re tied to them financially 
with hundreds of billions of dollars in-
vested over into the European banks. If 
they should fail, then it hurts us badly. 

We’re also highly leveraged in this 
country. The comparison of us to 
Greece is one that is considerably dis-
turbing. There is a good side to a po-
tential Greek default, and that would 
be that it would give this Congress a 
lesson for what America needs to do to 
avoid a similar calamity. I would like 
to see us steer our way out of this, but 
we’re here having a debate in this Con-
gress about minutiae in proportion to 
the scope of the problem that we are 
in. 

We came into this new Congress with 
a new Speaker, JOHN BOEHNER. We have 
an opportunity with 87 new freshman 
Republicans that came here. Most of 
them pledged not to raise the debt ceil-
ing. Most of them pledged to bring us 
back to fiscal responsibility and fiscal 
accountability. They all believe that to 
this day. I don’t think they’ve lost 
their beliefs. But along the way there 
were a lot of big decisions that needed 
to be made without time to analyze. 
And so what happened? 

I said the first thing we needed to do 
was repeal ObamaCare, repeal 
ObamaCare, repeal ObamaCare. I can’t 
say it enough. We need to repeal 
ObamaCare if we’re going to have a 
country that will function and operate 
economically again. It drives us so 
deeply into debt that just removing a 
couple of those components of 
ObamaCare, according to DENNY REH-
BERG, the chairman of the HHH Appro-
priations Committee—Health and 
Human Services Appropriations Com-
mittee—it would cut our spending over 
the next decade by $1.379 trillion. It 
would solve the whole problem of the 
supercommittee, that $1.379 trillion cut 
that comes just from ending the expan-
sion into Medicaid. By the way, the 
CLASS Act was going to go anyway. 
The administration admitted that they 
couldn’t sustain that component. 
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One other component in ObamaCare 

was the individual premium subsidy for 
those who were compelled to buy insur-
ance under ObamaCare. Those compo-
nents totaled $1.379 trillion. So we 
strike those out, shut off any funding 
to that, and we’ve saved that $1.379 
trillion. That would more than handle 
the $1.2 trillion that we’re directed in 
the debt ceiling deal. 

But, Mr. Speaker, this went this way. 
We had a chance coming into this new 
Congress, this 112th Congress, to draw 
bright lines and to ensure fiscal respon-
sibility and actually fix the real scope 
of this problem. Step number one was 
repeal ObamaCare. 

b 1920 

We passed that out of this House, 
H.R. 2, sent it over to HARRY REID in 
the Senate, Mr. Speaker, where he set 
it up for failure and they shot it down. 

So every Republican in the House 
and every Republican in the Senate has 
voted to repeal ObamaCare. Congratu-
lations, thank you all for doing that. 
We didn’t get it done, but we got it 
voted on. And it’s on the conscience of 
the people that voted ‘‘no’’ that that 
monstrosity of a regulation churns its 
way through, consuming $105.5 billion 
in automatic appropriations that were 
written deceptively into ObamaCare in 
an unprecedented fashion. Oh, yes, the 
tactic had been used before, but the 
scope had never been used like that be-
fore. 

And so that $105.5 billion is in there. 
And it’s around $26 billion in the first 
2 years of ObamaCare, this year, next 
year, $26 billion being churned away. 
And if we had reached an impasse on 
our negotiations with the continuing 
resolution, the CR that hit at midnight 
on March 4, if that had resulted in a 
showdown that would have been the 
President causing a shutdown, that 
might have seen the lights go off in 
Federal offices all across the land, Mr. 
Speaker. But you could have driven 
around the Federal buildings here in 
this city and around the Federal build-
ings across America, and where the 
lights were on in that eventuality, 
they would be on because the money 
that funds ObamaCare goes on anyway; 
it’s automatic, they call it mandatory 
spending. And we tried to shut that off 
as well. And we did send the amend-
ment language out of this House of 
Representatives that shut off all of the 
funding to ObamaCare. And it went 
over to the Senate, but it was attached 
to the bill that went with the CR as an 
appendage so that they could separate 
it out and vote it down in the Senate— 
and that’s what HARRY REID did in the 
Senate also, Mr. Speaker. 

And so here we are with a Congress 
that began kind of on the right foot 
with an opportunity to force a show-
down with the President of the United 
States and make him defend 
ObamaCare. We could have legiti-
mately funded all of the functions of 
government—or we could have respon-
sibly funded all of the legitimate func-

tions of government would be a better 
way to phrase that, Mr. Speaker—and 
shut off all funding to ObamaCare. The 
President of the United States then 
was predicted to veto a bill like that. 
Had he done that, he would have had to 
explain to the American people that 
his signature piece of legislation, 
ObamaCare, means more to him than 
all of the legitimate functions of gov-
ernment combined. That would have 
been the showdown. It should have 
been the showdown. I believe that we 
would have prevailed on that show-
down. And I think the President would 
have had to accept the funds that we 
put on his desk in a CR appropriations 
bill, minus any funding that goes into 
ObamaCare, cutting off all the auto-
matic funding that goes to 
ObamaCare—could have, would have, 
should have done that, Mr. Speaker. 

We moved past that point. The CR 
was going to be $100 billion in cuts; it 
didn’t become that. That number went 
down low enough that I’ll not utter it 
into this CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. It’s 
just not something that people go back 
and revisit that even voted for it. And 
then we were going to do yeoman’s 
work and cut trillions of spending with 
the budget bill that came to the floor 
of the House, known as the Republican 
budget resolution, that was cham-
pioned by PAUL RYAN of Wisconsin, 
who has done great work here on fiscal 
responsibility. That budget didn’t bal-
ance for 26 years, Mr. Speaker. That 
was all we could get out of this Con-
gress. It’s hard to craft a budget that 
comes that close. He did a lot of hard 
work on it and laid out some good pa-
rameters that we need to pick up and 
deal with. 

But the budget resolution here on the 
floor of the House was a promise from 
ourselves to ourselves that we were 
going to hold this spending down. And 
this spending allocation was agreed to 
by this Congress—by the majority of 
the House of Representatives, excuse 
me. The Senate hasn’t passed a budget 
in so long I don’t remember when. And 
so Mr. Speaker, that budget was 
passed, balancing in 26 years, spending 
too much money, leaving us with $23 
trillion in national debt 10 years down 
the road. And it was a great step in the 
right direction—not as strong as I 
wanted it to be, not as strong as the 
RSC budget, which I voted for, but the 
one that could pass that could con-
strain our spending. I voted for them 
both. The RSC budget that balanced in 
about 9 years and the Ryan budget that 
balanced in 26 years left us with $23 
trillion in national debt 10 years down 
the road. That doesn’t sound very appe-
tizing to the American public, those 
facts, Mr. Speaker, but those facts 
didn’t hold. 

The promise from ourselves to our-
selves went kind of out the window 
when the debt ceiling agreement was 
presented to the floor of this Congress 
and ultimately passed. And in that was 
a supercommittee, in that was a prom-
ise to vote on a balanced budget 

amendment, and in that was the threat 
that if the supercommittee didn’t 
produce a product that could pass the 
Congress and be signed by the Presi-
dent, then there would be the seques-
tration—which I don’t know where the 
language of that came from, but the se-
questration is the automatic cuts that 
we’re looking at now. 

I knew when the debt ceiling deal 
was finally put on paper that we had to 
go through a number of things. One of 
them was we had to have a debate 
about how we were going to define a 
balanced budget amendment. Well, we 
had that debate. And I think I won the 
debate and lost the decision, but none-
theless, the clean version of the bal-
anced budget amendment was brought 
to the floor. I didn’t call it a clean 
version. I think we needed to have the 
balanced budget amendment that 
passed the Judiciary Committee. We 
should have let the committee work its 
will. The Judiciary Committee marked 
up a balanced budget amendment that 
had a cap at 18 percent of GDP on 
spending and it had a supermajority in 
order to raise taxes. It was the right 
thing to do. It had exemptions there 
for a declared war or a case of a serious 
national emergency and other provi-
sions. It was a good constitutional 
amendment that we could live with 
that would strengthen this country 
over the long term. We didn’t have a 
vote on that. We had the one that said 
that thou shall have a balanced budget 
and allows for a tax increase to balance 
that budget. And of course you get to a 
certain point with tax increases and 
then you see a decline economically. 
And I think we are past that tipping 
point today, Mr. Speaker. That was an-
other one of our struggles. 

So now we’re faced with a sequestra-
tion. I’m thankful that the supercom-
mittee didn’t send us a package that 
couldn’t pass the Congress, the House 
and/or the Senate. I never believed that 
they could. They concluded they 
couldn’t reach an agreement. There 
was completely an impasse. Repub-
licans said we’re not going to raise 
taxes and Democrats said we aren’t 
going to do it if you don’t raise taxes. 
They want to punish the people that 
are producing. They would increase the 
taxes—you guys over there, you would 
increase the taxes on the people that 
are paying the most taxes. You would 
increase the taxes on the people that 
are paying the highest percentage. You 
would argue that it’s progressive. 

And, you know, you’re never going to 
be satisfied. I know you won’t be satis-
fied. If I can tell you today—and to-
morrow is the first day of December— 
that I have a magic wand, and I prom-
ise you all that we’re going to give you 
what you want, and you’ve got all of 
the month of December to put your 
wish list together. And when the ball 
drops in Times Square in New York on 
New Year’s Eve at midnight and the 
new year, 2012, begins, here would be 
the deal—here’s the magic wand: Give 
me a list of all the things that you 
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want to do to take away the liberty 
and freedom of the American people, 
take away the wealth and the capital 
that has been so justly earned by peo-
ple in this country and redistribute the 
wealth in the ideal of Karl Marx or any 
of the other leftists that you worship, 
grant all of the wishes that you have, 
reorder society according to all your 
dreams, and let you have 30 days to put 
the list together. And at midnight, 
when the ball drops at Times Square, 
stroke the magic wand, give you all 
your entire wish list. 

If I had that power and if this hap-
pened in this fashion, I will tell you, 
you guys would work hard. Your lights 
are on at night; you’re well funded and 
you’re smart people—you’re wrong on 
your philosophy, but you would put to-
gether a list, and it would be a long 
list. And it wouldn’t be without some 
internal fights—and BARNEY FRANK 
will still be there after all, so there 
would still be some of those internal 
fights going on. And in the end, if I 
granted you your wish at midnight at 
the new year, but the deal would be 
that you had to then stop complaining 
the rest of your life, you would have to 
live under the rules that you had writ-
ten that you spent 30 days—all your ca-
reer wishing and dreaming and working 
and leveraging for in this Congress, 
we’d give you everything you asked for 
on the new year, but you’d have to be 
quiet then and live under those rules. 
And I can tell you what would happen. 
You would stay up all night long on 
New Year’s night thinking, what did we 
forget? How did he cheat us? We really 
forgot to leave this in, we need to 
change the rules. And we’re going to 
want more and more and more. Be-
cause, first of all, you don’t want to 
admit to the American people what 
you really want to do. You’re anti-cap-
italists, you’re anti-American liberty, 
you’re anti-free enterprise. There are a 
number of the pillars of American 
exceptionalism that you just plain op-
pose. And here we are, hardworking 
American people, why do we have all 
this capital? It never was a zero sum 
game. It never was. If you look back, 
where was it when the, let’s say the 
caveman first went out there and 
brought a pelt back and turned it into 
a blanket. 

b 1930 

There was a little bit of wealth that 
was created out of the labor that’s 
there. When they were scavengers and 
foragers, they still made tools. And 
along the way, somebody else could 
make a tool a little better, a little 
more efficient, and someone else could 
raise a little garden and trade some 
vegetables for some arrowheads, what-
ever it might be. Someone else could 
tan a hide better than the person that 
hunted for the pelt, and so they traded 
labor. 

And in the middle of all of that, they 
acquired things. They said, I’ll tell you 
what. Let’s do two pelts. You keep one, 
I’ll keep the other. Fine. Now there’s 

two blankets where there had only 
been one before. And on and on they 
went, building and building and build-
ing capital because we had free enter-
prise capitalism. We let people invest 
their sweat, and they turned it into eq-
uity. 

And eventually they invented the 
wheel, and along came the industrial 
revolution, where we built things and 
we put them on ships, and we traded 
around the world. And we found that 
there were resources that were devel-
oped in other countries more effi-
ciently than we could here. 

Adam Smith wrote in ‘‘Wealth of Na-
tions’’ about how they had the wool in-
dustry going on up in England and 
Scotland and in Ireland, and so they 
should be the ones there that were 
shearing sheep and turning that into 
clothing, and put the wool products 
that they did so well on ships and sail 
them down to Portugal, where they 
were a lot better at raising grapes and 
turning that into wine. And bring back 
a load of wine and a ship full of wool, 
and that was the division of labor that 
he described. And both countries were 
better off. 

Mr. Speaker, whenever there are two 
people that trade a dollar, and it’s a 
business transaction, or it’s two or 
more, maybe it’s three, four, five or six 
people in this exchange, these business 
deals are set up because each party 
benefits. There doesn’t need to be a 
loser in an economic transaction. 

And when I hire somebody to go to 
work for me and I pay them a wage, 
they get something in return. They 
want the money; they want the bene-
fits. They might want the challenge. I 
hope they do. And they want to con-
tribute, and we reach this agreement. 
It is a contractual agreement between 
two consenting adults. And so capital 
is built; wealth is built. It’s not a zero 
sum game. 

Gold got mined out by the Incas and 
the Aztecs, and Adam Smith wrote 
about that. And he said the Spanish 
galleons went back across the ocean 
with having cut out the cost of labor— 
he didn’t say by stealing the gold from 
the Incas and the Aztecs. He said they 
cut out the cost of labor. And once 
they removed a significant cost of the 
labor of producing the gold from them, 
they dumped it into the markets in Eu-
rope, and the price of gold went down. 

Well, supply and demand, the cost of 
the capital and cost of the labor goes 
together to produce any product that 
we have there. And over the centuries 
we built ships and we built buildings 
and we built highways, we built 
bridges, and we created cash and cur-
rency to trade our labor back and forth 
with a commodity that would be will-
ing to exchange. That’s money. 

And then the capital that’s built in 
this world now is trillions and trillions. 
And, yes, class envy sets in and people 
think they get a case of the ‘‘poor 
me’s’’ if government doesn’t go hand 
them a job. 

And I hear some of you that say, 
well, the people that want to work 

should work. People who want to work 
should have a job. I would argue that 
the people that are able to, that the 
people that are able to work need to 
sustain themselves, and they need to 
contribute to the gross domestic prod-
uct in this country. It is the patriotic 
thing to do. 

America has created now this culture 
within us that somehow the Federal 
Government is going to guarantee a 
middle class standard of living to ev-
erybody that lives in this country, 
legal and illegal. 

Mr. Speaker, I know you’re going to 
be astonished at this, but there are 72 
different means-tested Federal welfare 
programs functioning in the United 
States today; 72 of them. There isn’t a 
single American that can name them 
from memory. If they can’t name them 
from memory, neither can they de-
scribe them. 

And if they can’t describe them, nei-
ther can they understand how they 
function individually, let alone under-
stand how 72 different welfare pro-
grams can interact with each other and 
function to provide an incentive for 
people to do the right thing, which is 
produce for themselves, maybe get an 
education, develop some job skills, go 
get a job. 

William Bennett told us, when I came 
to this Congress, that he said he could 
solve 75 percent of the Nation’s 
pathologies. Get married, stay married, 
get a job, keep a job. That’s 75 percent. 
You know, if he’s right on that, I’d say 
the other percent is substance abuse. 

I’ll bet we could get to about 99 per-
cent if people would get married, stay 
married, get a job, keep a job and not 
abuse alcohol and reject illegal drugs. 
You’d solve a lot of the domestic 
squabbles that go on and this society 
would go on. We need to be a moral so-
ciety. 

But we are a Nation of doers and 
achievers, and our culture is being 
eroded by those who want to expand 
the dependency class in America. 

And that’s you folks over on that 
side of the aisle. You’re in the business 
of expanding the dependency class in 
America. It goes on over and over and 
over again. And you do that because 
some of you believe, maybe even all of 
you believe, that it is somehow a hu-
mane thing to do to take from the 
sweat of one person’s brow and hand it 
over to someone who won’t sweat for 
their own. But you do it because it ex-
pands your political base, and then you 
pander to and cater to the people that 
you’re promising somebody else’s labor 
to. 

And you think that America’s going 
to be stronger? No, we’re getting weak-
er. We’ve reached the point now where 
these 300 million Americans that we 
have, when you add up—we talk about 
how many on unemployment do we 
have. Oh, it was 15 million; now it’s 14 
million. 

You look at the weekly numbers of 
the new sign-ups and that number 
ranges down there under 400,000 or so. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 05:26 Dec 01, 2011 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00066 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K30NO7.130 H30NOPT1jb
el

l o
n 

D
S

K
7S

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7997 November 30, 2011 
And we think, oh, it was a good week. 
We had less than 400,000 new sign-ups 
to unemployment. And people run off 
the other end and they expire and 
they’re no longer eligible, and so that 
number went from around 15 million 
unemployed down to around 14 million 
unemployed or a little more. 

That’s not the number that we 
should be most concerned about. It is a 
number. We should add the 14 million 
that meet the definition for unemploy-
ment to the number of Americans that 
are of working age that are simply not 
in the work force, Mr. Speaker. 

The Department of Labor has that on 
their Web site. Anyone can go there. I 
think it’s dol.gov, something like that. 
And on that Web site you’ll see dif-
ferent age groups of those working age. 
It starts at age 16, 16 to 19. There are 
around 9 million Americans of that 
working age that are simply not in the 
workforce. Yes, they may be in school. 
A lot of us worked our way through 
school. And I started before that age of 
16. 

And then you go from 20 on up to 25 
or so, there’s another chunk. Work 
your way on up. 

Americans of working age not in the 
workforce, when I came to this Con-
gress not that long ago were 69 million. 
Then it became 80 million. And about 
21⁄2 months ago the number, for the 
first time in the history of this coun-
try, the number of Americans of work-
ing age not in the workforce now has 
exceeded 100 million Americans—100 
million. Think what you could do with 
the labor of 100 million Americans. 

And while that’s going on, now we 
have, what is our number, 11, 12 or 
more million illegals in America? I ac-
tually think it’s 20 million or more, 
but they keep tamping that number 
down. They keep coming across the 
border, and the number got lower in-
stead of greater by some analysis. 

But in any case, we know this: about 
seven out of every 12 illegals here in 
this country work. That’s marginally a 
little greater than the number of 
Americans that are working. And that 
seven out of 12 that are there are part 
of around 8 million, 7 million to 8 mil-
lion documented, I’ll say study-ana-
lyzed consensus numbers, 7 to 8 million 
illegals in America that were working. 
Now, if they all woke up tomorrow in 
their home country, that conceivably 
creates 8 million new jobs. 

Well, you know, if they weren’t com-
ing into this country illegally, you 
wouldn’t need so many people to go 
guard the border either, and they could 
do something productive rather than 
something that’s not contributing eco-
nomically to this country in the fash-
ion that produces goods and services. 

So there’s 8 million jobs there. But 
there are many other jobs out there for 
the people that will go out there and 
start a business, go ask for a job, com-
pete in this marketplace. And every 
one of the 100 million Americans who 
are not working that puts in 1 hour’s 
work even a week contributes to the 

gross domestic product of the United 
States of America. 

People who are not working, not pro-
ducing, are not contributing, unless of 
course they’ve got investments that 
are returning, and then I’ll give them 
some credit for that. 

But 100 million. Think if you were on 
a boat or a ship, and let’s say you had 
300 people on that boat or ship, and you 
had to have some trimming the sails, 
some pulling the oars, some swabbing 
the decks, some down in the galley, 
some cooking, cleaning, housekeeping 
and somebody up there taking care of 
the captain. 

And what if you had 100 out of those 
300 people that said, I’m going to sit 
here in steerage. Bring me my food, 
clean up my mess. That’s the scope of 
what America is faced with today. 

I’d put the people on the oars. I’d put 
them up there trimming the sails and 
swabbing the decks, and we will sail a 
lot smoother, we’ll be a lot stronger 
country, and we’ll feel better about 
ourselves. This dignity of work is there 
for every man and woman that takes 
that job on. 

And I challenge us all: let’s step up, 
take the freedom we have left. Let’s 
grasp for more of that liberty. Let’s 
grasp more of that freedom, and let’s 
put some of these 100 million people to 
work so they can contribute to their 
gross domestic product. 

The rest of the world will respect us 
more. We’ll be stronger economically. 
We’ll have more prudent people that 
are contributing to the ideas in this 
Congress, and we will get to a balanced 
budget, and we will start to pay down 
this national debt, and we will enforce 
and respect the rule of law. 

Mr. Speaker, I would go on for an-
other half hour articulating some of 
the other pillars of American 
exceptionalism, but I recognize there is 
a limit to not your patience, but my 
time. 

I appreciate your attention, and I 
would yield back the balance of my 
time. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab-

sence was granted to: 
Mr. DREIER (at the request of Mr. 

CANTOR) for November 29 and Novem-
ber 30 on account of official travel. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 

move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord-

ingly (at 7 o’clock and 40 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, December 1, 2011, at 10 a.m. 
for morning-hour debate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

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

4036. A letter from the Under Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s quarterly report entitled, ‘‘Ac-
ceptance of contributions for defense pro-
grams, projects, and activities; Defense Co-
operation Account’’, for the period ending 
September 30, 2011; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

4037. A letter from the Under Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting a letter 
on the approved retirement of Lieutenant 
General David P. Fridovich, United States 
Army, and his advancement to the grade of 
lieutenant general on the retired list; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

4038. A letter from the Chairman and Presi-
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting a 
report on transactions involving U.S. exports 
to Ireland pursuant to Section 2(b)(3) of the 
Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, as amended; 
to the Committee on Financial Services. 

4039. A letter from the Chairman and Presi-
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting a 
report on transactions involving U.S. exports 
to United Arab Emirates pursuant to Section 
2(b)(3) of the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, 
as amended; to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

4040. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Regulatory Services, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Investing in Innovation 
Fund [Docket ID: ED-2011-OII-0001] received 
November 4, 2011; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce. 

4041. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Regulatory Services, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Promise Neighborhoods 
Program [CFDA: 84.215P] (RIN: 1855-ZA07) re-
ceived November 4, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce. 

4042. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; North 
Dakota; Revisions to the Air Pollution Con-
trol Rules [EPA-R08-OAR-2009-0556; FRL- 
9486-2] received November 4, 2011, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

4043. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Vir-
ginia; Revision to Nitrogen Oxides Budget 
Trading Program [EPA-R03-OAR-2011-0773; 
FRL-9487-6] received November 4, 2011, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

4044. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Implementation Plans; Texas; Regulations 
for Control of Air Pollution by Permits for 
New Construction or Modification [EPA-R06- 
OAR-2011-0426; FRL-9485-3] received Novem-
ber 4, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

4045. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Revisions to the California 
State Implementation Plan, Joaquin Valley 
Unified Air Pollution Control District and 
Imperial County Air Pollution Control Dis-
trict [EPA-R09-OAR-2011-0356; FRL-9479-3] re-
ceived November 4, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

4046. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Revisions to the California 
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