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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair is prepared to rule. 
Since the 105th Congress, the require-

ment in clause 5(b) of rule XXI for a 
three-fifths vote on certain tax meas-
ures has comprised the three elements 
described by Speaker pro tempore 
Baldwin in the ruling of January 18, 
2007. 

The first element of the requirement 
is that the measure amends one of the 
subsections of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 that are cited in the rule. 
The second element is that the meas-
ure does so by imposing a new percent-
age as a rate of tax. The third element 
is that in doing so the measure in-
creases the amount of tax imposed by 
any of those cited subsections of the 
Code. 

The Chair is unable to find a provi-
sion in the pending bill—H.R. 4, as per-
fected—that fulfills even the first ele-
ment of the requirement. 

A bill that does not meet any one of 
the three elements required by clause 
5(b) of rule XXI does not carry a Fed-
eral income tax rate increase within 
the meaning of that rule. 

Accordingly, the Chair holds that a 
majority vote is sufficient to pass the 
pending bill, and the Chair properly an-
nounced a majority-based result on the 
voice vote on passage. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. CAMP. Madam Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. A re-
corded vote is requested on passage of 
the bill. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 314, noes 112, 
not voting 6, as follows: 

[Roll No. 162] 

AYES—314 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Andrews 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Berkley 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 

Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Cicilline 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
Denham 

Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 

Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Holden 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Keating 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Langevin 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 

Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Quayle 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Reyes 
Ribble 
Richardson 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 

Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (WI) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Scalise 
Schiff 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Sewell 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Webster 
Welch 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOES—112 

Ackerman 
Baldwin 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berman 
Blumenauer 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carson (IN) 
Chu 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 

Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 

Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Polis 
Rangel 
Richmond 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 

Ryan (OH) 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Stark 

Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 

Wasserman 
Schultz 

Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 

NOT VOTING—6 

Giffords 
Hanna 
Hinojosa 

Jordan 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 

Speier 

b 1412 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

(Mr. HOYER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
my friend, the majority leader, to ask 
about the schedule for the coming 
week. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the Demo-
cratic whip, the gentleman from Mary-
land, for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, on Tuesday the House 
will meet at 2 p.m. for morning hour 
and 4 p.m. for legislative business. On 
Wednesday, the House will meet at 10 
a.m. for legislative business, and recess 
immediately. The House will reconvene 
at approximately 11 a.m. for the pur-
pose of receiving, in a joint meeting 
with the Senate, the Honorable Julia 
Gillard, Prime Minister of Australia. 
On Thursday, the House will meet at 10 
a.m. for morning hour and noon for leg-
islative business. On Friday, the House 
will meet at 9 a.m. for legislative busi-
ness, with last votes expected by 3 p.m. 

The House will consider a few bills 
under suspension of the rules on Tues-
day and possibly Wednesday, which 
will be announced by the close of busi-
ness tomorrow. The House will also 
consider two bills that were marked up 
by the Financial Services Committee 
today: H.R. 836, the Emergency Mort-
gage Relief Program Termination Act, 
and H.R. 830, the FHA Refinance Pro-
gram Termination Act. These bills will 
eliminate two ineffective mandatory 
programs that, without congressional 
action, will continue spending on auto-
pilot. 

The House has already had a robust 
debate on the discretionary side of Fed-
eral spending, Mr. Speaker, and will 
continue to do so, but it’s time we turn 
our attention also to the mandatory 
side of government spending. I expect 
further debate on mandatory spending 
throughout the month of March. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for that information. He mentions that 
we will be considering some bills under 
suspension, as is normal, and two bills, 
H.R. 836 and H.R. 830, presumably 
under a rule. 

I ask the gentleman, will those be 
open rules? And before I yield to him 
for his response, I want to say that I 
want to congratulate the gentleman on 
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the process that we considered H.R. 1. 
While those of us on this side did not 
ultimately support H.R. 1, I know that 
the Speaker and the leader are both 
pleased with the openness and trans-
parency of the process. There was a 
preprinting requirement, of course, so 
it wasn’t a totally open rule in that 
sense. But does the gentleman expect 
there to be open rules on H.R. 836 and 
H.R. 830? 

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman. And to the gentleman’s 
specific question about next week, I 
would respond to the gentleman that 
we are working with the Rules Com-
mittee and its chairman, Chairman 
DREIER, to be able to announce an open 
process for the consideration of next 
week’s bills. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman. 
Can I inquire is an open process, is that 
somewhat of a nuance of an open rule? 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Speaker, I think the gentleman 

also indicated in his remarks the 
preprinting requirement in the CR of 
H.R. 1 provided for it to be a modified 
rule. And it is in that spirit that I 
think the Speaker initially began this 
session, that we are committed to an 
open process, to have the ventilation of 
ideas, to have the participation of as 
many Members as possible in debate of 
measures coming to the floor. We con-
tinue to want to go in that direction, 
as we have thus far. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman. 
Let me say to the gentleman in terms 
of a constructive discussion that we 
might have, and I happen to believe 
that the preprinting requirement is a 
positive requirement in that it gives 
notice to people. One of the things, as 
we know, that it requires, however, is 
the printing of amendments prior to 
the time you know the status of the 
bill at the time you might offer the 
amendment. I suggest that perhaps we 
have discussions about how to take 
into consideration the process where 
you preprint an amendment, prior to 
getting to your amendment something 
is changed by a previous amendment 
that might require a modification of 
your amendment in terms of an under-
standing on both sides that perhaps we 
would accommodate, either by unani-
mous consent or some other process, 
that change. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman 
for raising the point that did come up 
during the debate of H.R. 1. I would say 
back to the gentleman that it is prob-
ably a very good discussion to take 
place within the context of the Rules 
Committee. And we look forward to 
having that discussion with the gen-
tleman as well. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman. 
The current CR, as the gentleman 

knows, expires March 18 that we passed 
earlier this week, the Senate passed, 
the President has now signed. Can I 
ask the gentleman his thoughts on 
going forward what we might be ex-
pecting with respect to funding govern-
ment from March 19 through Sep-

tember 30 for the balance of the fiscal 
year? 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
And as the gentleman has already 
pointed out, the House, Mr. Speaker, 
has produced its position in H.R. 1. The 
difficulty is the Senate has failed to 
produce a Senate position. So there 
really is very little foundation upon 
which to engage in any discussion as to 
how we are going to get through the re-
mainder of the fiscal year. I know that 
the minority leader was recently today 
out saying that the position on the 
part, I guess, of the Senate, and per-
haps your caucus, is that there is a de-
sire to bring about $41 billion of cuts. 

I would say to the gentleman, Mr. 
Speaker, $40 billion is not a cut. That’s 
the status quo. And that’s been our po-
sition all along, is we want to make 
sure we change the status quo, that we 
actually do what most Americans are 
having to do, which is tighten the belt 
and to cut spending in order to get this 
economy going. 

So I am saying to the gentleman we 
would encourage the Senate and Lead-
er REID to act so that we can move for-
ward. And until then, Mr. Speaker, I 
would say to my friend from Maryland 
that I would expect the House to con-
tinue its process of cutting $2 billion 
per week until we can see where the 
gentleman’s caucus and then the 
Democratic leader in the Senate is. 

b 1420 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for his response. I might want to pur-
sue that response just a little bit, how-
ever. 

The Pledge to America, as I under-
stand it, said that you were going to 
cut $100 billion; is that accurate? 

Mr. CANTOR. I would say to the gen-
tleman that the Pledge to America said 
that we were desirous of reducing dis-
cretionary spending, non-security 
spending, to ’08 levels. 

Mr. HOYER. And H.R. 1, as I under-
stand it, is scored at $102 billion or 
thereabouts; is that accurate? 

Mr. CANTOR. I would say back to the 
gentleman, as he knows, the figure of 
$100 billion was taken from the dif-
ference between the President’s FY11 
request and the ’08 levels, which is how 
that figure has become. 

So I would say to the gentleman, if 
he is trying to make the point about 
100 versus 61, the gentleman is accurate 
when he says that the $100 billion of 
cuts off the 2011 request by the Presi-
dent is the same as $61 billion of cuts 
against the current level of spending at 
FY10 levels. 

So if I could make the gentleman’s 
point for him, which is exactly why I 
say that insistence upon $41 billion or 
$40 billion in cuts is nothing but de-
fense of the status quo. That’s what I 
would say to the gentleman. That’s un-
acceptable to our side. It’s unaccept-
able to the American people. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for explaining my proposition, but if I 
might clarify a little more, what the 

gentleman has said, the way you get to 
$100 billion is counting that $41 billion 
that you say is the status quo and add-
ing $60 billion, or $61 billion to it, to 
get to $102 billion, or a little short of 
that. My point clearly is that the gen-
tleman and his side of the aisle have 
clearly counted the $41 billion that he 
says is the status quo. 

The reason he has done so is because, 
he said, during the course of the cam-
paign, and others said during the 
course of the campaign, they were to 
cut $100 billion. In fact, as I recall, the 
Speaker and yourself and other leaders 
made the point during the course of 
your initial consideration and the offer 
that was initially made to your con-
ference, that, in fact, the $41 billion 
was, in fact, a cut from the President’s 
request of $41 billion. 

We agree with that, but we now be-
lieve that your side is saying, oh, no, 
that doesn’t count, notwithstanding 
the fact it is $41 billion less than the 
President requested and you counted 
that $41 billion less as part of the $100 
billion you represented was part of the 
cuts that you had said you were going 
to make and that you, in fact, made. 

So my point is, as the gentleman has 
pointed out, that your $60 billion, by 
your side’s argument of cutting $100 
billion, only gets to $100 billion because 
you are counting the $41 billion, which 
we have cut. Now I say that for this 
reason: You made the $100 billion 
pledge prior to December. You made it 
prior to the election. Then we, in fact, 
cut from the figure you were using as 
the base, the 2011 base of the Presi-
dent’s request, we cut $41 billion by 
freezing at 2010 levels. 

Now, very frankly, my point to you 
is, as I am sure you know, that we have 
already come $41 billion, which means 
41 percent of the way to where you 
wanted to get. We continue to want to 
discuss this matter. Hopefully we can 
move together and come to a com-
promise figure. 

I know the gentleman has not served 
on the Appropriations Committee. He 
serves on the tax writing committee. 
But in the Appropriations Committee, 
we found an ability to come together 
and make agreement. I am hopeful that 
we can do the same. But I think it un-
fair and incorrect, frankly, not to 
count $41 billion because we are now 
starting at 2010 levels as opposed to the 
level that you started at and we start-
ed at, which was the President’s 2011 
request, and both of us have come that 
$41 billion, and the issue is how much 
further we are going to go. 

Mr. CANTOR. I would respond to the 
gentleman that we have already dis-
cussed the math here. The problem is 
the American people are waiting for us 
to act. If the gentleman knows the po-
sition of Senator REID and where he 
would like to go, other than maintain 
the status quo, then that’s what we are 
looking for. The House has made its po-
sition known. 

Its position, again, is $100 billion off 
the 2011 request or $61 billion off the 
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2010 levels of current spending. We have 
maintained that position all along, Mr. 
Speaker, that freezing spending at to-
day’s level is unacceptable. It will 
bankrupt us if we continue to spend at 
these levels. We have got to begin to 
show some fiscal restraint so we can 
get people back to work in this coun-
try. 

I am delighted to hear the gentleman 
say we need to cut more, and I am 
hopeful that we can continue to see 
progress on that front. But thus far, 
the gentleman’s colleagues and all of 
our colleagues on the other side of the 
Capitol, Senator REID, has not indi-
cated where his position is. That’s 
what we need to know to move for-
ward. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for his comments. 

I ask the gentleman, might I advise 
the leader on the other side of the Cap-
itol that there is, in fact, a willingness 
on your side to compromise between 
zero and 100? 

I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. CANTOR. I would ask the gen-

tleman, Mr. Speaker, does the gen-
tleman know of any position having 
been taken, any vote that has been 
taken in the Senate to indicate where 
they are and whether they have come 
off their position of defending the sta-
tus quo? 

Again, I would say to the gentleman, 
his leader, the minority leader, earlier 
today was in the press indicating that 
that is her position. She wants to de-
fend the status quo, $41 billion in cuts. 
There is not a cut on the current level 
of spending. 

Mr. HOYER. If that’s the status quo, 
then I suggest to the gentleman he is 
not going to get to $100 billion, which 
he represented and his side represents 
they want to get to. We will see wheth-
er or not they are prepared to do that. 
But I will tell my friend, if that’s the 
position, then I think we will not be 
able to reach agreement because there 
appears to be no ability to compromise 
in that context. 

The gentleman counted the $41 bil-
lion during the course of the campaign. 
The gentleman counted that $41 billion 
when he made a representation to his 
caucus as to why you were offering a 
$32 billion cut because, together, given 
the fact that it was halfway through 
the year, that that would, in fact, be 
tantamount to. But again, in each one 
of those instances, the gentleman 
counted the $41 billion. He is now say-
ing, oh, no, that is the status quo. 

Does the gentleman know of any 
budget that President Bush signed in 
’01, ’02, ’03, ’04, ’05, and ’06 that main-
tained either the status quo or cut 
below the so-called status quo, when 
your side was in charge of both the 
House and the Senate and the Presi-
dency? 

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman and I have had similar con-
versations over the last couple of 
years. I really think it is best for all of 
us to see how we are going forward, not 

looking back. I know the gentleman 
would make the suggestion we could 
learn from past history. I am all about 
that. 

But what I could say, Mr. Speaker, is 
we need a position by the other side in 
order to go forward so we can actually 
do what the American people want, 
which is to cut spending from current 
levels. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman. 
I would simply suggest to the gen-

tleman and hope that we can work to-
gether, as the gentleman suggests, 
come to resolution for the balance of 
the fiscal year. 

The gentleman has made a number of 
comments in the past, with which I 
agree, that uncertainty undermines the 
economy. A quote that the gentleman 
said on the floor last year: Working 
families and businesses remain gripped 
by economic uncertainty, and to this 
day Washington has only made the 
problem worse. If we want to cut into 
the 9.8 percent unemployment, Mr. 
Chairman, we have to instill con-
fidence in the economy and begin to 
foster an environment for job creation. 

I suggest to the gentleman we will 
not do that until we come to an agree-
ment. Both sides need to work toward 
that end. I agree with the gentleman 
on that. I am hopeful that the Senate 
will, in fact, make a suggestion in the 
near term; I mean, hopefully, in hours 
and a few days rather than weeks. 

The 18th will be on us, as you know, 
very soon. If we don’t reach an agree-
ment by next Thursday, in my opinion, 
we will not be able to get the paper-
work done to get a bill ready to pass by 
Friday the 18th, 2 weeks from tomor-
row. 

b 1430 

I think that will be unfortunate and 
will lead to uncertainty and disruption, 
both in the public sector and in the pri-
vate sector. 

Let me ask you one more question on 
the issue of compromises. Assuming 
the Senate makes an offer and assum-
ing it passes an offer or reaches an 
agreement, when it comes back, will 
there be any hearings on the proposed 
cuts and the ramifications of those 
cuts? 

I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. CANTOR. I would say to the gen-

tleman, first of all, as to his suggestion 
about our adding to uncertainty and 
perhaps facilitating a government 
shutdown, we have said all along we do 
not want to shut down the government. 
We want to cut spending. And as I’ve 
said before to the gentleman, it is our 
intention to continue to go forward re-
ducing spending at the rate of $2 billion 
a week until we can see some signal 
from the Senate that they’re serious 
about wanting to cut spending. 

As for the gentleman’s inquiry about 
hearings on specific cuts, as to a poten-
tial bill that will govern the route for-
ward for the rest of the fiscal year, I 
would bring the gentleman’s attention 
to ongoing hearings now as we proceed 

throughout this fiscal year about the 
2012 budget and spending that we 
should be about anyway. 

And let us not forget the reason why 
we find ourselves where we are is be-
cause the majority from the 111th Con-
gress did not finish the business of this 
fiscal year, which, again, is why we 
find ourselves in the position of these 
expiring short-term CRs. 

We are dedicated to the notion of 
open process, as the gentleman knows, 
and I know he shares that goal as well, 
and we will continue to operate in that 
manner. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for that answer. 

The reason I ask that question, how-
ever, I don’t know whether the gen-
tleman had an opportunity to read a 
column in The New York Times by 
David Brooks, a relatively conservative 
columnist in The New York Times, as 
the gentleman knows, in which he 
wrote a column called, ‘‘The New Nor-
mal,’’ and in paragraph 4 in which he 
stated, ‘‘In Washington, the Repub-
licans who designed the cuts’’—which 
are included in H.R. 1—‘‘for this fiscal 
year seemed to have done no serious 
policy evaluation.’’ 

He goes on about four paragraphs 
later to say, referring to his austerity 
principle—there are three austerity 
principles that he propounds. He said, 
‘‘Never cut without an evaluation proc-
ess.’’ 

I think that we need cuts. I’ve said 
that. The gentleman said that. We are 
proceeding. In fact, we have done some 
of those and we have agreement on 
some of those, as the gentleman knows. 
But there were no hearings. That’s why 
Mr. Brooks says that they seem to 
have done no serious policy evaluation 
of those cuts. That’s why I asked that 
question. But I understand the gentle-
man’s answer. 

I will bring this to a close. We have 
some concerns by the fact that a num-
ber of economists, a large number of 
economists, have expressed concern 
about the economic ramifications of 
some of the cuts and the magnitude of 
the cuts that are included. 

As you know, Ben Bernanke indi-
cated that this spending plan could 
cost a couple of hundred thousand jobs, 
a number he called ‘‘not trivial.’’ And 
according to Goldman Sachs, we might 
adversely affect GDP by 1.5 to 2 per-
centage points in the second and third 
quarters compared with current law or 
as the gentleman refers to, the status 
quo. 

I ask the gentleman: Is that of con-
cern to you or do you believe that 
those evaluations are incorrect? 

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman. 

I would say I am always mindful of 
opinion makers, commentators, and 
economists and their view as to what’s 
going on here in Washington. But I 
would say to the gentleman, I think 
we’ve been down the road that the gen-
tleman suggests is preferable before. 
We, on this floor, passed a nearly $800 
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billion stimulus bill, at least on the 
gentleman’s side passed it, and we saw 
the effects of spending that kind of 
money did not produce the kind of job 
creation that was desired or was prom-
ised. And if I recall, some of the econo-
mists that the gentleman refers to 
probably were ones that supported the 
notion that the stimulus bill would 
make sure that unemployment didn’t 
exceed 8 percent if we went ahead and 
spent that money. I think we’ve tried 
that before. 

The gentleman also knows that we 
are borrowing nearly 40 cents out of 
every dollar we are spending. That is 
unsustainable. And so if the gentle-
man’s focus is to spend more money 
from Washington to create jobs, then 
essentially we are creating jobs and 
paying people we can’t afford to pay. 

So what the position is from our side 
of the aisle, Mr. Speaker, is we want to 
be honest with the people. We want to 
look for long-term solutions that get 
this economy going again. 

We all know that most jobs are cre-
ated in the private sector. We all know 
that most jobs come from the entrepre-
neurial aspirations of the people of this 
country. It is they who continue to 
point to Washington as the problem. It 
is they who say that government’s ex-
plosive growth, government’s contin-
ued and increasing appetite for capital 
is making it so we can’t see investment 
occur here in this country. And if you 
want to fix the economy, deal with the 
deficit. That’s what we’re trying to do, 
Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for his comment. 

And certainly, I agree with him that 
we need to deal with the deficit. As the 
gentleman knows, I’ve been pretty 
vocal about that and indicated that we 
need to look at the whole spectrum of 
spending. Focusing on 14 percent of the 
budget will not get us there. I think 
the gentleman probably agrees with 
that proposition. I know the chairman 
of the Budget Committee agrees with 
that proposition. I may not agree with 
the chairman of the Budget Committee 
on how he wants to get there, but I 
think we do agree that we have to look 
at all of the spending that we do, and 
that bringing down the deficit is of 
critical consequence. 

Let me say to the gentleman, how-
ever, when he speaks about jobs, as he 
knows, we lost 3.8 million jobs in 2008, 
the last year of the Bush administra-
tion. The last year of the Obama ad-
ministration, the last 12 months, we 
have gained 1.1 million private sector 
jobs. So when the gentleman says that 
the Recovery Act did not have the ef-
fect that the administration hoped for, 
he is correct. We went up above the 8 
percent unemployment. But the gen-
tleman, I’m sure, knows that during 
the last 12 months we have gained jobs 
on an average of 569,000 over the last 5 
months, so half a million jobs. 

Is that enough? It’s not. Frankly, we 
are going to have to be at 300,000 or 
400,000 per month to overcome the 

number of jobs that were lost prior to 
or during the recession which started, 
of course, in 2007. 

So I want to agree with the gen-
tleman and hope that we can work to-
gether on looking at the entire chal-
lenge that confronts us in bringing this 
deficit down. But I tell my friend to 
continually focus, as the gentleman 
has been doing in this colloquy and in 
other colloquies, on simply the discre-
tionary spending, non-defense and non- 
security spending, while we certainly 
need to cut fraud, waste, and abuse, cut 
duplication and make government sim-
pler and more accessible and more cost 
effective for the American people, we 
also need to be, as you said, honest 
with the American people that if you 
cut out every penny of the portion of 
the budget at which you are looking, 
we will not solve the deficit problem. 

So I say to my friend, I will look for-
ward to working with him. Our side 
looks forward to working with him and 
his side. I have had discussions—I see 
Mr. DREIER on the floor. We need to 
work together on this issue because the 
gentleman is correct; it is a critical 
area. 

Unless the gentleman wants more 
time, I will yield back. 

I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. CANTOR. I would just say to the 

gentleman—and thank you for the 
courtesy of yielding—that is exactly 
why we are turning to mandatory 
spending next week. As the gentleman 
knows, we’ll be fast on the discussion 
of the budget as well. As the gentleman 
knows and can expect that our budget 
will approach the issue of entitlements, 
and we feel it very necessary for us to 
begin that discussion. And, frankly, 
we’re dismayed by the fact that the 
White House did not include any men-
tion or discussion or did not deal with 
entitlements in its budget proposal. 

So we hope, and I know the gen-
tleman is earnest in his desire to want 
to try and deal with the deficit both on 
the discretionary and the mandatory 
side. I look forward to working with 
him toward that end. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman. 
Just in concluding on that, the ad-

ministration did, of course, appoint a 
commission, Mr. Bowles and Senator 
Simpson, which did, in fact, look at the 
spectrum of spending and made some 
very substantive recommendations. 
The administration has commended 
those recommendations to us for con-
sideration. 

b 1440 

But the administration also said that 
we need to make sure that we invest in 
growing our economy if we expect to 
bring the deficit down, investing in the 
education of our children, investing in 
our infrastructure, investing in innova-
tion and invention. I agree with the ad-
ministration on that. I think we need 
to be very careful that we pay atten-
tion to both the investments and to the 
reduction of the deficits. 

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW 

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at 2 p.m. tomorrow; when the 
House adjourns on that day, it adjourn 
to meet on Tuesday, March 8, 2011, 
when it shall convene at 2 p.m. for 
morning-hour debate and 4 p.m. for leg-
islative business; and when the House 
adjourns on that day, it adjourn to 
meet at 10 a.m. on Wednesday, March 9. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GIB-
SON). Is there objection to the request 
of the gentleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

f 

PASS FREE TRADE AGREEMENTS 

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I didn’t 
want to prolong the colloquy, but I 
have to say that both my friends, Mr. 
HOYER and Mr. CANTOR, were talking 
about the imperative for job creation 
and economic growth. 

There is a bipartisan consensus in 
this institution; we all want to see pri-
vate sector jobs created. We have an 
opportunity to work together in a bi-
partisan way to do something that 
President Obama addressed in his State 
of the Union message here in this 
Chamber. He talked about the need for 
us to pass first the U.S.-Korea free 
trade agreement; and he also included, 
I am happy to say, the Colombia and 
Panama agreements. 

All of those agreements have been 
pending. The Colombia and Panama 
agreements actually preceded the Ko-
rean agreement; and we know if we 
were to pass all three of these pending 
trade agreements, we could create good 
union and nonunion jobs here in this 
country in the manufacturing sectors 
of our economy. 

If you look at companies like Cater-
pillar, John Deere, Whirlpool, other 
manufacturing companies right here in 
the United States, creating an oppor-
tunity for those union and non-work-
ing union members to sell their prod-
ucts into Latin America is very impor-
tant. Let’s create jobs; let’s pass all 
three of these agreements. 

f 

HONORING THE LIFE OF JOE 
SILVERSMITH 

(Mr. LUJÁN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. LUJÁN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to pay tribute to Marine Cor-
poral Joe Silversmith, who passed 
away earlier this week at the age of 86. 
As a Navajo code talker, Corporal Sil-
versmith earned the Silver Congres-
sional Medal of Honor for his service 
during World War II when he answered 
the call of duty and served his country 
in the South Pacific from 1943 to 1946. 
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