
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH2648 April 13, 2011 
NATIONAL GOLF DAY 

(Mr. LONG asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. LONG. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to talk about National Golf Day. Ear-
lier today, I attended an event and 
heard the story of one of our Wounded 
Warriors and how the sport of golf has 
helped him to overcome his traumatic 
brain injury, and learn the sport of golf 
even with prostheses, and how much 
that’s helped him. 

The first small business I owned hap-
pened to be a miniature golf course. I 
also went to high school with the late 
great Payne Stewart. And no, none of 
his golf abilities rubbed off on me, un-
fortunately. 

Golf is a $76 billion industry, which 
provides 2 million jobs in the United 
States. Golf courses are generally 
small business owner-owned golf 
courses. And I know the challenges 
small businesses face today. The esti-
mated economic impact of the golf in-
dustry is over $200 billion. Golf course 
superintendents are excellent environ-
mental stewards of the land, and 
among the best in the world at know-
ing how to care for the Earth. 

Being outdoors always improves 
one’s quality of life. Walking just a 
nine-hole course can give you a 2.5- 
mile workout, or in my case 7 miles. It 
is a sport that can be played by all 
ages, and we should take time today to 
recognize National Golf Day. 

f 

ROE & ROEPER 1-YEAR 
ANNIVERSARY 

(Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, what started out as a small 
pirated radio show of two men running 
from the law under a bridge and turned 
into a successful empire today, the Roe 
& Roeper Show has entertained many 
people for a long time. Today it’s 
reached its whole 1-year anniversary. 

While many radio shows struggle to 
increase listenership, the majority of 
drive time listening Illinoisans tune in 
to Roe & Roeper from 2 to 6 every 
weekday. In addition to providing cut-
ting-edge news, listeners tune in to 
hear entertaining and informative ex-
changes between Roe & Roeper and 
their callers. 

But both come with a very unique 
and admirable trait that makes the 
show a success. Roe Conn has a strong 
level of dedication to his community, 
and was recently honored as the 2010 
Chicago-area recipient of the FBI Di-
rector’s Community Leadership Award 
for unwavering support of law enforce-
ment in general. Richard Roeper is a 
fellow Redbird alumni of Illinois State 
University, and has led an outstanding 
career as a columnist, critic, and show 
host, covering topics ranging from poli-
tics to media and to entertainment. 

On WLS’s Roe & Roeper’s 1-year an-
niversary, I’m honored to take this 
time to recognize two successful indi-
viduals who provide an outstanding 
show on a daily basis, but also two men 
whom I’m proud to call friends. 
Congrats, gentlemen. Here’s to another 
year. 

f 

RECOGNIZING DR. DONALD 
JEANES 

(Mr. ROE of Tennessee asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. ROE of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to celebrate a great leader, 
minister, and educator, Dr. Donald 
Jeanes, who is retiring this year as 
president of Milligan College in my 
hometown of Johnson City, Tennessee. 

President Jeanes is a 1968 magna cum 
laude graduate of Milligan College and 
has lived in Johnson City most of his 
life, first as a minister, and then as 
part of Milligan College. President 
Jeanes was inaugurated as the 14th 
president of Milligan College in Octo-
ber of 1997. Under Dr. Jeanes’ leader-
ship, Milligan College has consistently 
been named one of America’s Best Col-
leges, and has experienced phenomenal 
growth both in terms of the physical 
campus as well as the courses offered. 

I would like to personally thank and 
acknowledge Dr. Jeanes for his com-
mitment to faith, education, and com-
munity development. I wish he and his 
wife, Clarinda, the very best as he pre-
pares for his retirement from the presi-
dency of Milligan College. I would like 
to say to my friend, a job well done. 

f 

LIBYA AND THE WAR POWERS 
RESOLUTION 

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

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, it’s been 
25 days since the President began ki-
netic military action in Libya without 
congressional authorization. He made 
this decision despite the fact that the 
conflict in Libya did not represent an 
imminent threat to the United States. 
Instead, the President sought the ap-
proval of the United Nations and the 
Arab League before taking military ac-
tion, and not Congress. This sets a ter-
rible precedent. 

By seeking only U.N. approval, the 
President is transferring authority 
that should rest with the American 
people through their Congress, not 
with an international community. The 
U.N. resolution is nice, but it is not a 
substitute for congressional authoriza-
tion. 

Under the War Powers Resolution, 
the President needs to seek congres-
sional approval within 60 days. I have 
introduced a resolution expressing the 
sense of Congress that President 
Obama must adhere to the War Powers 
Resolution. Whether you call it a ki-
netic military action or war, this Con-

gress must authorize it. If we don’t, we 
will be setting the precedent that we 
are irrelevant, and the President need 
only seek approval from international 
bodies outside of the jurisdiction of the 
American people. 

f 

b 1750 

HONORING KGC 

(Mr. DOLD asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. DOLD. Mr. Speaker, today I rise 
because I had the opportunity to at-
tend the KGC this last weekend, an 
event raising resources to battle de-
pression. Depression affects over 20 
million adults in our Nation. This is 
something that we all need to be pay-
ing more attention to. 

I want to thank Chairman Bennett 
for his leadership. I also want to thank 
Kevin Haggard, Andrew Boyle, Phil 
Furse and Tom Joyce for their gen-
erous contributions to the event. I also 
want to extend my heartfelt thanks to 
Andrew Boyle for his leadership for 
next year’s event. 

f 

THE BUDGET AND THE 
AFFORDABLE CARE ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SCHWEIKERT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 5, 2011, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
GARAMENDI) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority 
leader. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, 
today we have seen a remarkable event 
here on floor of the House. During this 
discussion that’s so critically impor-
tant to this Nation about the deficit 
and how we are going to deal with our 
budget, this House passed a bill that 
will actually increase the deficit, a bill 
passed today with the support of the 
Republicans to repeal a provision in 
the Affordable Health Care Act that 
will keep Americans healthy. 

Healthy Americans don’t need med-
ical care, and I suppose the idea of the 
Republicans here is that they ought to 
get sick. You take a look at the 
wellness issue, part of the Affordable 
Care Act, it provided for numerous ac-
tivities specifically designed to keep 
Americans healthy: blood pressure 
screening for adults, programs for chil-
dren to avoid obesity, public health 
programs for vaccination so that our 
children and, indeed, our adults don’t 
get sick. All of these programs in the 
wellness portion of the Affordable Care 
Act would be repealed by the action 
that the Republicans just voted on not 
more than a half-hour ago. 

What in the world is going on here? 
What’s this all about? Is it some sort of 
ideological spiritual thing to do what 
is not very smart? 

The Affordable Health Care Act, 
which they like to call ObamaCare, has 
many, many provisions in it specifi-
cally designed to reduce the cost of 
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medical care in America. If you are 
going to deal with the deficit, and we 
all talk about it here, you have got to 
deal with the cost of Medicare. 

How do you deal with the cost of 
Medicare? Well, you deal with it by re-
ducing the likelihood that seniors will 
get sick. You deal with it by reducing 
high blood pressure in seniors so they 
don’t have strokes. One of the most ex-
pensive things that the senior popu-
lation will endure is a stroke. It’s not 
just the immediate medical care; it’s 
the long-term effect of a stroke. So 
when we go out and we try to have sen-
iors and those soon to be seniors have 
blood pressure checks, we reduce the 
cost of medical care in America. But I 
guess the Republicans don’t see it that 
way. 

They also see it in another way, and 
that is somehow they believe that we 
can reduce the cost of medical care in 
the Federal budget by terminating 
Medicare. It is unbelievable that the 
Republican budget would terminate 
medical care for seniors by termi-
nating Medicare, a program that was 
started in 1964 to deal with the specific 
problem that seniors had at that pe-
riod, and that was the inability to af-
ford medical services. They would lit-
erally be into bankruptcy and poverty 
because they couldn’t pay for their 
medical care. 

So, in 1964, Lyndon Baines Johnson 
and the Democrats in this House and 
the Senate passed Medicare, one of the 
foundations of support for the senior 
population in this Nation. And yet in 
the Republican budget that will be on 
this floor later this week is the repeal 
of Medicare, the termination of it. 

So I suppose this is the new way we 
ought to look at this issue. It’s a tomb-
stone. And what it is, it said, Medicare, 
1965 to 2011, created by LBJ, destroyed 
by the GOP. Unbelievable. 

Fortunately, today, when President 
Obama spoke to the Nation, he ad-
dressed this issue, and I will para-
phrase what he said. He says it more as 
a professor. I guess I will just say it as 
a street fighter from California: No 
way, no how will, in his Presidency, 
Medicare be terminated. 

Are you listening my friends on the 
Republican side? The President said 
‘‘no.’’ We are not going down the path 
of terminating Medicare. 

And I know that my caucus, the 
Democratic Caucus, will stand there 
with the President. We will fight any 
attempt any time, anyplace, anywhere 
that you or anybody else will put be-
fore this House a proposal to terminate 
Medicare. We will not allow it, and 
thankfully the President has the veto 
pen. He ought to go back and pull out 
the pen that LBJ used to sign the 
Medicare law in 1965 and put it to paper 
should, somehow, the Republican budg-
et arrive on his desk with the termi-
nation of Medicare in it. It should not 
happen. It cannot happen. We cannot 
subject our seniors to the kind of pov-
erty that existed prior to the imple-
mentation of Medicare in the 1960s. 

This is something that we will stand 
and fight on. 

The President had also said today, as 
he laid out his solution for a $4 trillion 
reduction in the deficit, do not termi-
nate Medicare and don’t privatize So-
cial Security. Laying it down. Not a 
line in the sand, but clearly a mark on 
the concrete. Social Security will not 
be privatized during his watch. 

Thank you, Mr. President. And you 
know this, that the Democratic Caucus 
in this House will stand firmly with 
you, and we will fight every, every bill, 
every proposal to privatize Social Se-
curity. 

Now, we know there is a budget prob-
lem. We know that there is a deficit 
problem here in the United States, and 
we know that it has to be addressed. 
The President has laid out two chap-
ters in the Democratic proposal to deal 
with the deficit. 

In his State of the Union speech, he 
made it clear that Federal expendi-
tures needed to be frozen over the next 
5 years, and today he took another step 
recommending specific reductions in 
various Federal programs, all to the 
good, and we will stand there with him 
and we will work on reducing those 
Federal expenditures. 

For me, I have got one in mind, 
about $120 billion a year that we could 
save, $120 billion a year. Now, that’s 
four times, three and a half times what 
is in the Republican continuing resolu-
tion that will be on floor this week. 

How do you find $120 billion a year? 
End the war in Afghanistan. End the 
war in Afghanistan. Bring the troops 
home. Bring the money home. Balance 
our budget. Use that to solve the def-
icit, or spend that money on building 
those roads, those facilities here in the 
United States. 

b 1800 

Let’s talk about the deficit for a mo-
ment. Oh, yes. If you’re going to talk 
about the deficit, you really ought to 
understand where the deficit came 
from. It didn’t just come out of the 
blue this year. It didn’t just appear 
during the Obama administration. The 
deficit is something that has built up 
over a long period of time here in the 
United States. When they say the def-
icit is $14 trillion and is going to in-
crease, well, it’s not if the President 
and the Democrats get their way. It 
will actually be reduced by $4 trillion. 

However, as to the current deficit, 
where did it come from? From where 
did it magically appear? Who left us 
with huge deficits? 

Let’s take a look. Here are the facts. 
This fellow over here, you may recog-

nize him. He is Ronald Reagan. At the 
end of every year, the Congressional 
Budget Office makes an estimate of 
what is going to happen over the next 
10 years. At the end of the Ronald 
Reagan period, his last year in office, 
the Congressional Budget Office, the 
nonpartisan Congressional Budget Of-
fice, made an estimate of the Federal 
budget situation. Where’s the deficit? 

They estimated that, in the next 10 
years, Ronald Reagan’s budget and the 
programs that were put into effect dur-
ing his period would create a $1.4 tril-
lion deficit. 

Now, those of you who are familiar 
with the history of the United States 
would know that George H. W. Bush— 
the senior—followed Ronald Reagan. 
At the end of his 4 years in office, 
again, the Congressional Budget Office 
made an estimate. It estimated, should 
the Bush-Reagan policies go forward, 
the deficit would be $3.3 trillion in the 
out years. 

Then along came Bill Clinton. In the 
first 4 years of his administration, Bill 
Clinton put in place, if extended for-
ward, policies that would deal with the 
deficit, such things as PAYGO—a word 
that’s common in Washington, but I’m 
sure, out there in the great American 
public, people have no idea what 
‘‘PAYGO’’ is. ‘‘PAYGO’’ was the law 
during the Clinton administration. It 
required that any bill passed by Con-
gress had to be paid for with either 
higher taxes or cuts in some other pro-
gram. In other words, it could not cre-
ate a deficit. It could not add to the 
deficit. 

There were other programs put in 
place, part of which I was responsible 
for implementing, and that was the re-
inventing of government. I was the 
Deputy Secretary at the Department of 
the Interior during those years, and we 
were told by the Clinton administra-
tion’s Office of Management and Budg-
et that you will reduce the expendi-
tures of the Department of the Inte-
rior, and you will continue to do the 
same things. Only, you will do them 
better. Effective and efficient govern-
ment. We reduced the number of em-
ployees in the Department of the Inte-
rior during those first 41⁄2 to 5 years by 
some 15,000 people—from 90,000 to 75,000 
people. We performed all of the pre-
vious services as well and, in many 
cases, better. So it is possible to be ef-
ficient and effective in this process. 

Anyway, Bill Clinton is now Presi-
dent, and he puts all of these policies 
in place. At the end of his Presidency, 
the Congressional Budget Office did 
what it always does, which is to 
produce an estimate of what would 
happen in the next 10 years if the same 
policies were to continue. Guess what 
would happen. What would happen is a 
$5.6 trillion surplus, enough to wipe out 
all of the American debt—no debt, no 
interest payments, everything paid off. 

However, Bill Clinton was followed 
by George W. Bush, and immediately, 
in the very first year of the Bush ad-
ministration, the Clinton-period poli-
cies, some of which were voted on by 
Republicans as well as Democrats, were 
terminated. Massive tax cuts were put 
in place not only in year one but in 
year two. Two wars were started—the 
Afghanistan war and the Iraq war—nei-
ther of which were paid for. It was the 
first time in American history that 
wars were not paid for but were, rather, 
borrowed. Who did we borrow the 
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money from? China. From other for-
eign countries? Yes. 

Anyway, you now had two massive 
tax cuts, two wars, and then the Medi-
care drug program, which was about 
$700 billion a year—not paid for but, 
rather, borrowed, not for 1 year but for 
every year on into the future. 

Thirdly, there was a whole set of 
policies where the government simply 
stepped back and let Wall Street do 
whatever it wanted to do. What it 
wanted to do was to engage in reckless 
profiteering, resulting in 2007 and 2008 
with the crash of the American econ-
omy, with the Wall Street crash of 
2008, bringing the American economy 
to its knees, to the greatest recession 
since the Great Depression. Those poli-
cies added up to this rather massive 
red zone here of $11.5 trillion of deficit, 
estimated by the Congressional Budget 
Office, the nonpartisan Congressional 
Budget Office, which projected in the 
next 10 years, if the same policies con-
tinued, an $11.5 trillion deficit. 

President Obama came into office in 
January of 2009. The day he arrived in 
office, the budget had a $1.3 trillion 
hole in it. He didn’t create it, but he 
had to deal with it—a $1.3 trillion def-
icit handed to him by George W. Bush 
and his policies. 

That’s the history. Now we’re trying 
to dig ourselves out of that hole. Prop-
erly said, when you’re in a hole, stop 
digging. A wise policy. The President 
couldn’t do that, and this Congress 
couldn’t do that in the face of the most 
serious financial and economic crisis 
this Nation had faced since the Great 
Depression. So the stimulus bill was 
enacted, some $750 billion, and it 
worked. Despite all the rhetoric, the 
economists looking at that today, in 
the cool memory of the stimulus bill, 
said it worked; it saved this economy; 
it saved this Nation. 

Every other industrialized country in 
the world did the exact same thing— 
stimulated their economies. Together, 
the American and the international 
economies were stabilized, and we 
began to slowly grow out of that great 
recession. We’re not out of it yet. 
We’ve got to put in place policies that 
end the deficit, and that’s precisely 
what the President talked about today. 

The Republicans have put a proposal 
before us, and we’ll vote on it this 
week, but it is not a proposal that will 
help America retain its eminence as 
the most dynamic, the most creative, 
the most innovative, and the most suc-
cessful economy in the world, because 
of the policies that are in it. It will ter-
minate Medicare, and it will signifi-
cantly reduce those programs that cre-
ate future economic growth. 

I would like to just take a deep 
breath now and turn it over to my col-
league from the great northeastern 
part of the United States. 

PETER, would you join us and carry 
on this discussion. 

Mr. WELCH. Yes, thank you. I appre-
ciate your historical perspective on it. 

There are really two things that I 
want to address. Number one: What are 

the policies that were part of getting 
us to that $11.5 trillion deficit? Number 
two: What do we need to do now in 
order to get to fiscal balance? 

The two policies were, one, a war of 
choice where the Pentagon in its ac-
tivities was not subject to the same 
scrutiny of actually having to pay as 
you go, so the cost of the war in Iraq 
was $1 trillion. The war in Afghanistan, 
as you mentioned, started out as a mis-
sion to dislodge Osama bin Laden. It 
was transformed into nation-building. 

b 1810 

And no matter how necessary or de-
batable either of those events were, 
those wars were, you do have to pay for 
it. It’s not as though because it’s in the 
name of national security it can be ex-
empt from fiscal responsibility. In fact, 
what’s unusual is that this is the first 
time in the history of our country 
where we have been at war where we 
actually haven’t asked for shared sac-
rifice by the taxpayers, but we’ve made 
the entire burden be borne by our mili-
tary. So we’ve got to pay; and we didn’t 
do it, as you pointed out. 

The second is the theory that’s being 
advanced by many that if you cut 
taxes, it will create wealth and create 
jobs. In some places and some times 
and in some circumstances that will 
work. In fact, many standard econo-
mists say that in a recession, it’s the 
time to cut taxes, not raise them. But 
the more that is focused on the middle 
class who are struggling—especially in 
a down economic time—to pay their 
bills, if they get a tax cut, they have 
discretionary income or they have in-
come liberated, that money is going to 
go right back into the economy. But 
every tax cut does not generate jobs, 
and many tax cuts end up adding sig-
nificantly to the deficit. 

The President Bush tax cut in 2001 
and the President Bush tax cut in 2003 
added $2.3 billion to the deficit. So you 
have a Pentagon that is not subject to 
pay-as-you-go and you have tax cuts 
that don’t pay for themselves. Those 
are two major contributing factors to 
that $11.5 trillion deficit on the heels of 
a $5.6 trillion surplus. The debate we 
are having now in this House is enor-
mously consequential to the future. 
Republicans won this last election, and 
a major argument they made is that 
we’ve got to get spending under con-
trol. They’re right. I agree with that. 
We have to get to fiscal balance. 

The challenge is if we’re going to get 
there, do we need a plan that repeats 
those two policies of the Bush adminis-
tration, namely, keeping the Pentagon 
off the table and increasing tax cuts, 
particularly to the high end, but keep-
ing off the table Pentagon savings, 
keeping off the table eliminating tax 
loopholes and keeping off the table the 
question of revenues? 

Democrats, in my view, have to be 
willing to come forward and say, look, 
the programs that we have been strong 
supporters of have to be re-examined, 
we have to reform them, we have to 

make them more efficient; and if they 
are not working, we have to acknowl-
edge that and move on. We have to do 
our share. The President’s proposal 
that would freeze domestic spending 
for 5 years is pretty dramatic, but 
many Democrats would be willing to 
support tough medicine as long as the 
plan had on the table other things that 
are major contributors to the fiscal sit-
uation we’re in. That’s, of course, reve-
nues; that’s, of course, the Pentagon; 
and that’s, of course, tax loopholes in 
the tax system. 

We can get from where we are to 
where we need to be. We saw that in re-
cent years when it happened under 
President Clinton. Again, as you point-
ed out, in those years, Tax Codes mat-
ter; but in the Clinton years when we 
had higher tax rates, we created 20 mil-
lion jobs. In the Bush years when we 
had lower tax rates, we created 600,000 
jobs. And also incomes were increasing. 

So this has to be reviewed by this 
body, in my view, as a practical prob-
lem for us to solve, not an ideological 
argument that every tax cut is going 
to be beneficial anymore than every 
spending program is going to be bene-
ficial. You have to apply judgment to 
the situation at hand. The big chal-
lenge for us is restoring the fiscal bal-
ance. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Let me thank my 
colleague from Vermont, PETER 
WELCH, for this presentation on the tax 
policy. I think we probably would want 
to stay with that a few moments. I 
know my colleague from New York 
(Mr. TONKO) is here, and perhaps you 
would like to opine and to share with 
us your thoughts on these issues of the 
budget and how we can deal with the 
deficit. 

Mr. TONKO. Thank you, Representa-
tive GARAMENDI. And I compliment 
Representative WELCH for what I be-
lieve is a balanced approach to how to 
solve the deficit situation, the debt sit-
uation, and certainly how do we move 
forward with a sound budget that can 
invest in America at a time when other 
nations are investing in a clean-energy, 
innovation economy. We don’t have the 
luxury to just hone in on deficit, or 
budget carving here that solely relies 
on impacts through domestic program 
cuts on our middle class families, our 
working families and the poor. 

What we have seen here is trillions’ 
worth of cuts to domestic programs, 
impacting the ability to pay utility 
bills, impacting the ability to perhaps 
send your adult child off to college, to 
dream the American Dream, to own a 
home and to have an affordable home 
budget. All of these items are at risk 
here. We’re putting people most vulner-
able at risk. We have seen almost a flat 
curve for the growth in household in-
come across America, just a slight 
bump upward, while we’ve seen an ex-
ponential rise in corporate executive 
salaries, in millionaire and billionaire 
wealth. That’s where the growth has 
been. 
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The recovery here has seen that hap-

pening with a downward spiral, a down-
ward mobile quality to the comeback 
of our efforts here in this country. So 
it is important for us to make certain 
that there is a balance here, that we’re 
calling upon all tools in the toolkit to 
make it all happen. 

And this chart absolutely tells a 
story. Over the last 40 years, middle 
class wages have stagnated while mil-
lionaires and billionaires have trumped 
all by 256 percent. 

Now, this tells a story. When people 
are talking about not wanting to visit 
a fairness in tax policy here, when we 
have seen the anger in America ex-
pressed via the many, many households 
that the great multitudes of people in 
this country are portrayed in the mid-
dle class, they are the population that 
have expressed anger, and rightfully so, 
that anger has got to be addressed 
through fairness in tax policy, through 
an across-the-board impact of solution 
here that will enable us to do what’s 
fair and do what’s correct. 

I watch the savings that they talk 
about here with the Republican plan. 
The Republicans will talk about the 
huge amounts of savings that they 
produce all through cuts on the domes-
tic programs, again impacting working 
families, the poor and the middle class. 
Well, those aren’t savings because in 
order to be savings, they might be in a 
locked box or assumed to go after re-
lieving the deficit. But instead, they 
take these trillions in like amounts 
and provide tax cuts for millionaires, 
billionaires and corporations and still 
continue to hand out mindlessly the 
subsidies to big oil companies. This is 
what is so most egregious about this 
budget. 

Instead of working towards a balance 
that looks at revenues, that looks at 
the domestic programs that require in-
vestment, no, they are going pell-mell 
into an all-out attack on the middle 
class. That’s wrong. And also in the 
outcome as they slide programs, assist-
ance and investments to middle class 
America, as they slide it over to the 
millionaire, billionaire, corporate and 
big oil companies crowd, that commu-
nity, what happens in the interim? 
With this Republican plan for a budget, 
we grow debt by $8 trillion. 

So where have we gained here? This 
sounds like a repeat of the pre-reces-
sion years where we were not acknowl-
edging fairness in revenues, where we 
were allowing for a falling apart of the 
system. At the same time we took the 
watchdog out of the equation on the fi-
nancial sector on Wall Street. We al-
lowed for working families’ portfolios 
of investments to go to ruination 
where we lost $2.8 trillion in accumu-
lated wealth on 401(k)s and various 
other investment materials. And this is 
what happened: we destroyed the econ-
omy, and now we’re going to repeat 
history, history of the worst kind. 

Let’s pick up on the history of the 
best kind. Let’s pick up on investing in 
jobs as we did in the FDR years where 

we came out of tough economic times 
and people knew the dignity of work 
and we saw projects built across Amer-
ica, not the trickle-down theory that 
didn’t work during the Reagan admin-
istration and the trickle-down theory 
that didn’t work during the second 
Bush Presidency. It just didn’t happen. 

And my question is, I can’t help but 
rhetorically ask, why would we revisit 
that kind of scenario again knowing 
that we’re just crawling out of the re-
cession and we’re growing private sec-
tor jobs to the tune of $2 million in just 
over a year? Why would we disrupt that 
progress? I ask, why would we disrupt 
that? 

Representative GARAMENDI, I think it 
is great that we’re bringing this infor-
mation to the forefront here and allow-
ing it to be exchanged with the people 
that we serve day in and day out who 
have expressed, rightfully, the anger 
about the onus, the burden and the un-
necessary pain that has been placed 
upon households of modest annual in-
come means. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. The chart that 
you and I shared a moment ago is up 
here next to me; and it clearly shows 
that we have seen a middle class in 
America that has seen very, very little 
progress over the last two decades and, 
instead, an enormous shift of wealth 
and income to the top 1 or 2 percent of 
the Nation. 

b 1820 
There has been a 256 percent increase 

in income to the very wealthy, and as 
I said, it trumps all of the income gains 
by the rest of the economy. Those at 
the bottom saw maybe a 10 to 11 per-
cent increase. The rest, very, very lit-
tle. 

I look up and I see my colleague, the 
gentleman from the great State of Or-
egon (Mr. BLUMENAUER). Thank you for 
joining us. We talked earlier today 
about the upcoming debt limit. Please 
join with us and share with us your 
thoughts on what we are doing here, 
what we shouldn’t be doing, or should 
be doing. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I appreciate 
your leadership and your focusing on 
the issues that face us. 

Having spent hours in the Budget 
Committee so far this Congress, I must 
admit that I was shocked and surprised 
with the profoundly negative approach 
that is being taken by my good friend, 
PAUL RYAN, the chair of the Budget 
Committee and my Republican friends. 

First of all, there is in essence a re-
fusal to zero in on the three areas of 
greatest increase in the budget. We see 
repeated charts that talk about Medi-
care going through the roof over the 
next 50 years. And it is true. We need 
to get Medicare spending under control 
because the past path is not sustain-
able. But ironically what is ignored is 
that the approach that is being offered 
by the Republicans in their budget ac-
tually ignores the major provisions 
that have been placed in statute now 
that would actually reduce the rate of 
Medicare spending in the future. 

We have taken every significant, 
independently verified promising ini-
tiative to bend that cost curve, and 
they have been stripped away. We 
watched Republicans attack Democrats 
because there were provisions to be 
able to make a difference with Medi-
care spending, claiming it would some-
how slash Medicare for senior citizens 
by a half-trillion dollars. Well, Con-
gressman GARAMENDI, you and I come 
from areas of the country that actually 
have been able to reduce health care 
costs, they are below the national aver-
age, and in both areas we actually have 
higher performance; better health care, 
less cost. If the rest of America prac-
ticed medicine the way it is practiced 
in our two communities, there would 
not be a Medicare crisis. 

What we have done with the reform 
act was embed those notions to be able 
to provide incentives to reward value 
over volume, not just pay for proce-
dures. To be able to have accountable 
care organizations, bundling of serv-
ices, to actually have some financial 
disincentives for unnecessary hospital 
readmissions. All of these, the experts 
tell us, could save over $1.2 trillion 
over the next 20 years. And, in fact, if 
we had the courage to actually improve 
and accelerate and enhance, there are 
greater savings because the doctors, 
the nurses, the hospitals in our two 
communities have proven that it is 
possible. But our Republican friends 
have simply decided to turn their back 
on that. They are going to take the 
Medicare savings and spend it for tax 
cuts for people who need it the least. 

I can’t help but turn back to you be-
cause you have an interesting chart 
there on the floor that may say it all. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. I thank you, and 
let’s just do a colloquy here back and 
forth. You’ve talked about ways in 
which we can bend the cost curve for 
health care for all Americans, not only 
those on Medicare. It was in the Af-
fordable Care Act, the health care re-
form. Our Republican friends like to 
call it ObamaCare because it actually 
would reduce the cost of medical serv-
ices for everybody, whether you are in 
Medicare or Kaiser or anywhere else. 
And you mentioned four very, very im-
portant ways it does it. One is hospital 
readmissions, otherwise known as hos-
pital infections. Our former colleague a 
week ago likely died of a hospital in-
fection. The Affordable Care Act places 
a heavy burden on hospitals that have 
a high infection rate, or readmissions. 
It is a very, very expensive, deadly sit-
uation. It is just one of several ways in 
which the Affordable Care Act reduced 
over time the cost of medical services. 

You were here on the floor. I voted 
‘‘no,’’ you voted ‘‘no’’ on a bill that Re-
publicans forced through this House 
that eliminates wellness. What in the 
world was that all about? Why would 
you ever eliminate wellness: obesity, 
blood pressure, proper eating, nutri-
tion, public health, vaccinations—all of 
these things to keep people healthy. 
Healthy people don’t cost money. They 
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don’t run up the price of medical serv-
ices. So they want to repeal that, and 
I’m going, that makes no sense at all. 
You are actually increasing the deficit 
by doing that. And then they take it to 
the ultimate step of terminating Medi-
care. 

This has become my favorite. It’s the 
tombstone for Medicare. In the Repub-
lican budget is a proposal that would 
terminate Medicare for all Americans 
who are less than 55 years of age today. 
If you are 65, maybe it would continue 
on. But if you look at the totality of 
their proposal, it is the termination of 
Medicare and this is what we have. 
‘‘Medicare, 1965 to 2011, created by 
LBJ, destroyed by the GOP.’’ Unbeliev-
able. And along with it, a significant 
reduction in Medicaid, which in Cali-
fornia we call Medi-Cal. 

Your expertise, Mr. BLUMENAUER, on 
the health care issue and the experi-
ence in Oregon on how we can reduce 
the cost of medical care needs to be 
heard by every Member of this House. 
So if you would continue on and share 
with us this issue of medical services 
and how we can reduce the cost, save 
Medicare, and simultaneously address-
ing the deficit. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Your point is 
well taken in terms of what they would 
do terminating Medicare as we know it 
for everybody under 55 years of age. We 
are talking about over 230 million 
Americans. And as a result of this, it is 
clear, you can look at the Congres-
sional Budget Office, other independent 
experts, it is not going to reduce the 
cost of health care. In fact, it is going 
to increase the cost of health care in 
America. But what it does is it is going 
to put an ever-increasing burden on el-
derly Americans. It is going to have a 
gap because ultimately they are not 
going to enable people to have Medi-
care until they are 67. They are going 
to have a small voucher that is given 
to the insurance company. Bear in 
mind the reason that LBJ and the 
Democratic Congress in 1965 enacted 
Medicare was because America’s elder-
ly could not get good insurance cov-
erage that was comprehensive and af-
fordable. Senior citizens, like it or not, 
are older. They are frailer. They are 
less healthy than younger Americans, 
and they are not working as much. 
They don’t have the income. They need 
help. Now, our Republican friends 
would lead us to believe that all of a 
sudden there will be a private insur-
ance market, which by the way sounds 
suspiciously like the exchanges that 
they said were bad in the health reform 
act, and they would force people into 
them, but they would have decreasing 
premium support. 

b 1830 

I think it is also appropriate to just 
reflect for a moment about what hap-
pens to the 78 million geezer baby 
boomers who are 55 or older who will be 
under Medicare. That’s going to con-
tinue for years. It’s going to be increas-
ingly inefficient. It appears as though 

there are some extra costs that are em-
bedded for existing and soon-to-be fu-
ture Medicare recipients that are going 
to continue to distort, drive up costs, 
and, of course, nationally we’re all 
going to pay more for the privilege. 

I would suggest this tombstone is 
something that people should consider 
carefully, because it’s going to mean, I 
sincerely believe, not just the death of 
Medicare but it is going to provide pro-
found shifts and dislocations within 
our health care system, hurt the pro-
viders, and provide less effective health 
care for our elderly citizens. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Let me add to 
that and carry on a little piece of it. 

The Republican budget, which we 
will be voting on here on the floor of 
Congress in the next 2 days, has provi-
sions that are equally harmful to sen-
iors and to wannabe seniors, people 
who want to get to be 65 or 67 years of 
age, and these are the Medicaid reduc-
tions. 

In the proposal that the Republicans 
will bring to this floor, the Road to 
Ruin proposal, is a block grant to the 
States for Medicaid services. In Cali-
fornia, we call it Medi-Cal. This is a 
program that provides benefits to the 
poor and those who cannot afford med-
ical services because they are severely 
disabled, mentally disabled, or seniors 
that cannot afford services in nursing 
homes. The block grant is less than 
what is now available to nearly every 
State, and it is scheduled to be reduced 
in the years ahead, the purpose of 
which is presumably to deal with the 
deficit, but what it does is it takes that 
whole population of seniors, current 
seniors, and others who are currently 
served by the Medicaid program and 
puts them at risk. The effect will be to 
throw seniors out of nursing homes, 
seniors that are on Medicaid or Medi- 
Cal in California. It is the most oner-
ous and hardhearted proposal I have 
yet seen. These are people that are in 
desperate need of services, services for 
the mentally ill, services for the se-
verely disabled, services for seniors 
who are in nursing homes and who can-
not afford the cost of nursing homes. 
That’s another part of this provision in 
the budget. 

What is happening here is a shift, a 
shift of costs from the overall Amer-
ican economy in the Federal budget to 
the individuals, not to the wealthy, not 
to those who have income, but rather 
to those who have so little. And it’s not 
the only shift that’s occurring. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. If we could just 
follow up on this for a moment, be-
cause you are talking about something 
that ought to concern each and every 
citizen. Medicaid. In your State Medi- 
Cal. We’ve had the Oregon health plan. 
There are other States that have vari-
ations on that. It provides health care, 
as you say, for our most vulnerable 
populations: the elderly, disabled, ex-
tremely poor people. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. And the young. 
Mr. BLUMENAUER. It is very cost 

effective. There are complaints that 

the benefits under Medicaid are actu-
ally very low, and it’s hard for physi-
cians and hospitals, medical providers, 
to deal with this. But by moving to a 
block grant that, as you say, it is de-
signed to go down over time. And un-
like the current system, which is sort 
of countercyclical, where the Federal 
Government has given more money in 
times of distress, which it’s done to 
your State and my State in the last 2 
years. If we hadn’t got the extra pay-
ments from the Federal Government to 
help with Medicaid, I can’t imagine 
what shape people would have been in 
in Sacramento and Salem, Oregon. The 
legislature would have just melted 
down. What this proposal is, is to con-
tinue this ratcheting down, no benefits 
when times are tough, and put States 
in a situation where too often they are 
either unable, or in the case of some 
States, unwilling to react. It’s going to 
have a cascading effect. 

You mentioned the problem that’s 
very likely to emerge with people 
being literally tossed out of nursing 
homes. This is something that Ameri-
cans need to step back and look at 
what is being designed as part of this 
very pessimistic road map that is going 
to have very serious negative con-
sequences. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. I thank you for 
that. 

I am going to shift to another very, 
very important part of the Republican 
budget proposal, and that is their total 
unwillingness to deal with the reality 
of the revenues that the Federal Gov-
ernment needs in order to continue to 
provide all of the multitude of services 
that are part of a modern society: ev-
erything from defense to homeland se-
curity as well as the medical and social 
services that we have been talking 
about. 

I’m going to put this up, it’s a little 
cute, but I think it pretty much illus-
trates one of the profound problems in 
the Republican budget. 

‘‘What Do They All Have in Com-
mon?’’ We’ve got the unicorn over 
there, we have Bugs Bunny, and then 
we have this thing that says the cor-
porate tax rate, 35 percent, large cor-
porations like Exxon. It’s a fallacy. 
Large corporations and small corpora-
tions in America don’t pay 35 percent 
corporate income tax. In fact, if one 
were to take a look at Exxon, in 2008 
they had the largest profit of any com-
pany in the world. In 2009, they had a 
profit of about $19 billion and their ef-
fective tax rate, how much they actu-
ally paid in taxes, was zero. Not 35 per-
cent. Not 30 percent. Not 25, not 20, not 
15, not 10, but zero. 

Now it happens that they’re not the 
only corporation. The Republican pro-
posal actually would make this situa-
tion worse. It would take this 35 per-
cent and reduce it to 25 percent. 

What are we talking about here? Why 
would we want to do that? Apparently 
they want to do that because they 
want to take their savings, Medicare, 
by terminating Medicare, Medicaid, by 
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reducing Medicaid and all of the other 
savings, the savings that they presume 
they’re going to get from abolishing 
the wellness programs, high blood pres-
sure screenings and so forth, and on 
and on and on, and give it to the cor-
porations. 

Let’s understand that American cor-
porations currently get a tax break for 
sending American jobs overseas. Amer-
ican corporations currently get a tax 
break for oil drilling. The oil industry 
in the United States is the most profit-
able industry in the world. We just 
talked about ExxonMobil. All of the 
other oil companies in the last 10 years 
have had a profit of $947 billion, just 
under $1 trillion. Yet they continue to 
receive tax breaks in the order of $12 
billion to $15 billion a year, of our tax 
money, handed over to the oil compa-
nies at a time when they are now 
charging us over $4 a gallon for gaso-
line. 

And what is that all about? Well, it’s 
all about the ability of the oil industry 
to maintain a subsidy, a tax break out 
of the American taxpayer’s pocket, 
handed over to the oil company, and 
they’ve had that subsidy for nearly a 
century. I’m saying, enough of that. 
Bring that money back into the Treas-
ury, use it for green energy, solar, 
wind, renewable energy, for research, 
use it for the things that we need to do, 
including reducing the deficit. But oh, 
no. Oh, no. They don’t want to do that. 
Our Republican colleagues want to con-
tinue to give to the oil industry the 
kind of tax breaks that they have. 

If that’s not enough, our Republican 
colleagues want to make sure that this 
fellow, Donald Trump, he wants to be 
President, probably to maintain the ex-
traordinary tax break that he pres-
ently has. The Republicans want to re-
duce the taxes for Donald Trump and 
for other billionaires, millionaires, 
from 35 percent to 25 percent. 

b 1840 

You go, why should we do that at a 
time when we’re taking money away 
from seniors, at a time when we’re 
forcing the middle class to pay more, 
at a time when you’re shifting the cost 
of all of these services to the middle 
class, at a time when you’re going after 
the unions and trying to destroy the 
union movement in America? Why in 
the world would you give Donald 
Trump, why would you give billion-
aires, why would you give those people 
at the very tiptop of the American 
economy, those people that now con-
trol over 25 percent of all of the wealth 
in America, the top 1 percent of wage 
earners in America, why would you 
give them, not a 10 percent, it’s about 
a 17 percent reduction in their taxes? It 
makes no sense at all. 

We talk about shared sacrifice. The 
Republican budget proposal that will 
be on this floor later this week will not 
be shared sacrifice. It is, in fact, giving 
to the top of the American heap of all 
taxpayers, of all wealth, even more. I 
suppose it must be the trickle-down 

theory, that if these folks, if Donald 
Trump and the other billionaires and 
millionaires have more money, some-
how jobs will be created. The fact is it 
doesn’t work. Don’t believe me. Take a 
look at the American economy from 
2001 to 2009, the George W. Bush period. 

George W. Bush started the first very 
year of his Presidency with massive 
tax cuts that created a 2-plus trillion 
dollar deficit and very few jobs. During 
the Clinton period, we ended with a $5.3 
trillion surplus and the creation of 
over 22 million jobs, and the tax rate 
for Mr. Trump and for other million-
aires and billionaires was 39 percent. It 
is, in fact, the history of America’s 
economy that proves that you’re not 
going to create more jobs by reducing 
the taxes for Mr. Trump and the like. 

So what do these things have in com-
mon: a unicorn, Bugs Bunny, and the 
corporate tax rate of 35 percent? They 
are all fictional, every one of them. 

I want to move now to another sub-
ject. I’ll make this my last, and I’ll 
make it kind of quick. If we’re going to 
grow the American economy, we have 
to make the critical investments that 
are the foundation of economic growth 
in any and every country. Whether you 
are Singapore, whether you are China 
or any of the European countries, 
France or Britain, the United Kingdom 
or the United States, there are funda-
mental investments that the society 
has to make, and many of these invest-
ments are made through the general 
public’s government. Let me just turn 
to those investments. 

This is part of our Make It in Amer-
ica agenda, the Democratic agenda of 
rebuilding the great American manu-
facturing base. If America is going to 
make it, we must make it in America. 
We have to rebuild the manufacturing 
base of America. We can do it, but it’s 
going to take critical investments. I 
want to just point them out here as we 
go through this and then compare 
these to the Republican proposal, the 
budget proposal that we’re going to be 
voting on. 

The first one is trade. Now, the Re-
publican proposal doesn’t deal with 
trade and goods because they’re not 
going to do any more harm to it, but 
this is a fair trade policy. This is a pol-
icy of trade where we do not give away 
our manufacturing industry to places 
like China. I am sick and tired of going 
into Target or any other store in 
America and finding ‘‘Made in China,’’ 
‘‘Made in Europe,’’ made everywhere 
but in America. Enough of that. We 
need to see ‘‘Made in America’’ once 
again on the store shelves in America. 

In California, the California govern-
ment—not my responsibility, I wasn’t 
responsible for it at the time—when 
they go out and they build a new 
bridge from Oakland to San Francisco, 
a multibillion-dollar bridge, and they 
buy steel from China because it’s 10 
percent cheaper, I’m going, Stop it. 
Stop it. And so today, in the Resources 
Committee, I introduced an amend-
ment. 

Now it’s ‘‘Drill, baby, drill.’’ It’s our 
Republican colleagues who want to 
drill anywhere and everywhere and all 
the time. I think it’s the wrong thing 
to do. We need to move to renewables. 
But if we’re going to drill, then why 
don’t we drill with American-made 
equipment? Why don’t we require that 
those drilling rigs, those pipes, those 
technologies, the drill bits, the blowout 
preventers be made in America? I in-
troduced that amendment. The Repub-
licans brushed it aside saying they 
didn’t want to go that way. Okay, fine. 
But we need, on trade policy, to make 
sure that our trade policy does not dis-
advantage American manufacturers. 

Taxes. I just talked about taxes. Why 
in the world would the Republicans 
vote against a tax policy that actually 
is now law? We passed this last Decem-
ber. Why would they vote against a tax 
policy that would reduce—nearly 
eliminate—the tax breaks that Amer-
ican corporations get when they send 
jobs offshore? Why would you vote 
against that tax break that American 
corporations have? I don’t understand 
it. It’s over, at least partially over, 
there’s more that needs to be done, and 
my Democratic colleagues and I are 
asking our Republican colleagues to 
work with us to eliminate the rest of 
those tax breaks that American cor-
porations get when they send jobs over-
seas. 

We talked about some other issues 
here. For example, last December, the 
Democrats pushed through, Obama 
signed a bill that allowed American 
corporations and businesses to write 
off 100 percent year one—this year—100 
percent of capital investment so that 
we encourage American manufacturers 
to invest in America so that they can 
be more productive. 

Energy policy, extremely important. 
We cannot any longer put our economy 
and our national security at risk to 
foreign oil producers. So I guess part of 
the ‘‘Drill, baby, drill’’ is to try to deal 
with that, but that’s not going to solve 
the problem. We need additional and 
new energy sources, and that’s where 
the green energy, the future energy 
comes in. 

Don’t take it from me. Talk to our 
American military. Talk to the Navy, 
the Air Force, the Army. They think 
way ahead, and they know that they 
cannot depend upon oil. They need to 
move to other sources of energy. They 
did it years ago. They had wind on 
their ships. Then they went to coal. 
Then they went to oil. They are now 
using nuclear power. But they also 
know that many of their pieces of 
equipment—a jet airplane isn’t going 
to have a nuclear reactor. So they 
want to free themselves from the grip 
of the petro dictators around the world 
and they want to be able to have en-
ergy made here in America. This is 
biofuels, advanced biofuels of all kinds. 

We ought to follow the lead of our 
military here, and we must create en-
ergy projects that provide us with 
clean renewable energy, whether it’s 
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nuclear or the green energy: solar, 
wind, biofuels and geothermal, all the 
rest. So energy policy becomes ex-
tremely important. 

Labor. It turns out, if one were to 
look at American economic history, 
you would be able to track the rise of 
labor in the thirties, forties, fifties and 
sixties tracking perfectly with the rise 
of the middle class in America. So as 
labor became more predominant in 
America, we saw the American middle 
class grow right along with the labor 
movement. 

Beginning in the 1970s, we saw the de-
cline of the labor movement. If you 
track the decline of the labor move-
ment, you will find the decline of the 
American middle class tracking per-
fectly with the decline of the labor 
movement. Now we find all across the 
Midwest—in Wisconsin and Ohio—a 
major movement to take yet another 
shot at labor, to weaken labor or to de-
stroy labor. In the process, you will 
find the further decline of the middle 
class of America should they succeed 
at that. 

But this is more than just the labor 
movement. This is preparing the Amer-
ican worker to be competitive in a 
modern economy. This is education. 
This is job training. These are pro-
grams to retrain and to bring into the 
workplace workers who are prepared to 
deal with the modern machinery and 
the modern equipment that a well- 
placed and well-executed economy 
must have. 

I want to move to the next one, 
which is, in fact, education. Earlier 
today, I met with the President of Cali-
fornia State University, East Bay, part 
of my district in California. 

b 1850 

And the president, Mohamoyad 
Qayoumi, who happens to be an Af-
ghan, was talking about programs that 
they’re putting in place in the East 
Bay of California, San Francisco Bay, 
to encourage the education of chil-
dren—modern technology, using 
iPhones, using techniques in computer 
technology—so that the kids who are 
into these things in a big way will be 
able to learn, not going out and buying 
expensive textbooks every year that 
are out of date the next year, but rath-
er to use online publications and be 
able to bring to the students all of the 
world. 

I was going home last weekend, and I 
got a call from my wife. She said, Can 
you find a light bulb for the projector? 
It’s out. We need a light bulb for the 
projector. I said, I just got off the air-
plane. I don’t know what I’m going to 
do. 

I got online, I punched up my Safari, 
and I looked for light bulbs. In a mat-
ter of moments, I found, not too far 
from the airport, a photo shop that had 
the light bulb. 

The whole world is here. The whole 
world is available for a student who’s 
just curious. You cannot help but be 
curious. All you need to do is get on-

line, and you can find out everything 
about the world around us, anything 
you’re into with science, and it turns 
out that this little piece of equipment, 
according to President Qayoumi, is 
also a tool for the teacher. The test can 
be taken on this. And in taking that 
test, the teacher immediately knows 
what the student does not know. And 
so the next day in class that could be 
dealt with. 

I think I’m running out of time here, 
and I’m going to finish very, very 
quickly with intellectual property. 
This is the transition of all of the re-
search into the manufacturing sector. 
Make It in America. We have to do 
this. We can do this if we have the 
right policies in place. 

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

f 

FEDERALISM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. STUTZMAN) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader. 

Mr. STUTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to address the topic of enduring 
consequence. Last month, the members 
of the Constitution Caucus came to the 
floor to commend limited government 
as the guardian of human dignity. To-
night, we would like to continue that 
conversation by discussing one of the 
indispensable pillars of limited govern-
ment. America’s guarantee of limited 
government and her bulwark of liberty 
can be attributed to Federalism. 

Federalism is the subject which we 
often forget here in Washington, D.C. I 
believe this is a tragic irony because 
our great Nation is the birthplace of 
this truly revolutionary political con-
cept. Federalism is not an abstract phi-
losophy. Simply, it is the separation of 
power between the Federal Govern-
ment and State governments. It is one 
of the cornerstones of our American ex-
periment in self-government. 

It was unheard of before the Amer-
ican founding and unfortunately is all 
but forgotten today. 

Until our Founding Fathers devised 
our unique system of government, na-
tions around the globe were dedicated 
to the faulty idea that power or sov-
ereignty was indivisible. The great wis-
dom of the American founding was to 
reject this notion and build a robust 
government with a system that care-
fully divided power on two different 
levels. 

Yes, we are most familiar with the 
separation of three branches of govern-
ment—legislative, executive, and judi-
cial; but too many in Washington have 
forgotten that there is another division 
in government—the division between 
States and Federal Government. 

Mr. Speaker, we have one of the 
greatest documents to govern our 
country that has existed for over 200 
years and has been one of the docu-
ments that has guided so many Ameri-

cans and people across this country 
into personal responsibility, to the 
ability to take opportunities that we 
have been granted in this country. 

The 10th Amendment sums up this 
structural integrity of the Constitu-
tion and the dual sovereignty of the 
Federal and State governments. The 
10th Amendment says this: ‘‘The pow-
ers not delegated to the United States 
by the Constitution, nor prohibited by 
it to the States, are reserved to the 
States respectively, or to the people.’’ 

As a former State legislator, I’ve 
seen this and been very frustrated at 
times as a State legislator in the pow-
ers that the Federal Government con-
tinues to assume and is basically over-
reaching the responsibilities and the 
powers of the State government. Fed-
eralism, as you know, was a huge de-
bate and discussion as part of the 
founding of our great Nation back 
when our Founding Fathers were dis-
cussing what should be in the Constitu-
tion. 

During the debate over States’ rights 
and Federalism, there needs to be a 
balance between what the States are 
responsible for and what the Federal 
Government is responsible for. And our 
Constitution lays those responsibilities 
out and defines those responsibilities 
very clearly. 

I believe it’s very important for us, 
as Congress and Congressmen and Con-
gresswomen, to refamiliarize ourselves 
with our Constitution and realize that 
the boundaries that have been laid out 
by our Founding Fathers are well de-
fined. And the intent and the vision 
that was laid out is one that is still ap-
plicable today. 

I believe that the Federal Govern-
ment continues to overreach as to 
those boundaries—whether it’s massive 
spending, whether it’s an overreach in 
our health care bill that just passed 
last year, whether it’s the stimulus 
package which the Federal Govern-
ment is now assuming the responsi-
bility to stimulate our economy rather 
than trusting in the American people. 

It does not add anything to the Con-
stitution that was not already there in 
its structure, but in making the prin-
ciple of Federalism more explicit, the 
10th Amendment underscores the im-
portance of Federalism. 

To see Federalism succeed, we must 
hold faith in the integrity of the Con-
stitution. A living document is just an 
empty vessel. Federalism is neglected 
when politicians make the Constitu-
tion a blank slate for the dominant po-
litical trends. 

As James Madison wrote in Fed-
eralist Number 45: ‘‘The powers dele-
gated by the proposed Constitution to 
the Federal Government are few and 
defined. Those which are to remain in 
the State governments are numerous 
and indefinite.’’ 

So, Mr. Speaker, I would like to read 
again the 10th Amendment of our Con-
stitution: ‘‘The powers not delegated to 
the United States by the Constitution, 
nor prohibited by it to the States, are 
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