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Richardson
Richmond
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David

Adams
Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Amash
Amodei
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold

Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert

Serrano

Sewell
Sherman
Shuler
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Speier

Stark

Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney

Tonko

Towns

Van Hollen
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Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kelly
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McCotter
McHenry
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
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Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Yarmuth
Young (AK)

Olson
Palazzo
Paulsen
Pence

Petri

Pitts

Platts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Quayle
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Tsongas
Turner (NY)
Turner (OH)
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

NOT VOTING—12

Carson (IN) Israel Paul
Filner Jenking Rothman (NJ)
Flores Kaptur Roybal-Allard
Hinchey Mack Sires
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Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia changed her vote from ‘“‘nay’’ to
X3 kR

yea.

So the motion to instruct was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall 23, |
was away from the Capitol due to prior com-
mitments to my constituents. Had | been
present, | would have voted “yea.”

Ms. TSONGAS. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall
vote No. 23 on the Michaud (Maine) motion to
instruct, H.R. 3630, | mistakenly recorded my
vote as “nay” when | should have voted
“yea.” | ask unanimous consent that my state-
ment appear in the RECORD following rollcall
vote No. 23.

————

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3764.

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to have
my name removed as cosponsor of H.R.
3764.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

———

PRO-GROWTH BUDGETING ACT OF
2012

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 3582.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 534 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 3582.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3582) to
amend the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 to provide for macroeconomic
analysis of the impact of legislation,
with Mr. DOLD in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the
bill is considered read the first time.

The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
RYAN) and the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. VAN HOLLEN) each will con-
trol 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin.
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Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, it goes without saying
but it unfortunately bears repeating,
our budget process is broken.

Last year, the Senate didn’t pass the
budget. The year before that, the Sen-
ate didn’t pass the budget. This year,
they may not pass one again. The
greatest threat to our economy now
and our children’s future is a fiscal
threat, a debt threat, and yet we are on
an unsustainable path; and one of the
reasons, after the lack of political will
among our colleagues, is the budget
process. It has not been reformed sub-
stantially since 1974. As a result, many
Members of this body have put years
and hours of effort into fixing this bro-
ken process.

I want to say Mr. DREIER, chairman
of the Rules Committee, and Mr. HEN-
SARLING, our conference chairman, in
particular have been two individuals
who have put so much work into this.
As a result, 10 bills are coming out of
the Budget Committee. Ten members
of the Budget Committee are putting
together an effort to fix this broken
Federal budget process to bring more
accountability, more transparency, and
better results so that we can fix this
problem.

This bill is authored by Dr. PRICE of
Georgia, which simply says, while we
consider large fiscal pieces of legisla-
tion, let’s have the CBO add an anal-
ysis so we know what it does to the
economy. That’s not a lot to ask. A lot
is happening, and we want to make
sure that, as we judge large fiscal legis-
lation, that we have the kind of an
analysis we need to better judge what
it does for our economy.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the remainder
of my time to the author of this bill,
Mr. PRICE.

The CHAIR. The gentleman will be
recognized.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I reserve the balance of my time.
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Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Let me start by saying to the chair-
man of the Budget Committee and all
of the members of the Budget Com-
mittee that we appreciated the dia-
logue that we’ve had on the budget re-
form bills. There is one bill that I un-
derstand we’ll take up next week where
at least the chairman of the committee
and myself were able to find some bi-
partisan consensus. That’s the expe-
dited procedure, legislative line item
veto bill where you’ve got some Demo-
crats and Republicans in favor of it,
and some Democrats and Republicans
against it.

But with respect to the two bills be-
fore us today, Mr. Chairman, I'm afraid
they fall far short. In fact, I think they
would take us in the wrong direction.

First of all, just to be clear, because
we’ll probably hear a lot of talk today
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about the importance of moving the
economy forward and jobs: Neither of
these bills will do one thing, not one
thing to help get our economy moving
again. They won’t do one thing to cre-
ate and help create jobs in this coun-
try.

Now, with respect to this particular
piece of legislation that we’re dealing
with now, which actually is a step to-
ward requiring some kind of dynamic
scoring by CBO and the Joint Tax Com-
mittee, it’s very misleading. Here’s the
concern. If you look at the current
House rules, current House rules al-
ready require that we have an eco-
nomic analysis for major tax legisla-
tion.

What this particular piece of legisla-
tion does is say, yeah, we’re going to
ask for an economic analysis, but it
tilts the playing field in favor of one
kind of fiscal action. So, for example,
it says we’re going to consider whether
or not tax policy affects the economy.
But when it comes to major invest-
ments, for example, infrastructure,
transportation, investments that we
all know have historically helped this
country grow, whether it was the high-
way system, whether it’s been invest-
ments in other major infrastructure
around this country, they’ve all had
major economic growth benefits, but
those are specifically excluded to the
extent that they’re involved in the ap-
propriations process. So we’re looking
at only one-half of the equation, reve-
nues, not important investments, at
least to the extent that they go
through the appropriations process.

Now, a word on the revenue piece.
What’s very curious is the way this bill
is drafted. We would not get an eco-
nomic analysis on one of the most con-
sequential tax changes this body could
take in the remaining year. We all
know that we face the question of what
to do with the expiring tax cuts, the
2001 and 2003 tax cuts, both on middle-
income Americans, but also the tax
cuts that disproportionately benefited
the folks at the very top, the top 2 per-
cent.

Now, under current House rules, we
get an analysis of any legislation that
was designed to extend those tax cuts
going forward. But the way this is de-
signed, the statute, we’re going to get
an answer that says well, we’re already
assuming the tax cuts for the folks at
the very top are going to go on forever.
Now, the reason that’s very curious is
that the Congressional Budget Office
has in fact already done analyses in the
past of what might happen if we were
to extend the tax cuts for the folks at
the very top.

And if you look at their analyses,
and they did one in September of 2010,
you’ll find at the end of the 10-year pe-
riod, they find that those tax cuts will
slow down economic growth. Why
would that be? Because those tax cuts
add to the deficit. That deficit crowds
out private investment. That creates a
drag on the economy. We had a similar
conclusion from testimony that was
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given by the Joint Tax Committee in
September of 2011, just last September.
The same conclusion. At the end of the
10-year period, you’d actually have a
slowdown in economic growth.

So it’s a little perplexing to find out
why we’re drafting something that
would not require a study of one of the
most consequential decisions that this
Congress might make.

And so for those reasons, Mr. Chair-
man—one, that we’re not even count-
ing the investment side of the equation
with respect to the consequences for
economic growth, and number two, the
fact that this isn’t even going to trig-
ger an analysis of one of the biggest
revenue decisions this body will
make—we have to oppose the bill.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Let me first begin by thanking the
chairman of the Budget Committee,
Congressman RYAN, who has put in an
incredible amount of work, diligent
work and commitment, in reforming
our broken budget process. He and the
entire committee staff have worked
tirelessly to bring about more account-
ability and transparency to this proc-
ess. I thank them for that. In fact, all
Americans should thank them.

Budget reforms would also not be in
the spotlight were it not for the work
of a number of Members, but there’s
one Member I would like to acknowl-
edge specifically, and that’s our con-
ference chairman, JEB HENSARLING,
who has been steadfast for many years
championing the Family Budget Pro-
tection Act of 2007 and the Spending
Deficit and Debt Control Act of 2009
that focused on reforming our broken
budget process.

Mr. Chairman, there is no question
that our number one priority in this
body must be enacting policies that
help our economy create jobs. It is
clear that the President’s policies have
failed and they are making the econ-
omy worse. Because the President
clearly can’t run on his record, he has
denigrated into the process of division
and envy politics in this country. Ter-
ribly distressing.

House Republicans have a plan. We
have got a jobs plan. It is a plan to put
the American people back to work, and
so we are delighted to be able to have
an opportunity today to talk about one
part of that plan.

The economy is growing way too
slowly, as you well know. Not nearly
enough jobs are being created, which is
one of the reasons that we introduced
H.R. 3582, the Pro-Growth Budgeting
Act, which as my colleague said, could
be titled the dynamic scoring act.

As you well know, the current model
for the CBO determines the cost of leg-
islative proposals by a static method
that doesn’t take into account macro-
economic factors like increasing rev-
enue, reducing the deficit, paying down
the debt, things that have economic
consequences in our society.
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Economists from across the political
spectrum agree that major legislation
considered by Congress has significant
effects on economic growth, and we
ought to be looking at that con-
sequence. While current law requires
the Congressional Budget Office to pro-
vide Congress with information on the
fiscal impact of all legislation that is
reported from the committee, there is
no requirement for analysis of the eco-
nomic impact. This bill remedies that
issue by requiring the Congressional
Budget Office to provide macro-
economic analysis for all bills that
have a budgetary impact—this is the
threshold—a budgetary impact of more
than 0.25 percent of the gross domestic
product. That equals, Mr. Chairman,
about $39 billion in 2012.

This does not change the traditional
CBO static scoring method at all. This
analysis will be in addition to current
law. It gives Members of Congress more
information around which they are
able to then make appropriate deci-
sions.

Mr. Chairman, it is important to re-
member that current policy is what
has been utilized as a baseline for the
administration, for the Simpson-
Bowles Commission, for Domenici-
Rivlin. All of those used current policy.
This notion that we ought not be using
current policy as a baseline is simply
folly.

In 2011, only six bills met the 0.25 per-
cent GDP threshold, which means that
the CBO ought not be overworked by
having this opportunity to provide
greater information to Members of
Congress.

Everybody knows that CBO scores in
the past have been significantly inac-
curate. The Medicare Modernization
Act of 2003 is but one example. The
CBO estimated that that would cost
about $206 billion. In fact, it was $124
billion. Mr. Chairman, that is a huge
difference.

Past CBO macroeconomic work has
shown that Federal deficits and tax
rates do, in fact, impact the economy.
CBO itself has said:

“The reduction in Federal borrowing
that would result from smaller deficits
would induce greater national saving
and investment and thereby increase
output and income.”

Mr. Chairman, more information
from CBO will highlight the need to act
positively on fiscal policy here in Con-
gress. And maybe as importantly, this
bill will also encourage pro-growth pol-
icy ideas from all of our colleagues
that will help get our economy back on
track, create jobs, and protect hard-
working taxpayers.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill, and I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

At the outset of his remarks, Mr.
PRICE referenced the economy and the
President’s plan. I think it is impor-
tant to remember that when the Presi-
dent came before this body for the first
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State of the Union address, the econ-
omy was in absolute free fall. In fact,
we now know it was even worse than
people realized at the time. We were
losing GDP at a rate of more than 7
percent.
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We were losing over 800,000 jobs in
this country every month. And as a re-
sult of the passage of the recovery bill,
the Congressional Budget Office, the
same nonpartisan, independent office
that this bill is asking for a report
from, has told Congress that because of
the recovery bill, we saved or created
up to 3 million jobs in 2010. Those are
the facts reported by the Congressional
Budget Office, that we helped reduce
unemployment in this country in 2011
by over 1.4 percent.

When you’re headed down fast,
you’ve got to stop the slide, pick your-
self up and begin to climb back up. And
that’s what the President and the ear-
lier Congress did together.

Now, are we where we want to be? Of
course not. That’s why it’s important
that we begin to move forward on the
jobs plan the President asked this Con-
gress to take up last September, major
new investment in infrastructure, stuff
that will really help move the econ-
omy. We haven’t voted on that. I hope
we’ll move forward on the payroll tax
cut extension for 160 million Ameri-
cans. We should do that quickly.

So let’s remember that this economy
was in tatters. It has at least gotten a
little bit back up on its feet, but we
have a whole, long way to go still. Un-
fortunately, this bill today won’t do
one thing—not a thing—+to help it.

With that, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentlelady from Wisconsin (Ms.
MOORE).

Ms. MOORE. Thank you so much, and
I just want to say at the outset what a
pleasure it is to work with the chair-
man, the ranking member, and the
members of the Budget Committee
who, I believe, are sincerely committed
to try to help deal with the deficit situ-
ation.

But what I find rather baffling, I'll
have to admit, is that my colleagues in
the majority continue to turn a blind
eye to the power of investing so that
we can create a major dynamic econ-
omy in human capital and in our infra-
structure. Their only interest, almost
to the point of a fetish, is to favor tax
cuts as the only ways and means of
growing our economy. And this Pro-
Growth Budgeting Act, H.R. 3582, is
just yet another example of that, Mr.
Chairman.

This legislation would allow Repub-
licans to really understate the effect of
tax cuts on the deficit—hiding their
impact, masking their real cost, and
paving the way for extensions and new
tax policies that favor tax cuts only. I
mean, Republicans are trying to
carve—I have to admire their persist-
ence—they want to carve in supply-side
economics and ‘“‘trickle down,”” no mat-
ter how long it’s failed, into our body
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politic forever. As my dad used to say,
money doesn’t grow on trees. And this
is the ‘“‘money grows on trees strat-
egy.”

I'm sorry, but my colleagues have
such a strong bias against any invest-
ments that are not tax cuts; and it
shows a lack of interest in the invest-
ments, I believe, that really have the
power to dig us out of this hole we’re
in, investments like early childhood
education. Why don’t we do dynamic
scoring on that? Health care, what
about scoring the impact of what pro-
viding health care would do in terms of
decreasing the costs to our companies?

The CHAIR. The time of the gentle-
woman has expired.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I yield the gentle-
lady 30 additional seconds.

Ms. MOORE. I hear from all walks of
life that a transportation budget, reau-
thorizing the transportation budget,
would be such a boon to our economy,
training people for the 2lst-century
skills. But yet here’s another backdoor
approach to include the Bush-era tax
cuts into the baseline, and we already
know that that’s $4 trillion worth of
debt.

By only allowing for the dynamic ef-
fects of tax cuts—not the effect of in-
vestments in a better way of life for us
all—the Republicans are showing their
true colors again.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I'm pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. HEN-
SARLING), our conference chairman.

Mr. HENSARLING. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. I thank him and I
thank our Budget Committee chairman
for their kind words and their great
leadership for fiscal responsibility and
job growth.

Mr. Chairman, indeed, on Monday,
the American people were reminded,
yvet again, that this President’s policies
have failed. It was on Monday when the
Congressional Budget Office announced
that this President is on track to be
the first President in American history
to produce trillion-dollar deficits every
single year that he’s in office. Part of
what has created these trillion-dollar
deficits is the failed stimulus program,
which my friends on the other side of
the aisle still tout.

The gentleman from Georgia is right:
because the President can’t run for re-
election on his failed policies, he has,
unfortunately, resorted to the politics
of division and envy. But, Mr. Chair-
man, the American public isn’t inter-
ested in a division; they’re not inter-
ested in envy. They are interested in
jobs. And in that respect, this Presi-
dent hasn’t just failed; he has made our
economy worse.

Almost 2 million more Americans
have lost their jobs under this Presi-
dent’s policies. We have the longest
sustained period of high unemployment
since the Great Depression. One in
seven are on food stamps. That’s the
reason, Mr. Chairman, that House Re-
publicans have a plan for America’s job
creators. Yesterday, we passed a bill
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trying to repeal a part of the job-kill-
ing health care plan of the President.

Well, today is a very modest step. It
says, do you know what, before we pass
another plan like the President’s
health care plan, wouldn’t it be nice to
get that report from CBO that esti-
mated another million of our fellow
countrymen might just lose their jobs.
Shouldn’t we empower Members of
Congress with more information? Let’s
get the jobs that the American people
so richly need and deserve. Let’s em-
power Members of Congress to know
how these pieces of legislation are
going to impact jobs and economic
growth.

Mr. Chairman, we must pass the Pro-
Growth Budgeting Act.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
hope if our Republican colleagues are
going to keep asking CBO for these re-
ports that they’ll read those reports,
because if you read the CBO’s analysis
of the impact of the Recovery Act,
they’ve been very clear that in the
year 2010, it helped save or create up to
3 million jobs. That’s what CBO says.
It also says in the year 2011, it helped
reduce unemployment by over 1.4 per-
cent. That’s what the Congressional
Budget Office says.

Now we’re asking the Congressional
Budget Office for a study here. I think
we should take into account in some of
our comments their findings that
they’ve already delivered to us. With
respect to the situation the President
inherited, again, the economy was in
total free fall.

Yes, it’s kind of like when you're try-
ing to run up an escalator that’s going
down really fast. When you first get on,
you’re going to go down until you stop
it, until you stop it, and then you take
action to try to run. You’re trying to
run in place through the actions you’re
taking. First you don’t feel like you’re
moving up, but we’re finally moving
up.
The President inherited an economy
like an escalator going down very fast.
And we passed a recovery bill. It
stopped the free fall and stabilized the
economy. We need to take more steps;
and I wish our colleagues, Republican
colleagues, would bring to the floor
some of the bills that will help it. But
let’s just remember that for the last 22
months, we’ve actually created up to 3
million jobs, in fact, over 3 million jobs
in the economy. Are we where we want
to be? No. But let’s not go back. Let’s
not go back to the same policies that
got us into this same mess to begin
with.

With that, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
PRICE) who has been very focused on
budget issues for a long time.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for
yielding and want to note that today
we could be debating a jobs package.
We could be debating a comprehensive
effort to balance our budget. But in-
stead, we're focusing on a bill to en-
shrine failed ‘‘trickle-down’’ policies in
our already flawed budget process.
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Now, let’s be clear: this bill is de-
signed to make it easier to pass large
tax cuts without having to find real
savings in our current budget. It relies
on the thoroughly discredited notion
that tax cuts do not add to the deficit,
that they magically pay for them-
selves.

This is the height of fiscal reckless-
ness and exemplifies the old adage that
“insanity is doing the same thing over
and over again and expecting different
results.”

After all, Congress experimented
with this approach when it passed the
Reagan tax cuts and again with the
George W. Bush tax cuts.
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And the results were soaring deficits.
We now find ourselves in crippling
debt, unable to pay for needed invest-
ments in our crumbling infrastructure,
unable to pay for the education and re-
training required to maintain Amer-
ican competitiveness in the ever
changing global economy.

So I'll vote ‘‘no”” on this tried and
failed approach. And I ask colleagues
to return to the pay-as-you-go rules
that helped lead us to the balanced
budgets and the economic prosperity of
the 1990s.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. It’s curious to
listen to my colleague talk about his
concern about the debt when, in the
last 4 years, the 4 years of this admin-
istration, we have the first 4 years in
the history of this country where our
debt has been greater than $1 trillion—
over $5 trillion built up in debt by this
administration.

I also want to point out to my friend
from Maryland, who talks about the
wonderful impact of the stimulus bill
and how it has created all sorts of jobs
and increased GDP, as you well know,
Mr. Chairman, as our Members and col-
leagues know, the Congressional Budg-
et Office periodically updates the infor-
mation that they provide as it relates
to the estimates about what has oc-
curred in the economy from policy here
in Washington. The most recent update
shows an 8 percent increase in the real
GDP growth from the stimulus bill—
now, that’s down from 1.7 percent
growth, and that is down from their es-
timate before—and a .4 percent reduc-
tion in the unemployment rate, which
is down from a .8 percent reduction in
the unemployment rate.

So, Mr. Chairman, if we wait another
quarter or two, we’re going to see that,
in fact, the real information is out, and
that is that the stimulus bill had no ef-
fect or a detrimental effect on the
economy.

With that, I'm pleased to yield 2 min-
utes to my colleague from Georgia, Dr.
BROUN.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, it’s absolutely critical that law-
makers in Washington are informed
and aware of how legislation that we
introduce will impact our country’s
economic growth, so today I rise in
strong support of the Pro-Growth
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Budgeting Act, which will basically
give us that information.

If this legislation had already been
passed, perhaps our economy wouldn’t
be saddled with the effects of the Presi-
dent’s health care takeover, the stim-
ulus bill, and other legislative night-
mares all produced by my Democrat
colleagues. These only tie up our small
businesses, bog down our job creators,
and further bury our economy in mas-
sive Federal debt.

If we had any idea of how chilling the
effects of these bills would be on jobs
and our economy, maybe we would
have done the smart thing, which
would have been not to pass them and
instead stayed within the boundaries of
our budget. Except, well, I forgot. We
still don’t have a budget, thanks to the
obstruction of Democratic Leader
HARRY REID.

That’s why I introduced my Budget
or Bust Act just today. It would lit-
erally force the House and the Senate
to pass a budget or else their salaries
would be held hostage until Congress
does its job. My bill would also restore
the power of the purse to its rightful
owner, which our Founding Fathers
specifically gave to Congress, not to
the President.

I urge my colleagues to support both
the Pro-Growth Budgeting Act and my
Budget or Bust Act so that we can
truly understand how our legislation
affects the economy, and so that Wash-
ington is finally forced to live within
its means and Congress is held respon-
sible and accountable, as hardworking
taxpayers deserve.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I'm pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from California (Mr.
MCcCLINTOCK).

Mr. MCCLINTOCK. I thank the Mem-
ber for yielding.

The simple question now before us is
whether it’s better for Congress to
have more information or less informa-
tion when it’s deliberating on matters
that directly affect the economy of our
Nation. You’d think the answer would
be self-evident, but apparently some
Members of this House prefer blissful
ignorance rather than going to all of
the fuss and bother of actually assess-
ing the full ramifications of the poli-
cies that they are enacting. That ex-
plains a lot about some of the decisions
they’ve made around here in recent
years.

The economy is a dynamic and fast
changing thing, responding rapidly to
every tax and regulation imposed by
government and every dollar that
changes hands in markets. Yet the
rules under which the Congressional
Budget Office operates severely con-
strain its ability to take this obvious
reality into account in the information
that it provides us.

This measure doesn’t presume to tell
the CBO how to do its job or what for-
mula to use in its analysis. It doesn’t
even change the outmoded static mod-
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eling it uses to score the fiscal impact
of measures coming before us. All that
it says is: Give us the complete picture.
If a proposal is going to affect the
economy significantly, for good or ill,
tell us, tell us what you think and
show us why you think so.

I think Patrick Henry summed up
this bill perfectly when he said, ‘“‘For
my part, no matter what anguish of
spirit it may cost, I am willing to know
the whole truth; to know the worst,
and to provide for it.”

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
agree with Mr. McCLINTOCK that more
information is helpful. We just don’t
want to ask for the information in a
way that we only get one side of the
story.

I hope our colleagues are going to
vote for the amendment a little later
on the floor that says we should also
try and figure out what the economic
impact of major investments in infra-
structure is through the appropriations
process. They’ve removed that analysis
from this bill.

In addition to the fact, it’s very curi-
ous that when it comes to tax policy,
they’ve written this in a way that
when CBO does an analysis of, again,
the major decision that would be made
by this body in the next few years,
whether or not to extend some or all of
the 2001/2003 tax cuts, that will show no
impact on economic growth because of
the way they’ve written this legisla-
tion, when, in fact, we know, at least
from earlier CBO reports, that in the
out-years, 10 years out, it will actually
be a drag on economic growth because
it will increase the deficit when you
allow the tax cuts for the folks at the
top to go on and on and on.

So, yes, we want more information.
Let’s just not ask CBO for information
that is designed to only extract one
side of the story. And, unfortunately,
that’s what the bill does in its current
form.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. I'm a bit
amused, Mr. Chairman, by the tack
that the other side is taking on this as
they talk about gaming the system, if
you will, with this piece of legislation.
I would simply call my colleague’s at-
tention to the bill itself.

The definition of macroeconomic im-
pact analysis in the bill simply states:

Estimate of changes of economic out-
put, employment, capital stock, tax
revenue, an estimate of revenue feed-
back expected as a result of the enact-
ment of a proposal and the critical as-
sumptions for how they got there.

There isn’t any qualitative assess-
ment assigned to this. It’s simply, give
us more information, as the gentleman
from California said.

So it’s a bit perplexing why, again,
our colleagues on the other side don’t
want that additional information with
which to make decisions, high-quality
decisions here in Washington.

With that, I'm pleased to yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
FLORES).
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Mr. FLORES. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, although the Obama
administration may tout signs that the
economy is improving, we are still way
below past economic recoveries. The
reality is the economy is growing too
slowly and not creating enough jobs.

Economists agree that legislation
considered by Congress can have sig-
nificant impacts on economic growth,
both positive and negative. In fact, the
Congressional Budget Office reported
this week that we are on track to have
our fourth $1 trillion deficit in a row,
despite President Obama’s earlier cam-
paign promise to cut the deficit in half
by the end of his first term. At such a
critical time, we should ensure that all
lawmakers have as much information
as possible about the effects of pro-
posed legislation on economic growth
and job creation.

The Pro-Growth Budgeting Act of
2012 would require CBO to provide law-
makers with a macroeconomic impact
analysis for all major legislation re-
ported by a House or Senate com-
mittee. The economic analysis would
describe the potential economic impact
of all major bills or major economic
variables, including real gross domes-
tic product, business investment, cap-
ital stock, employment, and labor. It
would also describe the potential fiscal
impacts of the bill, including any esti-
mates of revenue increases or decreases
resulting from changes in gross domes-
tic product.
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If the last Congress had had this type
of real-world economic analysis, it
would have never passed the job-Kkilling
Democrat takeover of our Nation’s
health care system in 2010.

In addition, if the last Democratic-
led Congress would have known this in-
formation when it passed its $800 bil-
lion stimulus bill, it would have known
that the elusive millions of jobs that it
claimed to create were going to cost
about $400,000 per job. This $400,000 is
about the same amount as the total
salaries of seven middle class Ameri-
cans.

For these reasons, I urge my col-
leagues to support the Pro-Growth
Budgeting Act of 2012, so that we may
promote pro-growth policies that will
help get our economy back on track,
reduce the deficit, and protect hard-
working taxpayers.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Again, I go back to the fact that
you’re asking CBO to only give one
side of the story, and I would just refer
Mr. PRICE, my friend, colleague, to
page 3 of the bill, lines 12 through 16,
where you say, the Congressional
Budget Office shall, to the extent prac-
ticable, prepare for each major bill or
resolution reported by any committee
of the House of Representatives or Sen-
ate, in parentheses, except the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of each
House.
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I go back to the fact that every
American knows that when we invest
in our infrastructure, when the compa-
nies invest in their plants and equip-
ment, when we invest in our roads and
our bridges and our highways, that can
have a positive economic impact. In
fact, if this House of Representatives
were to take up the President’s jobs
bill, which he asked us to pass in Sep-
tember, that would invest more in our

infrastructure, that would help the
economy.
Of course, you wouldn’t want to

know, apparently, about the positive
impact on the economy of the Presi-
dent’s jobs bill because that involves
investment through the transportation
process. So, it does tilt the field in a
significant way when it comes to deci-
sions we make here with resources.

I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT), my col-
league on the Budget Committee.

Mr. DOGGETT. This bill, like most
that come out here from the Repub-
licans, has a great name. It’s a Pro-
Growth Budgeting Act. It’s not a pro-
growth budget—big difference—but a
Pro-Growth Budgeting Act. And like so
many of the pieces of legislation that
they offer us, the substance of the bill
does exactly the opposite of the title.

This would better be named the ‘‘Dig
Deeper Now”’ legislation, or the ‘‘Man-
date Voodoo Economics’ legislation. It
attempts to enshrine Republican
dogma that even an elementary arith-
metic student would have some ques-
tion about. It’s based on the theology
that the best way to get more is to do
less; that if you have less revenue com-
ing in, you somehow will eventually
get more revenue coming in. And it
just hasn’t worked that way.

Their approach is much like the al-
chemist of old, who, when faced with a
problem that he could not convert
straw into gold, simply responds, give
me more straw. They can’t get enough
straw in the form of tax cuts to talk
about at their political conventions.
But when they apply them, we don’t
need dynamic scoring to know what
the effect is. We have history, and that
history is not very favorable to this

whole concept that somehow less
means more.
We have the ‘‘dynamic’” Bush tax

cuts to look at and what their effect
has been. And the Congressional Budg-
et Office tells us that the effect has
been they cost $1 trillion, $1 trillion to-
ward the budget deficit that we have,
and if we extend the Bush tax cuts for
those at the very top, again, it will
cost another trillion dollars. That’s
trillion with a ““t”’ in both cases, and it
is a big impact in digging us into the
hole that we’re in, that we’re trying to
work our way out of with what should
be a Pro-Growth Budget Act, a jobs
act, instead of something that is a
name that bears no resemblance to the
substance of the bill.

How about the experience with eco-
nomic growth? What American would
not like to have the economic growth
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of the Clinton years, when the tax
rates were actually higher than the ex-
perience of the Bush years, where the
tax rates may have been lower, but so
was the economic growth, almost 4 per-
cent a year under President Clinton,
and down to about 2 percent under
President Bush from 2001 to 2008.

Likewise, with job growth, dynamic
job growth under President Clinton,
job losses under President Bush. That’s
the history, the experience that we
have with this theory, this ideology
that somehow less revenue means more
revenue.

Only yesterday, in the Budget Com-
mittee, we heard the testimony of the
Congressional Budget Office, objective
testimony, that if we extend

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I yield the gen-
tleman another minute.

Mr. DOGGETT. We heard objective
testimony that if we extend all of the
Bush tax cuts for the next decade, we
will have less economic growth in this
country, not more economic growth, as
their theology maintains. And the tes-
timony we’re hearing is not limited to
Democratic witnesses. Even the Repub-
lican witnesses who have come before
our committees in the past have con-
ceded that these Bush tax cuts did not
pay for themselves.

We’ve seen the result of voodoo eco-
nomics. We’ve seen the results of sup-
ply side and trickle down. It’s time to
take a more dynamic approach for the
American economy, and that’s a jobs
bill that will meet the needs of work-
ing families across this country instead
of playing games with the numbers and
trying to show that the impossible is
reality.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, it’s kind of like ‘‘Alice
in Wonderland’’ actually. I mean, if the
gentleman truly wants to have the in-
formation that he is demanding, then
he ought to be supporting the bill be-
cause what he’s talking about is dyna-
mism in the economy, and that’s what
we ought to be looking at, Mr. Chair-
man. As you know, we need the infor-
mation to be able to provide us with
the kind of data that will allow us to
make the best decisions.

For example, this is a chart that
shows the employment in this country,
and the tax reductions of the last dec-
ade demonstrate that employment goes
up and unemployment comes down.
And then when the stimulus bill that
the other side amazingly still wants to
tout as the be all and the end all, when
it’s passed, what happens, Mr. Chair-
man? Employment plummets. Unem-
ployment skyrockets.

So the gentleman can go back to the
nineties, yes, but what we’re living in
right now is 2012, and the policies
aren’t working. So what we need to do
is be able to provide, hopefully, Mem-
bers of Congress with more information
so they’re able to make wiser deci-
sions.
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I am pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Kansas (Mr.
HUELSKAMP).

Mr. HUELSKAMP. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the Pro-Growth
Budgeting Act. Just yesterday, the
Budget Committee had the opportunity
to question the CBO Director about the
impact of the President’s stimulus on
the economy. A few months earlier, his
office and mine had a very public de-
bate about the impact of government
spending on the economy. When asked
to identify a single program, one single
program that positively impacted the
economy, the CBO could not identify
one program.

Then, during the Budget Committee
hearing, I asked the Director, is it fair
to say that the massive spending of
2009 did not benefit the economy? He
said, and I quote: ‘““The extra govern-
ment spending from the Recovery Act
in 2009 boosted the economy in the
short term, but we believe, unless there
are offsetting changes, the economy
will be worse off.”” From the CBO.

Legislation 1like the Pro-Growth
Budgeting Act will require the CBO to
undertake a full analysis of every
major legislation, including impacts on
the employment and labor supply. Had
the previous Congress been able to re-
view the long-term impacts and con-
sequences of a $1 trillion stimulus
boondoggle, perhaps our economy
would be better off today. Perhaps the
more than 20 million Americans—
that’s right, 20 million Americans—
who are unemployed or underemployed
would actually have a job.

Those who care solely about the
short-term concern themselves with
political gain at the expense of the fu-
ture. Today I ask my colleagues to sup-
port this legislation because they care
about the long term, about the next
generation, even if it means their
short-term political gains cannot be re-
alized.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I'm glad the gen-
tleman raised the question of the long
term, and it begs the question about
why this bill is written in a way such
that we would not be requiring an eco-
nomic analysis of the major change of
law that we may be making with re-
spect to tax policy, which would be to
extend the 2001, 2003 tax cuts, all or
some of them.
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Let’s talk about the long term be-
cause, in fact, the Joint Committee on
Taxation which, of course, is the entity
that does the tax analysis for the Con-
gressional Budget Office, has said that
at the end of that 10-year period, ex-
tending those tax cuts actually slows
down the economy—page 6 of the testi-
mony of the staff of the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation before the House
Committee on Ways and Means, Sep-
tember 21, 2011.

What they point out is that at the
end of the 10-year period, you’re losing
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GDP growth. Again, why? Because if
you have big tax cuts that are financed
by borrowing, as the Republican rules
of the House were changed to allow,
Hey, we can provide tax cuts for folks
at the very top, put it on the credit
card, no more pay-as-you-go, that in-
creases the deficit. You increase the
deficit, as the economy begins to re-
cover, that’s when it really begins to
crowd out private investment.

So those tax cuts begin to slow down
the economy in the end of the 10-year
period, and they’re not an efficient
use—especially the tax breaks for the
folks at the top 2 percent—it’s not an
efficient means to getting the economy
moving again.

We saw in the 1990s under President
Clinton we had a higher top marginal
tax rate: 20 million jobs were created,
booming economic times.

So I'm glad the previous gentlemen
raised the issue of the long term.
Again, we’re all a little perplexed
about why this bill is written in a way
that the major change in law that we
could make either this year or next
yvear with respect to the full or partial
extension of the tax cuts wouldn’t even
trigger this economic analysis. That is
astounding.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I think it’s important to point out the
CBO Director, indeed, did say the long-
term effects of the stimulus are actu-
ally depressing, potentially depressing,
on the economy. So that’s why we need
the big picture. That’s why we need a
dynamic scoring model, an opportunity
to look at the macroeconomic impact
of legislation that’s considered in this
Congress in a responsible way.

I'm pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
gentlelady from  Tennessee (Mrs.
BLACK).

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Pro-Growth Budgeting
Act of 2012.

This would require the CBO to pro-
vide lawmakers with macroeconomic
impact analysis for major legislation
defined by budgetary impact greater
than 0.25 percent of annual GDP. Pret-
ty simple.

Current law already requires CBO to
provide Congress with the fiscal im-
pact. This bill would require the CBO
to give us the economic impact. Now,
included in the analysis would be a
statement of critical assumptions and
also sources of data underlying its esti-
mate, which would provide for max-
imum transparency.

So if there were questions, we would
have the information in front of us so
that we could ask additional questions
and be sure that we had all of the infor-
mation in order to make an informed
decision.

This is just another tool in our tool-
kit, and this will help Congress create
policy that affects our economy while
creating a pro-job agenda, which is on
all of our minds and should be our pri-
ority. The more information available
to policymakers, the better decisions.
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There is no panacea in the budget
process, but this is one more step in re-
forming what is a broken process; and
we’'re going to see more information
and more bills in the next several
weeks talking about this broken proc-
ess. But this is one more piece to give
us one more piece of information.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
just have to emphasize again, I already
read from the portion of the bill that
says we want economic analyses of
major pieces of legislation except from
the Committee on Appropriations.
Again, transportation and infrastruc-
ture investments over the history of
our country have provided important
economic growth.

The President asked this Congress to
take up his infrastructure investment
jobs bill last September. Congress
hasn’t taken it up, and now apparently
we don’t want to include in the study
the positive economic impact that
something like that would have.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. What time re-
mains, if I may ask?

The CHAIR. The gentleman from
Georgia has 10 minutes remaining. The
gentleman from Maryland has 8% min-
utes remaining.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I would respond to the gentleman, as
he well knows, that current law, sec-
tion 402 of the Congressional Budget
Act of ’74, requires that CBO produce
cost estimates of legislation reported
out of every committee except the
Committee on Appropriations. To be-
lieve that a 1l-year appropriations bill
could have a CBO assessment of the
economic impact 40 years out, which is
their appropriate and usual window, it
is just nonsensical. So current law sim-
ply states that CBO looks at com-
mittee action and not appropriations
and for good reason.

I'm pleased to yield 2 minutes to my
colleague from Georgia (Mr. WOODALL).

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Chairman, I very
much thank my friend from Georgia
for yielding. I just want to tell him
how proud I am of him for bringing this
legislation forward. I know he doesn’t
need my accolades; but this is the kind
of commonsense material that I ran on
and that, as a freshman in this body,
makes me proud to be able to vote on.

I brought a copy of the legislation
with me, Mr. Chairman. I think if you
ask folks across the country, they
sometimes wonder whether or not we
read this legislation.

If folks go to www.thomas.gov, they
can actually read the legislation them-
selves, Mr. Chairman. These things
that we’re arguing about, they wonder
what the truth is. It’s only five pages
long in its substance.

Let me tell you what it says, Mr.
Chairman, if you haven’t seen it: The
analysis prepared shall describe the po-
tential economic impact of the applica-
ble major bill of resolution on major
economic variables, including real
GDP, business investment, capital
stock, employment, and labor supply.
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The analysis shall also talk about rev-
enue increases or decreases that result.
The analysis should also specify which
models were used, what your sources of
data were, and shall provide an expla-
nation as necessary to make the mod-
els comprehensible to the public.

Mr. Chairman, this bill provides one
more tool that the American people
and this Congress can use to evaluate
the very important legislation that is
considered here on this floor.

I hope you will ask your constitu-
ents, Mr. Chairman, why is it that
folks would oppose giving the Amer-
ican people these answers. You heard
me read the bill. All this bill does is
provide that information.

I will say to the sponsor of this legis-
lation that information has been miss-
ing for far, far too long. I plan to lend
my strong support to this legislation. I
thank the gentleman for the time and
for his courage in bringing this bill for-
ward.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman,
the gentleman’s mistaken. I mean, we
do get analyses now with respect to the
economic impact. There’s a provision
in the House rules that I referenced
earlier that asked for that, and in fact,
Joint Tax has done exactly that. The
figures I was reading with respect to
the negative impact on growth in the
out-years were from a dynamic anal-
ysis the Joint Tax Committee has done
pursuant to House rules.

Mr. WOODALL. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I will not on my
time.

Mr. WOODALL. I'd be happy to be
educated by the gentleman if he would
yield.

The CHAIR. The gentleman from
Maryland is recognized.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
refer the gentleman to the bill, the
piece of the document I've referenced
several times already. This kind of
work is done.

What you’re asking for here is to,
again, leave off part of the equation,
for example, the recovery bill. The re-
covery bill was primarily an appropria-
tions bill. Leave off part of the equa-
tion, but also when it comes to the rev-
enue piece, skew the request.

I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER).
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Mr. BLUMENAUER. I appreciate the
gentleman’s courtesy and his leader-
ship.

What we’re talking about here this
afternoon is one of a package of four
budget proposals from our Republican
friends on the Budget Committee that
are, in toto, going to obscure the budg-
eting process, make it more complex,
more expensive, and actually more
confusing for the American public.

I agree with what my good friend
said about the dynamic scoring. There
are already vehicles available to be
able to deal with some of these feed-
back effects but not elevating it to the
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level of some sort of official score.
Frankly, we’ve seen when the CBO, the
Congressional Budget Office, which is
established as the impartial score-
keeper, puts out information, like we
discussed here today in the Budget
Committee, on how much impact the
Recovery Act had on employment, on
GDP enhancement, on job growth. Peo-
ple just simply refuse to accept the
range, the calculations, things that all
the independent experts agree upon, in-
cluding our own official one. So we’re
going to make their job more con-
fusing; we’re going to make it more
complex and give the American public
a less clear picture.

Get ready folks. My good friend from
Georgia wants to deal with freezing all
baseline budgets, that are not other-
wise specified in law, assuming that
there will be no increase for population
growth or inflation over 10 years. Ev-
erybody in Congress who looks at what
has happened over the last 50 years un-
derstands there will be some adjust-
ment—we may argue about how
much—but if you’re going to give the
American public an estimate of what is
the most likely outcome, having a
modest inflation adjustment is the
most accurate in terms of what is like-
ly to happen. That would be swept
away and an artificial figure estab-
lished by biennial budgeting.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional minute.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. There is a rea-
son why the number of States, almost
all of which used to have biennial budg-
eting, have moved to annual budgets.
It’s because they’re more accurate;
they’re less complex; they’re less ex-
pensive; and it doesn’t pose as much of
a burden on both the legislative branch
and the administration to try and fid-
dle around with things that we know
are inaccurate. Then we’re going to
have the risk adjustment, which will
take something which is already accu-
rately portrayed in terms of the budg-
et, and they’re going to be adding and
subtracting values that are going to
only confuse.

The four of them are an example of
why my friends on the other side of the
aisle don’t want to get to work and
deal with things that we might agree
on, like reforming agriculture. Instead,
we’re playing games with procedures
that are going to give the American
public less information, and it’s going
to cost us more to confuse them.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. I appreciate
the gentleman talking about other
pieces of legislation.

But what we’re talking about here is
more information, more information
for our colleagues, Mr. Chairman; and
for the life of me, I can’t figure out
why our Democratic friends on the
other side of the aisle simply, I guess,
want to keep our colleagues in the
dark here so that we can continue to
make the kinds of decisions that we’ve
been making. It’s just astounding.
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Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to yield
2 minutes to my friend from Arizona,
Dr. GOSAR.

Mr. GOSAR. I thank the gentleman
from Georgia for yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support
of the Pro-Growth Budgeting Act
brought today by my friend and col-
league Congressman ToM PRICE. This
good piece of legislation is a common-
sense solution to the growing debt and
deficit causing concern among many
Arizonans.

While I may be new to D.C. and the
Halls of Congress, I am not new to the
impacts of Federal regulations and the
devastating effects of Congress’ ability
to live within its means. As a dentist
and a small business owner for over 25
years, I faced the uncertainty of addi-
tional tax and regulatory burdens be-
cause the Federal Government failed to
do long-term planning.

This bill states that the Congres-
sional Budget Office provide Members
of Congress an analysis of the real and
long-term effects that a piece of legis-
lation would have on the economy.
This, my friends, should be a no-
brainer. It is a necessary step towards
taking and regaining fiscal sanity in
this Nation. Making wise decisions
starts by being properly informed on
the facts and the information.

Again, I support this legislation, and
I encourage the passage of this good
bill today.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman,
may I inquire about how much time re-
mains on both sides?

The CHAIR. The gentleman from
Maryland has 4% minutes remaining.
The gentleman from Georgia has 6V
minutes remaining.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I yield 2 minutes
to the gentleman from Vermont (Mr.
WELCH).

Mr. WELCH. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

There is a reason that this institu-
tion of Congress is so discredited
among the American people. The rea-
son is quite simple. Instead of facing
the problem, we come up with ways to
avoid it. These two bills—dynamic
scoring, which basically has as a
premise that any tax cut is going to in-
crease revenues, and baseline reform,
which essentially says that inflation is
not a factor in depleting resources to
meet a need, whether it’s the Pentagon
or it’s health care—we think that
somehow that is going to solve the
problem with the debt, which is a seri-
ous problem in this country.

Do you know what? It’s time for Con-
gress to acknowledge the obvious,
which is that the problem is the prob-
lem. These runaround reforms about
the process avoids the direct, head-on
confrontation that is the debt, and the
debt is a function of too much spending
and too little revenue.

Bottom line, if you are a household,
if you’re a local government, if you're
someone who is responsible, when you
have a debt problem, you’re going to
look at everything; you're going to put
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it all on the table. There are 100 Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives
who signed a letter and said, Hey, let’s
put everything on the table—revenues
and spending. It’s the only way we’re
going to get a solution.

This approach is avoiding that. It’s
locking down on the notion that any
tax cut is going to increase revenues.
It’s locking down on the notion that
revenues cannot be part of the solu-
tion, and it’s locking down on this no-
tion that if you wipe away inflation as
a factor in what we need to do to main-
tain level funding that somehow we’ll
still meet the needs.

We had a war in Iraq and Afghani-
stan—two wars that weren’t paid for,
both on the credit card. We had the
Medicare prescription drug program on
the credit card. Whether you supported
those as a Democrat or as a Repub-
lican—and we had people on both sides
of the aisle who did—you’ve got to pay
for it. We didn’t pay for it. We'’re pay-
ing now the consequences of it.

As to the so-called ‘‘reforms’ about
the process, it’s always legitimate to
figure out the process—how can we do
it better? How can we get better infor-
mation?—but not when it means we
avoid the problem.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Again, Mr.
Chairman, I’'m a little perplexed by the
arguments being used in opposition on
the other side.

My friend from Vermont says that
this assumes that there is a certain
premise about tax cuts. Well, the bill
doesn’t even use the language ‘‘tax
cuts.” It uses ‘“‘tax revenue.” It could
be a tax reduction. It could be a tax in-
crease. Let’s look. Let’s find the infor-
mation. Let’s give our colleagues as
much information as possible, which,
again, is what my friend from Vermont
says every family in this country does
when they have a challenge. If they
have a debt challenge, they get all of
the information that they can. That’s
simply what we’re asking here, which
is to provide as much information as
possible for Members of Congress to
make wiser decisions.

Mr. Chairman, I’'m so pleased to yield
3 minutes to my colleague from South
Carolina and a member of the com-
mittee, Mr. MULVANEY.

Mr. MULVANEY. I thank my col-
league for yielding.

As we sit like good Congressmen and
-women in our offices and as we watch
these debates on television, sometimes
we feel compelled to run over and par-
ticipate in the debate. Certainly, that’s
what drove me over here today, and it’s
hard to know where to start. There is a
long list of things that we could talk
about here today.

Mr. Chairman, we could start, for ex-
ample, with the gentleman from Mary-
land, who offered again today, as he did
in the Budget Committee, the sugges-
tion that perhaps the Recovery Act
generated as many as 6 million jobs. If
you actually listen very closely to
what he says and read the documents
that he cites, that’s up to 6 million
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jobs saved or created. The truth of the
matter is we could make just as easily
the argument that the number is closer
to 1.2 million jobs saved or created, and
that’s assuming that a job saved is a
job created. We could have a discussion
as to whether or not we should have
been spending $400,000 per job, but
that’s not the reason we’re here.

So I would suggest to my friends
across the aisle, if they really believed
that the Recovery Act was so wonder-
ful, bring it up again. Please offer us
another one. In fact, bring us one twice
the size, and look the American people
in the eye and say that $800 billion
wasn’t enough, that we want $1.6 tril-
lion worth of another stimulus bill.
Please, bring that, and let the Presi-
dent defend that as we have this dis-
cussion between now and November.

You could also, Mr. Chairman, go
into more detail about what the gen-
tleman from North Carolina mentioned
about the PAYGO rules, which is some-
thing I'm a little bit familiar with. My
predecessor was a big supporter of the
PAYGO rules. The PAYGO rules were
in place when this government ran up
its largest deficits in history. The rule
was never designed to cut spending,
and it was never designed to lower the
deficit. It never accomplished what
folks so fondly, in hindsight, believe
that it did in the late 1990s. You could
go back and look. Really, what drove
the surpluses of the late 1990s was the
reduction in the size of the Federal
Government. But, again, it’s not what
we’re here to talk about today.
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What the gentleman from Texas was
talking about, however, is spot on, and
he would come to the well, as so many
folks on the other side will, and say
that, well, it was those Bush tax cuts
that really got us in the hole that
we’'re in. I don’t know why we call
them the Bush tax cuts, by the way.

They were extended by a Democrat
President and a Democrat Senate and a
Democrat House at the end of 2010. I
have always referred to them as the
Bush-Obama tax cuts, but that doesn’t
seem to catch on.

But the assertion has always been
that after those tax cuts, Mr. Chair-
man, went into place that revenues
went down, that when we cut taxes rev-
enue went down, because certainly
that’s what the CBO, under the current
rules, would tell you would happen.
Under the static models that are in
place now, when we supposedly cut
taxes, the CBO will tell you, well, if
you lower the tax rates, revenues will
go down.

Unequivocally, this is not what hap-
pened with the Bush tax cuts in 2000s.
Revenues went up every year from 2003
to the beginning of the great recession.

That’s why this bill is so important,
Mr. Chairman. Washington does not
know how to count. We count in this
town in a fashion that only this town
counts. The whole rest of the world
doesn’t understand how we count, and
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the CBO scoring is a big part of that
problem.

Mr. Chairman, that’s why I respect-
fully suggest that we need to pass this
bill and send it over to the Senate.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
would inquire of Mr. PRICE if he has
any further speakers?

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I have no further speakers, and I am
prepared to close.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Look, I think everybody in this body
understands that the more good infor-
mation we get the better. That’s why
it’s troubling that in this particular
bill we’re asking the question of CBO
in a way that will only give us partial
information. I already mentioned that
we left out the impact, the economic
impact from 