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going to have to ask the wealthiest 
Americans to pay a bit more. 

And, number two, I think we ought 
to say that those programs that help 
people have a decent retirement—So-
cial Security, Medicare, Medicaid, as 
well—that that is the wrong place to 
go in order to balance our budget. We 
don’t have to go to the poorest people. 
We can make those programs more effi-
cient. We can cut the costs of those 
programs, but we don’t have to reduce 
the benefits and further impoverish 
people who aren’t making a lot of 
money right now. 

For me, those are sort of bottom 
lines for the deal that we want to 
make. All of us are in this together. We 
should all see each other as our broth-
er’s and sister’s keepers. With that 
kind of philosophy in mind, I think we 
can come up with some sort of an 
agreement that serves our country, 
that serves its people, that is just and 
fair and helps us go forward. 

Do you have a final word? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. No, that’s 

enough said. Let me say how much I 
enjoyed our colloquy today, and I look 
forward to continuing to work with 
you to ensure that America remains 
the great Nation that it has always 
been. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Thank you. I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

f 

b 1420 

TAX BURDEN IN AMERICA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
WOODALL) for 30 minutes. 

Mr. WOODALL. I appreciate my col-
leagues for their take on where we are, 
and I wanted to offer kind of an alter-
native view on that. And it’s not an al-
ternative view in that it is one that’s 
not commonly shared. It’s a bipartisan 
view. But we hadn’t heard it much in 
this particular debate. 

I want to take you back, Mr. Speak-
er, to John F. Kennedy. He’s a revered 
President for a whole variety of rea-
sons. I come from a rock-solid, hard- 
core conservative district in the State 
of Georgia, but I absolutely see the 
wisdom of so much of what President 
Kennedy was trying to do for the coun-
try. He said this: 

It’s a paradoxical truth that tax rates are 
too high and tax revenues are too low, and 
the soundest way to raise the revenues in the 
long run is to cut the rates now. The purpose 
of cutting taxes now is not to incur a budget 
deficit but to achieve the more prosperous, 
expanding economy which can bring a budget 
surplus. 

John F. Kennedy, November 20, 1962. 
Those words are as true today as 

they were then, Mr. Speaker. But we 
have a different kind of budget chal-
lenge today than we had then. The 
largest budget deficits in your and my 
lifetime, Mr. Speaker, were run up dur-
ing the George W. Bush administra-
tion. Again, I come from a hard-core 

red State, Republican through and 
through in our part of the world, and I 
can tell you the largest budget deficits 
in the history of this country were run 
up during a Republican Presidential 
administration. And those record-set-
ting deficits have now been surpassed. 

We’re not running 100 percent of 
those deficits today. We’re not running 
200 percent of those deficits today. 
We’re not running 300 percent of those 
deficits today. Mr. Speaker, the defi-
cits today are almost four times larger 
than what was formerly the largest 
budget deficit in American history. 
We’ve got to get a handle on that. 

There are revenue components, there 
are spending components, but it seems 
like this town is obsessed with the tax 
side of that ledger. I want to talk 
about that because, for Pete’s sake, I 
didn’t come to Congress to be a Con-
gressman; I came to Congress to make 
America better. I came to Congress to 
solve the problems that plague my 
family and my neighbor’s family and 
the families surrounding us in the com-
munity. I came to Congress to make a 
difference. 

So it’s whatever we need to do here, 
Mr. Speaker, to make a difference. And 
I don’t mean just to change things. 
Change for change’s sake has no con-
stituency with me. I mean to make a 
difference so that our children’s lives 
and our grandchildren’s lives are better 
than they would be otherwise. 

Let me go again to John F. Kennedy 
and how he was trying to make a dif-
ference. He said this: 

Lower rates of taxation will stimulate eco-
nomic activity and so raise the levels of per-
sonal and corporate income as to yield, with-
in a few years, an increased—not a reduced— 
flow of revenues to the Federal Government. 

Mr. Speaker, he was right. He was 
right then. Ronald Regan was right 
when he said it. President Clinton was 
right in the tax cuts that he presided 
over, as was President Bush. It’s abso-
lutely true. I’ll say it again: 

Lower rates of taxation will stimulate eco-
nomic activity and so raise the levels of per-
sonal and corporate income as to yield, with-
in a few years, an increased—not a reduced— 
flow of revenues to the Federal Government. 

It is a paradoxical truth that tax rates are 
too high and tax revenues are too low, and 
the soundest way to raise revenues in the 
long run is to cut the rates now. 

Why do I bring this up? Is there any-
body in Washington, D.C., who’s talk-
ing about cutting tax rates? And the 
answer is no. There’s really not. 
There’s not one person in this Chamber 
who comes to the floor and talks about 
cutting tax rates. We might like to, 
but we’re in a tough economic crisis 
right now and folks are concerned 
about the revenue side of the equation. 
What folks are talking about, though, 
is not raising tax rates. And for some 
reason, for reasons that I can’t under-
stand, Mr. Speaker, the President has 
gotten wrapped around the axle on an 
insistence that actual rates go up. 
Speaker JOHN BOEHNER offered him 
revenue. He said, If you just want the 
money, we’ll find a way to get the 

money through taxes. It doesn’t have 
to be through higher rates. We can do 
it by broadening the base, by reducing 
exceptions and exemptions, by elimi-
nating loopholes and deductions. The 
President said, No, I want actual high-
er rates. 

President Kennedy talked about the 
damage of those higher rates, Mr. 
Speaker. It’s as true today as it was 
then. When we’re not talking about 
higher rates from the White House, Mr. 
Speaker, we’re talking about fairness. 

And I’ve got to tell you, Mr. Speaker, 
you and I are freshmen in this body. 
We came with the largest freshman 
class in modern times. And we came 
not from folks who had dreams of being 
a Congressman one day, but folks who 
were from families back home that 
were struggling and people were run-
ning for Congress then because they 
wanted to find a better way. Folks did 
not come to be Congressmen; they 
came to be agents of change, to make 
a difference for America, to make sure 
the promise of America continues for 
another generation. And yet we find 
ourselves in this debate about whether 
now is the right time to raise taxes on 
family-owned businesses, whether now 
is the right time to raise taxes on 
American job creators. 

Milton Friedman is one of my favor-
ite economists. He’s a Nobel Prize-win-
ning economist. He passed on from this 
Earth, but his words remain with us 
today. He said this about taxes, and I 
think it’s profound. He said: 

There is all the difference in the world, 
however, between two kinds of assistance 
through government that seem superficially 
similar. 

Two kinds, superficially similar. 
The first, when 90 percent of us agree to 

impose taxes on ourselves in order to help 
the bottom 10 percent. 

That happens all the time. It happens 
all the time. I love the generous spirit 
of the United States of America. And 
I’ve got to tell you I know, Mr. Speak-
er, folks are from all parts of the 
world—I’m from Georgia and you’re 
from California—but the people in 
Georgia, their generosity is second to 
none, and I love being part of that com-
munity. And Milton Friedman says it’s 
one thing when 90 percent of us in 
America agree to tax ourselves, agree 
to bear the burden ourselves in order to 
help 10 percent who are struggling, 
that’s one thing. Or, second, he says: 

The other thing is when 80 percent vote to 
impose taxes on the top 10 percent to help 
the bottom 10 percent. 

Hear that. It’s one thing when 90 per-
cent of us agree that we need to bear 
the burden such that the least fortu-
nate among us can prosper—that’s the 
American way, and I love that about 
this Nation—but it’s something else al-
together, Milton Freidman says, when 
80 percent decide they want to tax the 
top 10 percent so that they can help the 
bottom 10 percent. That is not who we 
are in America. That is not who we 
have ever been in America, where we 
let someone else carry the burden. 
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What makes this country great is the 

shared burden. I heard the words 
‘‘shared burden’’ from my friends on 
the other side of the aisle. I hear the 
words ‘‘shared sacrifice’’ from my 
friends on the other side of the aisle, 
and I see proposal after proposal after 
proposal that exempts most of America 
from bearing any part of that burden 
and continuing to place the burden on 
someone else. 

Milton Friedman goes on to say this: 
‘‘The first way may be wise or un-
wise’’—talking about the 90 percent of 
us taxing ourselves to help the 10 per-
cent—‘‘that could be unwise, it just de-
pends on why you’re doing it and what 
the purpose is you’re doing it for. It 
could be effective or ineffective as a 
way to help the disadvantaged. But it 
is consistent with the belief in both 
equality of opportunity and liberty.’’ 

The second way, Milton Friedman 
says—that’s the way where 80 percent 
of the folks agree that they’re going to 
tax the top 10 percent so that they can 
help the bottom 10 percent—that sec-
ond approach seeks equality of out-
come and is entirely antithetical to 
liberty. When we all come together to 
agree to help one another, that is con-
sistent with a belief in equality of op-
portunity and liberty, but when we try 
to amass enough votes in this Chamber 
or enough votes across the Nation so 
that we can take from one group to 
give to another group, that is entirely 
antithetical to liberty. 

And so, Mr. Speaker, I come to the 
floor today not as a defender of the 1 
percent. I’m not in the 1 percent. I do 
hope one day I’ll be fortunate to have 
those opportunities. I think that’s 
what all kids do in America; you try to 
work hard, apply yourself, good work 
ethic, good ideas, you want to be suc-
cessful one day. But I’m not in the 1 
percent. But I recognize the immo-
rality of passing on bills to our chil-
dren and our grandchildren in the form 
of debt because we, the 80 percent, 
refuse to take on that burden and, in-
stead, we try to thrust that burden off 
on someone else. 

b 1430 

We have burdens in this country, and 
it falls to every citizen of this country 
to shoulder those burdens. 

Mr. Speaker, because I do think it’s a 
moral case, I think folks need to under-
stand what it is the President is pro-
posing and why he’s proposing it. I 
have two sets of figures here, Mr. 
Speaker. One is the percent of the in-
come that each kind of strata of Amer-
ican income earner earns. I’ve got the 
lowest 20 percent of income earners, 
the second 20 percent, the middle 20 
percent, the fourth 20 percent, and the 
highest 20 percent—in fact, I have the 
top 1 percent pulled out on the side be-
cause they seem to attract so much at-
tention these days. 

I also have the share of the indi-
vidual income tax burden that each of 
these groups are paying. How many 
times, Mr. Speaker, have you heard the 

President of the United States say he 
just wants the top 1 percent to pay a 
little bit more; he just wants the top 1 
percent to do their fair share? How 
many times have you heard ‘‘fair 
share,’’ Mr. Speaker? I’ve heard it more 
times than I can count. 

This is what I see: For the most re-
cent year for which the Congressional 
Budget Office has numbers, the top 1 
percent of all income earners earned 
13.4 percent of all the income in Amer-
ica. I’ll got to tell you they’re doing 
well, there’s no doubt about it. They 
are 1 percent of the population and 
they are earning 13 percent of all the 
income in America. That’s impressive. 
They can afford to pay. They can afford 
to pay. You won’t get any argument 
from me. 

But today, Mr. Speaker, again, with 
the most recent numbers the Congres-
sional Budget Office has available, that 
top 1 percent—that’s earning 13.4 per-
cent of the income in this country—is 
paying 38.7 percent of all the burden. I 
ask you, Mr. Speaker, what incarna-
tion of fairness leads you to believe 
that when you earn 13 percent of the 
money and you’re paying 38 percent of 
the bills that you need to do more to 
do your fair share? Mr. Speaker, if you 
think for a moment that you might fall 
into that category let me take you to 
the other end of the spectrum, where 
the ‘‘we’’ are. I’m not trying to put the 
burden on someone else, I’m trying to 
take the burden on myself. 

Mr. Speaker, we passed a bill in this 
Congress that gave a payroll tax break 
to every single Member of Congress— 
well, in fact, it gave it to every single 
member of America. Every citizen in 
America got this payroll tax break. 
This was a payroll tax break. As you 
know, payroll taxes are dedicated to 
Social Security and Medicare. All they 
do is fund those important programs. 
Every man, woman, and child in Amer-
ica knows those two programs are 
going bankrupt, but this President and 
this Congress, in their wisdom, passed 
a bill to give every American a tax 
break in that category, reducing the 
amount of tax dollars going into that 
trust fund. I voted no, but I lost and I 
got a tax break—didn’t want one, 
didn’t need one. I have obligations to 
contribute to the survival of this econ-
omy and this Republic, but I got one 
anyway. 

Look at what’s happening here, Mr. 
Speaker. If you’re in the bottom 20 per-
cent of all income earners, we want 
you to succeed. Mr. Speaker, if you’re 
in the bottom 20 percent of all income 
earners, we develop every single Fed-
eral program around the idea that if 
you apply yourself, if you put your 
ideas to work, if we can give you 
enough of a helping hand here, a hand 
up there, that you will be able to 
change your economic future, you will 
be able to improve your income lot to-
morrow relative to today. 

In the Tax Code, Mr. Speaker, today, 
if you’re in the bottom 20 percent of all 
income earners—in fact, if you’re in 

the bottom 40 percent of all income 
earners the Tax Code pays you money. 
You get every penny of your pay back. 
It pays you money. I ask you, Mr. 
Speaker, what’s becoming of our Re-
public? How are we defining ‘‘fair 
share?’’ 

There is no, no, no constituency in 
this Nation that wants to extend a 
helping hand more than my constitu-
ency does back home. And you know 
where that comes from—and you see it 
right now in the tax rates, Mr. Speak-
er—folks are saying let me give away 
all the money I can right now because 
the Tax Code is going to change. I’m 
not going to give away money next 
year because I’m going to get punished 
for it; I’m going to give away money 
this year instead. Folks who can give 
do give. Folks who can support this 
country do support this country. 

Mr. Speaker, the top 20 percent of all 
income earners in this country earn 50 
percent of all the income. The top 20 
percent of all income earners earn 50 
percent of all the income. We can talk 
about whether or not that’s right, we 
can talk about where those jobs come 
from, we can talk about why we can’t 
get more high-paying jobs, why the 
highest corporate tax rate in the world 
is driving all those high-paying jobs 
overseas, we can talk about all of that. 
But the fact is that 20 percent of Amer-
icans earn 50 percent of all the money. 
So, what’s a fair burden of the bills for 
them to pay, Mr. Speaker? Top 20 per-
cent earn 50 percent of the money, so 
they should certainly pay 50 percent of 
the bills. In fact, they should pay more 
than their fair share, right? They 
should pay 60 percent of the bills— 
maybe even 70 percent of the bills. 

Mr. Speaker, the top 20 percent of in-
come earners today in America pay 94 
percent of all the bills—94.1, in fact. 
What that means, Mr. Speaker, then is 
that the other 80 percent of us, the 
other 80 percent of us, families here in 
this Chamber, 80 percent of America is 
only paying six percent of the bills. 

When you’re in a Republic, Mr. 
Speaker—a lot of folks say democracy; 
of course we’re not a democracy, we’re 
in a Republic—but when the people 
rule, what becomes of you when 80 per-
cent of the people are only paying 6 
percent of the bills. What kind of deci-
sions do I make? I know the answer to 
that, Mr. Speaker, because I love 
things that are free with rebate. I don’t 
know if you read the CVS and 
Walgreens ads on Sunday like I do, Mr. 
Speaker—in fact, I look them up online 
on Saturday night just so I know what 
to pick up on the way home from 
church. If toothpaste is free with re-
bate, I don’t care if I have 12 tubes of 
toothpaste in the closet at home, I’m 
going to go by and pick it up because 
it’s free. We make decisions based on 
how much things cost us. 

Right now, if you think government 
is too big in this country, if you think 
we waste government dollars in this 
country, if you think we tax you too 
much in this country, understand that 
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when we go to the voting booths, I get 
to vote for 100 percent of government 
benefits and I only have to pay for 6 
percent of it. That’s true for everybody 
in the 80 percent, Mr. Speaker. Is it 
American, is it who we are as a people 
that 80 percent of us who all get to vote 
are not asked to shoulder the burden of 
today’s bills? 

The thing is, Mr. Speaker, it’s not as 
if they’re getting a free ride, it’s not as 
if we’re getting a free ride. We are pass-
ing the burden on to our children and 
our grandchildren. You may not have 
to pay the bill today, your family 
might not have to pay the bill today, 
but your children and your grand-
children are going to have to pay that 
bill tomorrow. It’s immoral. It’s im-
moral. 

I say that to my conservative col-
leagues back home in Georgia. I say if 
someone is willing to spend your 
money and they’re not willing to raise 
your taxes, don’t you dare applaud 
them because you’re just going to have 
to pay those taxes later when the debt 
comes due. We either need to stop the 
spending or we need to pony up the 
money to pay the taxes. But Mr. 
Speaker, don’t you dare let it be said, 
the top 1 percent, they earn 13 percent 
of the income, they’re paying 40 per-
cent of the bills, and the President of 
the United States thinks that’s not 
enough, they need to pay more. 

Be very careful, Mr. Speaker, about 
changing who has skin in the game in 
this country. When we don’t have skin 
in the game as voters, we make bad de-
cisions. What has always made Amer-
ica great is there has been more that 
unites us than that divides us, and one 
of the things that has always united us 
is that we all have skin in the game. 
The changes that have been made to 
the Tax Code are changing that, Mr. 
Speaker. 

You know, I’m not the first one to 
come up with this idea. A man much 
wiser than I am, much earlier in this 
country’s history, Benjamin Franklin, 
observed that very same thing. He’s 
cited to have said this: ‘‘When the peo-
ple find that they can vote themselves 
money, that will herald the end of the 
Republic.’’ One of the great thinkers of 
his time, Mr. Speaker. What he ob-
served is not rocket science, it’s com-
mon sense, but it’s worth restating. 
That is, when you’re in a Republic, 
when you’re in a democracy, 51 percent 
of the people can get together and say 
I don’t want to shoulder any of the bur-
den, I want to put it all on the 49 per-
cent and let’s live life that way. That 
signals the end of the Republic. It’s al-
ways been true, it always will be true. 
What unites us as a country is that we 
are not shirkers of responsibility, we 
are acceptors of responsibility, and we 
want skin in the game. 

b 1440 

Mr. Speaker, I don’t want to let it be 
said that the President today, Presi-
dent Obama, is the first President to 
have ever come up with the idea that 

wouldn’t it be neat if none of the vot-
ers have to pay for anything except for 
the top 1 percent, wouldn’t that be a 
good plan. 

That has actually been the plan of 
every American President in my life-
time and every Congress in my life-
time. Why? Because folks want to get 
elected. Folks want the voters back 
home to think nice things about them. 
And guess what. When I go home and I 
tell people they have to actually pay 
for government, they’re less excited 
than when I tell them it’s free. 

In 1979, the last President from the 
great State of Georgia, Jimmy Carter, 
when he took office, the bottom 80 per-
cent, most of us, 80 percent of Ameri-
cans paid 35 percent of the bills. Eighty 
percent of us paid 35 percent of the 
bills in 1979. The top 1 percent at that 
time were paying 18 percent of the 
bills. 

Look what’s happened in my adult 
lifetime, Mr. Speaker. This red line 
represents the burden that we placed 
on the 1 percent. The blue line rep-
resents the burden that we placed on 
the 80 percent. And it is so changed 
today that, again, the bottom 80 per-
cent of us, middle class America, the 
bread and butter of this country, are 
paying 6 percent of the bills. 

Mr. Speaker, we owe America better 
than that. Folks need to make in-
formed decisions at the voting box, and 
government isn’t free. We spend $3.8 
trillion—trillion dollars—a year in this 
government. When you are paying 6 
cents out of every dollar, you may 
think you’re getting your money’s 
worth, but if you were paying 10 cents 
out of every dollar, or 50 cents out of 
every dollar, or even $1 out of every 
dollar, you begin to view your respon-
sibilities for ensuring that government 
dollars are spent wisely differently. 

I just asked you, we are in control of 
our own destiny. I tell the kids I talk 
to in schools all the time that what’s 
so great about this country is they’re 
going to run it one day, and it’s going 
to look however it is they want it to 
look within the bounds of the United 
States Constitution. 

Is this the kind of country you want 
to live in where, when times get tough, 
when burdens have to be carried, when 
bills have to be paid, more and more 
often we say, Do you know what? Don’t 
tax me; tax him. He’s the one who 
should shoulder the burden. 

It’s a dangerous, dangerous prece-
dent. 

There’s no question that the wealthy 
should pay more in this country. They 
earn more; they should pay more. They 
have more disposable income. I’ve 
never had a wealthy man or woman 
come to me and say, ROB, I don’t want 
to pay my fair share. In fact, folks 
come to me all the time and say: 

ROB, I’m willing to pay more, except 
I think you’re going to throw it down a 
rat hole like you threw the last bit I 
sent to you down a rat hole. And if you 
guys in Congress ever get your act 
straight and put us on a path to a bal-

anced budget, I’ll be happy to pay a 
share in order to make that happen. I 
love this country—love this country. 

This is not the country that you and 
I grew up in, Mr. Speaker. So, why is 
it, then, if we’re talking so much about 
taxes, why aren’t taxes the problem or 
the solution? The truth is, and you 
know this, Mr. Speaker, if we tax ev-
erything in America not at 10 percent, 
not at 20 percent, but at 100 percent, if 
we took everything from every family 
in America, if every man, woman, and 
child had all of their income con-
fiscated, if we sold your clothes, your 
house, and your possessions on the auc-
tion block, if we liquidated every sin-
gle company in America and we put all 
that money into a bank account in 
present value, we still wouldn’t have 
enough money to pay for all the prom-
ises that this Congress, past Presi-
dents, past Congresses, and this Presi-
dent have made. 

This is what I have here, Mr. Speak-
er. I have a chart of revenue versus 
spending. This green line is revenue in 
this country. As a percentage of the 
size of our economy, it turns out that 
wealthy people are pretty smart. And 
so if you start taxing part of their in-
come at 90 percent and part of their in-
come at 20 percent, they just move all 
their income from the 90 percent cat-
egory to the 20 percent category. 
That’s what happens here. No matter 
what the tax rates have been over the 
history of this country, the modern 
history of this country, Americans are 
willing to give about 18 percent of GDP 
in tax revenue. It’s just the way it’s 
been. Tax rates have been as high as 90 
percent; we were only paying 18 per-
cent. Tax rates have been as low as 28 
percent; we were paying 18 percent. 

The red line represents spending. And 
that’s what I want to point out, Mr. 
Speaker. Spending, historically, has 
been flat, as well. The red line comes 
up above the green line, which shows 
you all the budget deficits that we’ve 
been running. It’s been a common oc-
currence in the history of this country. 
But we are spending today—these are 
the promises. If we close Congress 
today, Mr. Speaker, if we never make 
one new promise, not one new promise 
in this country, this red line represents 
the costs of all the promises we’ve al-
ready made. 

Spending, not taxes, is the problem. 
We are in a spending-driven crisis. If 
you don’t believe it, Mr. Speaker, I 
have another chart here. 

The green line, again, this one only 
goes from 2006 out to 2041, but the 
green line represents the current taxes 
that are on the books. The red line rep-
resents the spending that we’ve already 
promised out of this body. And the blue 
line represents the tax increase that 
the President is proposing, the tax in-
crease on small businesses, on family- 
owned businesses, a tax increase that 
economists agree is going to lead to 
slower growth in the jobs market and 
less hiring. This blue line represents 
the sum total of that tax increase. 
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Now, Mr. Speaker, I know enough to 

know that if I’m bringing in this much 
money and I’m spending this much 
money, when I add this blue line to it, 
I still don’t have enough money. 
This chart is labeled 
#SpendingIsTheProblem, Mr. Speaker. 
Folks can tweet it out. Spending is the 
problem. It’s not a revenue problem. 
We’re bringing in about the same rev-
enue that we’ve always brought in in 
this country. The President can raise 
taxes all he wants to; he’ll never be 
able to pay for the spending promises 
that he has made—never. There is not 
enough money to do it. Spending is the 
problem. 

Current taxes, the President’s tax in-
crease and the President’s spending 
plan don’t come to balance. 

Mr. Speaker, we can do better. In 
fact, here’s the President’s 10-year 
budget plan, Mr. Speaker. The Presi-
dent raises taxes by $2 trillion in his 
10-year budget plan, and he doesn’t 
lower the projected debt by one penny, 
not by one penny from its projected 
levels in 2013 or 14 or 15, not in 16 or 17 
and 18, not in 19 or 20, but just a little 
bit—and I blew it up so everybody 
could see it because you can’t see it, 
Mr. Speaker, as it is on the chart. If 
you raise—if you agree to the Presi-
dent’s budget and you raise taxes by $2 
trillion, he predicts that way out in 
2021, things will be just a little bit bet-
ter for America—just a little bit bet-
ter. Not $2 trillion better, just a little 
bit better. 

It’s not the right plan, Mr. Speaker. 
Do you know what is the right plan? 
The one that we’ve passed here in the 
House. And by the one that we’ve 
passed here in the House, I mean the 
one we’ve passed here in the House in a 
bipartisan way. And by the one that we 
passed here in the House in a bipar-
tisan way, Mr. Speaker, I mean the 
only budget in the entire city of Wash-
ington, D.C., that has been passed. It 
doesn’t just make a little bitty change 
that you can’t see 10 years from now, 
Mr. Speaker. It takes us from this red 
path, our current spending path, our 
current debt and deficit path, and it 
puts us on the road to balance, on the 
road to balance; not just on the road to 
eliminating our annual deficits, but on 
the road to finally paying all the bills 
back. 

Taxes can’t do it, Mr. Speaker. They 
can destroy the economy, but they can-
not pay the bills. 

Spending is the problem. We can take 
that challenge on, Mr. Speaker. We 
have, in this House, with our budget, 
passed in a bipartisan way, we have 
taken on those tough challenges. 

I say to the President again, Mr. 
Speaker, I know he wants to raise 
taxes. He’s been talking about it for 2 
years. Where are his spending cuts? 
They asked the folks in the Presi-
dential debate, Mr. Speaker, Repub-
licans, would you agree to a $1 tax in-
crease if we’d cut spending by $10, and 
everybody said no. 

Mr. Speaker, I challenge the Presi-
dent to give that a whirl. Take all 

these tax increases he wants to create, 
the ones that have absolutely no 
chance at all of solving the problem, 
take those tax increases and couple 
them 10 to 1 with spending cuts, couple 
them 9 to 1 with reforms and programs, 
couple them 8 to 1 with things that will 
actually matter to American families 
and send that bill to the Congress. 
Send that bill. Call our bluff. Are we 
serious about solving the problem or 
are we not? The budget that we passed 
in this United States House says that 
we are, Mr. Speaker, and I challenge 
the President to be equally serious. 

In 4 years of his budgets, we’ve never 
once seen him introduce one that was 
balanced. We’ve never once seen him 
introduce one that ever comes to bal-
ance. We’ve never once seen him intro-
duce one that pays back even a penny 
of our national debt. 

The bipartisan budget we passed in 
this House does all of those things. And 
I would love to see the President’s pro-
posal for achieving that very same 
goal, which is absolutely critical for 
the American economy, for American 
families, and, I dare say, Mr. Speaker, 
for the American way of life. 

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

f 

b 1450 

PRESIDENT MOHAMED MORSI’S 
ALLEGIANCES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT) 
for 30 minutes. 

Mr. GOHMERT. As most anyone can 
tell you, it’s important to know who 
your friends are and who your enemies 
are. That’s absolutely true when it 
comes to knowing who to deal with fa-
vorably and unfavorably when it comes 
to foreign relations, when it comes to 
gifts to foreign nations. 

An article from December 11, by 
Maxim Lott says the following: 

Key lawmakers are expressing concerns 
about the Obama administration’s plan to 
send 20 F–16 fighter jets to Egypt, where new 
President Mohamed Morsi’s allegiances are 
as uncertain as his grip on power. 

Under a foreign aid deal signed in 2010, 
when Morsi’s U.S.-friendly predecessor Hosni 
Mubarak was in charge, the U.S. is giving 
the planes to Egypt’s air force, which al-
ready has more than 200 of the aircraft. The 
first four jets are to be delivered beginning 
January 22, a source at the naval air base in 
Fort Worth, where the planes have been un-
dergoing testing, told FoxNews.com. But the 
$213 million gift is raising questions on Cap-
itol Hill as Morsi is under fire for trying to 
seize dictatorial powers and allegedly siccing 
thugs and rapists on protesters. 

That’s the allegation. 
The article goes on: 
Florida Representative Vern Buchanan, 

who recently called for ending foreign aid to 
Egypt altogether, said the Muslim Brother-
hood-backed Morsi government has been 
sending increasingly troubling signals to 
Washington, and giving it state-of-the-art 
fighter jets is a dangerous idea. 

It quotes VERN as saying: 
American tax dollars must not be used to 

aid and abet any dictatorial regime that 
stands with terrorists. 

Representative Mac Thornberry from 
Texas, vice chairman of the House Armed 
Services Committee told FoxNews.com 
Egypt is a wildcard under Morsi. At this 
point: 

We don’t know where Egypt is headed, 
Thornberry said. We should be cautious 
about driving them away, but we should also 
be cautious about the arms we provide. 

The article says: 
Just last week, vigilante supporters of 

Morsi captured dozens of protesters, detain-
ing and beating them before handing them 
over to police. According to human rights 
advocates, Morsi-backed groups have also 
been accused of using rape to intimidate fe-
male protesters who have gathered in Cairo’s 
Tahrir Square to protest a sharia-based con-
stitution and Morsi’s neutering of the na-
tion’s legal system. 

The U.S. Government ordered and paid for 
the fighter jets for Egypt’s military back in 
2010. But since Mubarak’s ouster, the demo-
cratically elected Morsi has sent mixed sig-
nals about whether he wants an alliance 
with Washington, even meeting with leaders 
in Iran earlier this year. 

The Morsi-led Muslim Brotherhood govern-
ment has not proven to be a partner for de-
mocracy, as they had promised, given the re-
cent attempted power grab, a senior Repub-
lican congressional aid told FoxNews.com. 

Representative Ileana Ros-Lehtinen from 
Florida, who chairs the House Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, recently criticized U.S. mili-
tary aid to Egypt. She said: 

The Obama administration wants to sim-
ply throw money at an Egyptian Govern-
ment that the President cannot even clearly 
state is an ally of the United States. 

The package had to be approved by law-
makers in Washington. While the basic F–16 
has been a military workhorse for top Air 
Forces for more than 25 years, the cockpit 
electronics are constantly updated and the 
models Egypt is getting are the best defense 
contractor Lockheed Martin makes. 

This is a great day for Lockheed Martin 
and a testament to the enduring partnership 
and commitment we’ve made to the govern-
ment of Egypt, said John Larson, vice presi-
dent, Lockheed Martin F–16 programs. We 
remain committed to providing our cus-
tomer with a proven, advanced fourth gen-
eration multirole fighter. 

In an air combat role, the F–16’s maneuver-
ability and combat radius exceed that of all 
potential threat fighter aircraft, the U.S. Air 
Force description of the plane reads. 

The F–16 can fly more than 500 miles, de-
liver its weapons with superior accuracy, de-
fend itself against enemy aircraft, and re-
turn to its starting point. An all-weather ca-
pability allows it to accurately deliver ord-
nance during nonvisual bombing conditions. 

A Pentagon spokesman said the United 
States and Egypt have had an important al-
liance that is furthered by the transfer: 

The U.S.-Egypt defense relationship has 
served as the cornerstone of our broader 
strategic partnership for over 30 years, said 
Lieutenant Colonel Wesley Miller. The deliv-
ery of the first set of F–16s in January 2013 
reflects the U.S. commitment to supporting 
the Egyptian military’s modernization ef-
forts. Egyptian acquisition of F–16s will in-
crease our military’s interoperability and 
enhance Egypt’s capacity to contribute to 
regional mission sets. 

But Malou Innocent, a foreign policy ana-
lyst at the Cato Institute, warned that 
Egypt’s murky intentions could lead to the 
prospect of U.S. ally Israel facing an air as-
sault from even more U.S. made planes. 
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