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sing the national anthem in response
to having a rifle pointed at his face—
well, that was something to behold.”

“In 1967, then-Major Bud Day com-
manded a squadron of F-100s that
served as forward air controllers over
North Vietnam and Laos. They were
called the Mistys, named for Bud’s fa-
vorite song.” On August 26, 1967, Bud
Day was one of the casualties over
Vietnam.
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Continuing the quote of Senator
MCcCAIN:

Bud was the bravest man I ever knew, and
I have known more than a few. He was great
company too and made it possible to actu-
ally have fun in prison once in a while.

An extraordinary statement to make,
knowing the pain, the agony, and the
torture that they all went through
there in Hanoi Hilton, in that prisoner
of war camp.

Mr. Speaker, I want to relate,
though, the Bud Day that I knew. We
see him here, the Bud Day of his later
years—the happy face, the sparkle in
his eyes, that look, that smile. Any-
body that knew Bud Day understood
this man by looking at this picture. It
captured him. It literally actually cap-
tured the real man that was there. This
is the Bud Day that I knew.

He loved to hunt and fish; he loved
the outdoors. As busy as he was and as
active in his law practice up until the
last day’s of his life, he still made time
to go out to the field. He made time to
come back to Iowa and South Dakota,
that area that he grew up in that he
knew so well and loved so much. He al-
ways kept his home connections with
his home territory.

As we went out in the field year after
year and hunted pheasants together
primarily—South Dakota and Iowa—I
will tell a little narrative. Now, think
of this fighter pilot who has been
through so much, who could fly up
through that Valley of Death and tell
you the narrative of all the anti-air-
craft that was being fired at them and
the surface-to-air missiles that were
fired at them and, of course, small
arms fire that they would fire at them
constantly. Here is how Bud Day would
explain it: It was really exciting. Can
you imagine a man with the kind of
courage that would be facing death by
expressing, It was really exciting?

This is a man that loved the out-
doors, he loved to hunt, he loved to
shoot. We would put together hunts—
and we’ll do another one this fall—it’s
going to be the ‘“‘Bud Day Pheasant
Hunt.”

But this is the sparkle in his eye—he
always wore the sunglasses out there—
but I know this sparkle in his eye.
That smile on his face anybody would
know. The people that knew Bud Day
would smile.

If you hold your hand like this and
you stretch it out, you know that’s the
action of him stretching the tendons in
his injured hand that he did constantly
at rest. That hand would always be
stretching those tendons back out.
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In that ceremony yesterday, there
was eulogy after eulogy by other true
American heroes, other Medal of Honor
recipients, others that flew and fought
with him, or part of the Misty Squad-
ron, and the families, the military
wives that were there, the people in
that room, the four stars on shoulders
time after time. And as I looked
around that room and I saw all that
brass, I thought: there are at least
enough stars here for a constellation at
this funeral, probably enough for a gal-
axy if you look at all the people whose
lives he touched. And in the four legs
of my journey down there, in three of
them someone approached me and said:
Did you know Bud Day? Are you on
your way to the funeral, are you from
the funeral? Here is how he touched my
life.

In the last leg of the journey, a
young man across the aisle from me
asked me if I was on my way back from
the funeral. I said yes, and we talked a
little bit. I don’t know that he knew
I'm a Member of Congress. I asked him
what he did. He said, I’'m an aviator. A
little bit later he pulled up a picture of
some of the pilots standing there to-
gether with Colonel Day in the middle
taken recently, within the last couple
of years, with a great big beaming
smile on the face of Bud Day and those
proud pilots all standing in a row.

We exchanged cards as we stepped off
the plane. I put it in my pocket, my
front pocket, so I would look at it
later, because without my glasses it’s
better to shake hands and smile and
read it later. When I got home last
night, I pulled it out. This man is a
Blue Angels pilot, proud and honored
to have his picture taken with Colonel
Bud Day. I'm proud and honored to
have had the privilege of knowing him,
admiring him, stepping up to do some
work to honor him.

The honor that they gave him yester-
day as we went on a 48.1-mile proces-
sional from the funeral service to the
cemetery in Pensacola, every mile had
mourners standing out there. For the
first 15 or so miles it was almost shoul-
der to shoulder. I have never, Mr.
Speaker, seen so many flags and um-
brellas in the same place in my life.
You would see families, full families,
standing there holding flags, waving
them, hands over their hearts. You
might see someone in shorts and a T-
shirt standing at full salute as the pro-
cessional went by—hundreds of cars on
the way to the cemetery.

When we entered the cemetery, there
stood airmen in full salute for the first
leg down through the cemetery, per-
haps a half of mile of airmen stretched
out. That is something that grabs your
heart. When we turned the corner, we
turned the corner and then it was ma-
rines in full dress saluting all the way
down to the burial ceremony. It was
something that puts your heart up in
your throat and moved people to tears
and to emotions that they had not seen
all day by that great, great level of
love, appreciation, and respect for
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America, up until the moment of his
death, America’s greatest living hero,
Colonel Bud Day.

As I've said, I’ve had the privilege to
walk the Iowa—and South Dakota—
Iowa cornfields with Bud Day and to
hunt and to shoot and to stop and rest
and talk philosophy and history and
politics and what we need to do.

I would like to put into the RECORD,
Mr. Speaker, that the rallies that we
did here to battle ObamaCare were in-
spired by Bud Day, on top of one of the
bluffs up in Plymouth County, Iowa,
where he said: Call everybody into the
Capitol, surround the place, jam the
place, don’t let anybody in, don’t let
anybody out. If you just get so many
people there that say: Keep your hands
off my health care, they will have to
give up. That was Bud Day. That
brought tens of thousands of people
here.

But in conclusion, Mr. Speaker, 1
want to put JOHN MCCAIN’s description
of heaven into the RECORD, because I
see it the same way. I'm glad he said it,
and I'm glad he wrote it. He said,
speaking of Bud Day, Colonel Bud Day:

But he’s gone now to a heaven I expect he
imagined would look like an Iowa cornfield
in early winter filled with pheasants.

This, Mr. Speaker, is a shot, I be-
lieve, of the last hunt in Iowa as Colo-
nel Bud Day walked off the field, taken
by my youngest son, Jeff, who did so
because he wanted to commemorate
that moment fearing that it might be
the last time. As I look at this picture
of Colonel Bud Day, America’s greatest
hero, Medal of Honor recipient, 70-some
other medals, every combat medal
available to him in three wars, serving
our country, giving us TRICARE, giv-
ing us inspiration to battle
ObamaCare, with a smile on his face
and a glint in his eye and a sense of
humor and a way to express that ex-
traordinary life that he lived, JOHN
MCcCAIN said, as I do:

I will hunt the field with him again. God
bless his life.

I yield back the balance of my time.

———
JULY WRAP-UP

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MEADOWS). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2013, the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER)
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, as the
Speaker knows, I am also the minority
whip. As the minority whip, at the
close of the week we normally have a
colloquy between the majority leader
and myself. That colloquy is to discuss
the schedule for the week to come; it is
to discuss the priorities that each side
believes ought to be considered by this
House. We do not have that colloquy
when the week to come does not have
a session.

We have now adjourned, or will soon
adjourn, for a period of 5 weeks when
we will not be in session. We have ad-
journed without doing the people’s
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business. We have adjourned without
resolving some of the most vexing
challenges that confront this Congress
and confront our country. We have ad-
journed without addressing some of the
priorities that the Senate has acted
upon and sent to this House, or if they
haven’t sent them to this House have
passed them and are ready to respond
to our initiatives. Mr. Speaker, that’s
unfortunate.

Mr. Speaker, I will be talking about
in this hour—and I probably won’t take
the whole hour—but I will be talking
about some of the things that we have
not done that we ought to be doing,
some of the things that we ought to be
doing rather than taking a b5-week
break.

But let me quickly add: I'm one of
the Democratic leaders. I do not criti-
cize the Republicans for this 5-week
break, because we normally take a
break in August so that Members and
their families can take some time, so
that Members can be home to talk to
their constituents, seek their advice,
seek their counsel, explain what is hap-
pening here in Washington to, at this
point in time, a rightfully angry group
of Americans who see their board of di-
rectors that we call the Congress of the
United States not working very well,
not attendant to the significant issues
that confront us.

The House passed a budget. It passed
a budget about 125 days ago. The Sen-
ate passed a budget about 123 days ago.
The way the process is supposed to
work is the way it works in your fami-
lies, Mr. Speaker, and in my family.
When we have a dispute, we sit down,
we talk about it and we try to come to
a resolution. Some call that resolution
a ‘‘compromise,”” a recognition that
you have a perspective, I have a per-
spective; if we are going to move for-
ward, we need to harmonize those per-
spectives. That is what democracy is
all about—bringing together disparate
views from various geographic loca-
tions with various interests at heart
and try to resolve those differences and
move our country forward.

Notwithstanding that, Mr. Speaker,
notwithstanding the fact that the
Speaker says that—and said during the
campaign—he wanted to make sure
that: a) the House worked its will; b)
that we pursued regular order; and c)
that he wanted the Senate to pass a
budget, they did so. But the House has
refused to go to conference. That’s un-
fortunate, but it is not unique in this
House.

The Senate also passed an immigra-
tion bill. That immigration bill tries to
deal with one of the most vexing chal-
lenges that confronts our country. It is
an issue that has a large amount of
agreement outside this institution. The
United States Chamber of Commerce,
representing much of business in Amer-
ica, and the AFL-CIO, representing or-
ganized labor, have agreed that this
immigration bill should be supported.
The agriculture community from Cali-
fornia to Florida to Maine to Arizona
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have essentially agreed this is a bill
which will move us forward. Essen-
tially, there is a broad-based agree-
ment that the Senate bill is something
that will create jobs, grow our econ-
omy, and make our country more sta-
ble.
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There is a general agreement—I
would say an almost unanimous agree-
ment—that we need to keep our bor-
ders secure, that people whom we do
not authorize should not be allowed to
come into the country. We all agree on
that. So we are working to make sure
that our borders are even more secure.
There is unanimity on that issue. In
fact, the Senate appropriated a large
number of dollars to accomplish that
objective. We have not taken up an im-
migration bill in this House; and, cer-
tainly, because we have not, we haven’t
gone to conference.

Then, Mr. Speaker, we took up a
farm bill on the floor of this House, sig-
nificantly, after the Senate had passed
a bipartisan bill dealing with agri-
culture and dealing with assistance to
those in America—the richest country
on the face of the Earth—who are going
hungry, a large number of whom are
children who 1live in America. The
Committee on Agriculture passed out a
bipartisan bill in the last Congress, and
it was never brought to the floor by my
Republican friends. This year, the com-
mittee also passed out a bipartisan bill
that was brought to this floor. It could
have and should have been passed with
a bipartisan vote, not because I agreed
with all of it, but because it was appro-
priate to have a bill to go to conference
with on this important subject. Our
Republican friends added three amend-
ments which we thought were clearly
harmful to those in need in America.

As a result, we didn’t vote for it, but
that’s not why it failed, Mr. Speaker.
It failed because 62 Republicans voted
against the bill reported out with every
Republican voting in committee for it;
but as Mr. LUCAS, the chairman of the
committee observed, it apparently
wasn’t good enough for those 62 Repub-
licans. Compromise seems very dif-
ficult for some people in this House,
but I again remind us all it is abso-
lutely essential.

We then passed a farm bill which
said, unlike the last half a century, we
would drop food assistance to the
needy in America. Mr. Speaker, my
faith tells me to try to feed the hun-
gry, house the homeless, clothe the
naked, attend the least of these. The
bill that we passed for the first time in
a half a century left out the neediest in
America.

In the course of passing that bill, the
chairman of the Rules Committee, Mr.
Speaker, said we are passing this bill
so that we can go to conference with
the clear implication at that point in
time—because the Senate bill does
take care of the neediest who are hun-
gry, adults and children, along with
the needs of our farmers, who produce
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our food and fiber on which all of us
rely—that, with this bill, we can go to
conference. Mr. Speaker, you and I
both know we haven’t gone to con-
ference. So we leave here with much of
the business of America undone, unat-
tended, without an effort to reach com-
promise.

Mr. Speaker, additionally, as you
know, on September 30, the authoriza-
tion for the operations of government
and the funding thereof will come to an
end, so it will be necessary for us to
come to an agreement. I hope—but I
know of none—that there are being
plans made to utilize these next 5
weeks to try to reach a compromise, an
agreement, a way forward to ensure
the funding of our government and the
operations so critical to so many mil-
lions not only here but around the
world.

Mr. Speaker, we began the July work
period with a measure of optimism.
With 4 full weeks of session in July and
the first few days of August, we have
not met that optimism. There was
much reason to hope that this House
could make serious headway on appro-
priations bills and reach a compromise
on student loans. Now, we passed that
student loan compromise this Wednes-
day. That was a good thing to do, and
it was along the lines that the Presi-
dent proposed some months ago. My
Republican colleagues would rightfully
say it was along the lines that they had
proposed and passed this House, and of
course our Senate colleagues will say it
is the compromise that the Senate
formed and that we passed.

But in this time, the majority’s
strategy for moving appropriations
bills through this House has utterly
and completely failed. The Ryan budg-
et—or the “Ryan retreat,” as I call it—
has failed. With 4 full, consecutive
weeks in which to get things done, we
have not enacted a single appropria-
tions bill that was consistent with ei-
ther the Budget Control Act of 2011 or
this year’s Ryan budget.

In fact, we haven’t enacted a single
appropriations bill—period. Now, we’ve
passed bills through this House, but we
haven’t been able to get to com-
promise, and that’s not unusual. We've
found the appropriations process dif-
ficult over the past few years, but it is
still an indication of failure to attempt
to reach compromise that we have not
gone to a budget conference to deter-
mine what numbers we will use, be-
cause, if you can’t agree on a number
or numbers, it is impossible to agree on
legislation.

Frankly, Mr. Speaker, I sadly note
that my friends in the majority have
not even had the courage or, in my
opinion, the intellectual honesty to go
to conference on the budget to resolve
these differences. Why? Because I be-
lieve that Mr. RYAN believes that any
compromise he would make would not
be supported by his party because they
don’t want to compromise, which is
anathema to many of our Republican
colleagues. ‘‘Regular order,” it seems,
means simply ‘‘their order.”
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Now, as I've said, we are leaving for
the August recess with just 9 legisla-
tive days remaining until the end of
the fiscal year—9 days. That’s what is
scheduled for legislative business be-
tween now and September 30—9 days.
As I said, not a single appropriations
bill has been sent to the President’s
desk. A bill that we were considering
this week, which was supposed to be
the principal item of business this
week, was taken from the floor because
it did not have the support of the ma-
jority party. This is not a recipe for re-
sponsible governance by the majority.
It is a recipe for another manufactured
crisis and threat of a government shut-
down.

Mr. Speaker, our economy, our busi-
nesses, and our middle class families
cannot and ought not endure further
uncertainty as a result of this Con-
gress’ failure to do its job. The most
egregious manifestation of the major-
ity’s failure to govern has been the ir-
rational sequester policy that they not
only refused to prevent but have now
fully embraced. Why do I say they’'ve
fully embraced it? Because it gets to
their number included in the Ryan
budget without their having to make
one single choice of cutting a single
item. It simply says, This is the num-
ber. Meet it—no prioritization, no
choice, no decision. The Ryan budget
passed this House in March without a
single Democratic vote—an endorse-
ment, in theory, of this Republican
Congress of cuts even deeper than the
sequester imposes.

Now, let me say parenthetically that
a lot of my Republican colleagues will
stand at that podium or at one of these
podiums and say, This is the Presi-
dent’s sequester. Mr. Speaker, America
needs to know that is not true, and I
believe too many who make that state-
ment know it not to be true. We passed
legislation in this House in the middle
of July of 2011 which said we’re going
to reach certain numbers, and if we
don’t, we’re going to have a sequester.
Mr. Speaker, you may recall that that
was the Republican Cut, Cap, and Bal-
ance bill, whose policy was to have a
sequester if the numbers set forth were
not reached. That was before it was in-
cluded in the bill which was a com-
promise to reach resolution so that
America did not default on its bills.

I was not for the sequester. The
President was not for the sequester,
and we Democrats voted overwhelm-
ingly—almost unanimously, perhaps
unanimously—against that Cut, Cap,
and Balance bill and its sequester.
Why? Because cutting across the board
the highest priority and the lowest pri-
ority by exactly the same percentage is
an irrational policy. No family in
America would do it.

Mr. Speaker, the example I use is
that somebody in the family loses his
job. The family income goes down.
They have a budget. They have a budg-
et for food, and they have a budget for
movies. The sequester says take 10 per-
cent from food and 10 percent from
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movies. There is no rational family in
America that would do that. They
would say, This month or this 6 months
or this year, we’re not going to the
movies, but we’re going to keep food on
the table. That’s the rational judgment
that we would make, but that’s not
what the sequester says.

Having said that, we have offered
amendments seven times in the last 6
months to set aside the sequester
while, at the same time, reducing the
deficit by the same amount. Seven
times we were refused by the majority
party the opportunity to even offer
that amendment to have, as the Speak-
er says he wants, the House work its
will. If they didn’t agree with our
amendment, they could have voted
against it; but they didn’t want to deal
with our amendment because they like
the sequester, because the sequester
gets them to their number without
their having to make a decision on cut-
ting a single thing.

As I predicted then, when theory
turns to practice in the Ryan budget,
even Republicans, themselves, cannot
live with the policies. Their own chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee
characterized just the other day—this
was Chairman ROGERS of Kentucky, a
conservative Republican, my friend
with whom I've worked for many,
many years as a member of the Appro-
priations Committee—he characterized
the cuts included in the Ryan budget
as ‘‘unrealistic and ill-conceived.”
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That’s the Republican chairman of
the Appropriations Committee saying
of the Republican budget, known as the
Ryan budget, ‘‘unrealistic and ill-con-
ceived.” Their policy of sequester re-
mains, Mr. Speaker, an albatross
around the neck of the American peo-
ple and of our economy.

If there were not a single Democrat
in this House or in the Senate, not a
single Democrat, Mr. Speaker, it is my
belief that the Ryan budget could not
pass this Congress.

The Republican pro-sequester spend-
ing-cuts-only approach simply does not
work, and this week’s Transportation-
HUD appropriation debacle proves it. I
want to quote again the chairman of
the committee:

With this action, the House has declined to
proceed on the implementation of the very
budget it adopted just 3 months ago.

Let me make it clear. No Democrat
had the opportunity to vote on this; no
Democrat voted against this. We
weren’t for it—make no mistake—but
the decision was made completely on
the majority side of the aisle that they
didn’t have the votes for their bill.
They could not implement the very
budget that was adopted just 3 months
ago.

“Thus, Mr. Speaker, I believe the
House has made its choice,” said Chair-
man ROGERS. ‘‘Sequestration and its
unrealistic and ill-conceived discre-
tionary cuts must be brought to an
end,” so said HAL ROGERS, Republican,
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conservative from Kentucky, chairman
of the Appropriations Committee. ‘‘Se-
questration must be brought to an
end.”

As I've said, Mr. Speaker, those are
the words of HAL ROGERS. Not my
words, his words. I know that Chair-
man ROGERS is not the only Member of
his party who is fed up with the Tea
Party faction and their extreme agen-
da. As we prepare to go home to our
districts over the month of August and
hear their concerns about jobs and our
economy and the pain of sequester’s
senseless cuts, I have spoken to hun-
dreds of employees who work in our de-
fense establishment who are lamenting
the fact that not only are they being
forced to take off 1 day a week for no
pay and they can’t even volunteer to
work, who are lamenting the fact that
those at the point of the spear in Af-
ghanistan and other troubled parts of
the word, they cannot take off Friday.
They need the support that we give
them from here in this country and, in-
deed, around the world in the civilian
workforce, in DOD, the Department of
Defense, all the time, not just 4 days a
week.

As we prepare to go home to our dis-
tricts over the month of August, as I
said, and hear their concerns and the
pain of the sequester’s senseless cuts, 1
hope that we can turn the page of the
July work period and return in a dif-
ferent spirit. See, September need not
be July’s second act.

In the short time we have left, just 9
legislative days before the fiscal year
ends, I would urge the Speaker to take
a different path. Instead of taking the
familiar road of partisanship, posturing
and spin, let us embrace the path of
compromise and shared accomplish-
ment, one we in this Congress might
call, as the poet Robert Frost said, the
road less traveled by. It’s a wonderful
poem by one of America’s greatest
poets. He said:

I shall be telling this with a sigh

Somewhere ages and ages hence:

Two roads diverged in a wood, and I—I took
the one less traveled by,

And that has made all the difference.

We have difficult and pressing chal-
lenges to address in a short time: pass-
ing a budget; replacing the sequester
with a balanced alternative; and avert-
ing a default on our debt, a default
which would be catastrophic for Amer-
ica, for its people, for its economy, and
would have ramifications throughout
the world.

We can begin, Mr. Speaker, by going
to conference on the budget and allow-
ing both sides to sit down and start
working on an agreement. That seems
to be, Mr. Speaker, the road less trav-
eled by; a road forward; a road that
leads to positive, constructive, sup-
portable results, not backward; a road
to constructive compromise, not de-
structive confrontation; and to results
that benefit our people and our econ-
omy. Mr. Speaker, such a road would
surely make all the difference for this
Congress and for this country.
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Mr. Speaker, we need to work to-
gether. Newt Gingrich, a former Speak-
er with whom I served, reached a com-
promise with President Clinton. There
were a lot of people on his side of the
aisle that didn’t want to see an agree-
ment between President Clinton and
Speaker Gingrich. It was on the fund-
ing of government, the basic responsi-
bility this Congress has, or any board
of directors of any enterprise has.

Mr. Gingrich stood at that podium,
Mr. Speaker, and talked to what he re-
ferred to as his perfectionist caucus,
people who wanted it their way and
were not prepared to compromise from
a road other than their way. He said,
Mr. Speaker, to that perfectionist cau-
cus, Look, I know this is not exactly
what you want, but the American peo-
ple have elected a President of another
party, Bill Clinton, and they’ve elected
a Senate with a lot of Democrats in
there who don’t agree with us, and, yes,
some Republicans who don’t agree with
us. They also elected a lot of Demo-
crats to the House of Representatives.
He said, Obviously, a majority of the
Members of the House were Repub-
licans. But if the country was going to
move forward, if there was going to be
a positive resolution to the conflict
that existed between differing points of
view, that there would need to be com-
promise. He admonished that perfec-
tionist caucus to understand that this
was a democracy, not a dictatorship,
and that agreement and compromise
was the essence of what democracy
meant.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that over the 5
weeks that are to come that Members
will reflect, communicate with our
citizens, and come to an understanding
of the necessity to act not just our way
or my way, not just to reflect what I
want, but to reflect what we as a coun-
try working together can accomplish.
Mr. Speaker, if we do that, America
will continue to be the greatest coun-
try on the face of the Earth, providing
opportunity for our children and our
families, our workers and our seniors,
and continuing to be that shining city
on a hill of which Ronald Reagan spoke
so glowingly

Mr. Speaker, let us hope in these 5
weeks we learn how to work together.
That’s what our people want. As impor-
tantly, that is what our people need.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

————
IN REGARDS TO BIPARTISANSHIP

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT)
for 30 minutes.

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, it’s al-
ways such an honor to speak here on
the floor. Some have said that you’ll
regret being in Congress. Well, it’s
where the fight for America is.

I appreciated so much the comments,
as I sat here for some time listening to
the former majority leader of the
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House, talking about the need for bi-
partisanship, the importance of bipar-
tisanship, the importance of working
together. The deepest regret I experi-
enced in listening to that wonderful
speech by my friend from Maryland
was that I didn’t have a transcript of
that speech to read him every single
week that the Democrats were in the
majority here on this floor and every
single time that they came forward
with a closed rule allowing no amend-
ments. In fact, each time that it came
to the floor, the Democratic majority,
during those 4 years between January
of 2007 and January of 2011, it was the
most closed Congress in the history of
the country, with the least number of
open rules, the least amount of biparti-
sanship. They rammed through the
most destructive bill in American his-
tory in the last 100 years, that being
the ObamaCare bill, without a single
Republican vote. There was no biparti-
sanship.

Anyway, I thoroughly enjoyed the
comments from my friend, the former
majority leader. Gosh, I wish I could
have read that back to him over and
over during the 4 years they were in
the majority. He has such a great sense
of humor, Mr. Speaker. I know he
would have laughed over and over as I
read it to him. In fact, there was a
time that the majority leader was com-
ing down the aisle and we were about
to vote on the card check bill, which
was going to eliminate secret ballots
for elections. The secret ballot would
have been eliminated for elections to
be a unionized group or not to be. I was
kidding around with my friend from
Maryland as he came by, and I said,
Word here on the floor is that you’re
about to vote against your party and
against the card check bill so that
you’re not going to be in agreement to
eliminate secret ballots. He’s so intel-
ligent and has such a great sense of
humor. He said, The odds of that hap-
pening are infinitesimal. I said, It’s
just that everybody here on the floor
knows that before NANCY PELOSI be-
came Speaker, she had promised John
Murtha would be the majority leader.
And if you hadn’t had a secret ballot,
John Murtha would have been the ma-
jority leader instead of you. He
laughed. He has a great sense of humor.

So I’'m sure if I were able to go back
in time and read our former majority
leader’s comments today about the im-
portance of bipartisanship, he would
probably laugh as he did when he voted
to end the secret ballot for union elec-
tions, even though the secret ballot is
what got him elected as majority lead-
er.

[0 1430

But are some amazing things going
on. It was huge when this Congress did
something a few weeks ago that people
said couldn’t be done and that was with
regard to the agriculture bill and that
was many years ago, the agriculture
bill, which was quite small, compara-
tively, combined with the food stamp
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bill. And I wondered when I got here 8%
years ago why was food stamps part of
the agriculture bill. It was explained to
me that this is strictly for political
purposes, because there are not enough
farmers that have enough representa-
tion in Congress to ever get a farm bill
passed by itself, and that there’s
enough people concerned about the
waste in the food stamp program and
the abuses in the food stamp program
that it might have a hard time just
passing on its own without having a lot
of restructuring and efforts to clean up
the waste, fraud, and abuse. So by put-
ting them together, you combine
enough votes from both sides of the
aisle to get a farm bill with food
stamps passed. But if you separate
them, you won’t pass either one, at
least not in that current form.

So it was really historic what was
done and why a number of us voted for
the agriculture bill without the food
stamps attached. But we kept making
it very clear, we’re not out to end the
food stamp program. We know there
are people who need food help and we
want to help them, so we are not for
taking food out of the mouths of chil-
dren that can’t feed themselves, even
though we were continually told that
by people on the other side of the aisle.
It broke my heart because I had a
bunch of good friends, even though
they’re at one end of the political spec-
trum and I'm at the other, but they’d
come to the floor and say something
that they surely, surely, I hope they
didn’t mean. But they did say it, that
Republicans are trying to take food out
of the mouths of children. Well, that
was rather tragic of them to say that
since that was simply not true. And the
heartbreak of having friends come
down and make allegations that abso-
lutely, unequivocally were not true
came rushing back as I heard our
former majority leader say that we
were trying to eliminate food to the
hungry when we made the point over
and over.

I know it is tough being in the lead-
ership of either party. You’re con-
stantly doing stuff. He probably didn’t
hear where we said over and over,
We’'re not eliminating the food stamp
program; we’re separating it from the
ag bill, that’s all. So I will make sure
that our friend understands and gets
the message. We actually were not out
to eliminate the food stamp program,
but we sure do need to clean it up.

I took grief for just telling of a con-
stituent that had mentioned that he
was standing in line at the grocery
store behind somebody who had crab
legs, and he was wishing he could af-
ford to have crab legs and he was look-
ing at his ground meat. Anyway, then
when that person in front of him got
ready to pay for the crab legs, he
pulled out a food stamp card.

I forget which Washington rag it was,
but one of them—and it may not have
been a Washington rag. But the left
wing went nuts talking about how I am
accusing people of squandering pre-
cious food stamp money on crab legs
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