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way we do that, I think, is to start off 
this discussion by clearly pointing out 
to the American people something that 
they are gradually beginning to see, 
and that is this, that we are fighting 
two distinct wars; one war is on terror, 
the other war is in Iraq. 

One war is of necessity. It was nec-
essary. That is the war on terror, 
which is where we went into Afghani-
stan to go after the terrorist organiza-
tion that attacked us on 9/11. That was 
a war of necessity, and we went there 
because that is where the enemy was 
that attacked us. That is where al 
Qaeda was. That is where bin Laden 
was, on that border between Afghani-
stan and Pakistan. We got the support 
of NATO and we got the support of the 
government of Afghanistan, with their 
help, and we went in there. 

But then we went into Iraq, and we 
went into Iraq on a lot of manufac-
tured, now we know the truth, incom-
plete information, maybe false infor-
mation, perhaps even manipulated in-
formation. Those are the facts. That is 
what is out there. But, nonetheless, we 
went into Iraq in a war of choice. 

Now we need to do a cost-benefit 
analysis, which brings me to the point 
I wanted to get to earlier, to segue 
back in, to show these two connecting 
points of what happened today, where 
the President of the United States is 
upstaged by the President of Iran, a 
president we did not even know about 5 
years ago. 

But when you do the cost-benefit 
analysis on the war of choice, which is 
the war in Iraq, not the war on terror, 
which is the war of necessity in Af-
ghanistan, and do a cost-benefit anal-
ysis, in other words, look at our cost: 
2,600 soldiers, men and women who 
gave their lives, who were killed; near-
ly 20,000 wounded; over $600 billion ex-
pended at a rate of $3 billion every 
week. That is the cost. 

Who benefited? Who benefited? Who 
benefited? Iraq. When we went into Af-
ghanistan, although we went in on the 
war on terror, we went after the 
Taliban, doing, again, Iraq’s bidding. 
That was their enemy. 

When we went into Iraq, without 
question the chief beneficiary of that 
was Iran. They were the beneficiaries, 
because Saddam Hussein was their 
worst blood enemy. We did the dirty 
work for Iran. On the other account, we 
established a Shia regime there, a Shia 
government in Iraq. That, again, was a 
benefit to Iran. 
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They were able to control that. 
The other thing, all the while we are 

doing this, they are busy developing 
their nuclear capacity so that now that 
they have the nuclear capacity, again, 
a checkmate and a benefit for Iraq. 

So that now my point is simply that 
because of some of our policies, most 
definitely going into Iraq, the major 
beneficiary of our going into Iraq is 
Iran, which now is boosted on the stage 
and is here this day, in this country, at 

the United Nations, giving a speech. 
And here is a man who is the sponsor of 
the very terrorist organization that 
controlled the Lebanon situation, as 
well as the Hamas, which controls the 
Palestinian. 

All I am simply saying is our na-
tional security policies, our foreign 
policies have had a devastating impact, 
and that when we do the cost/benefit 
analysis, it certainly benefits Iraq. It 
has taken us away from pursuing the 
goal of finding and decapitating the 
head of the mastermind of the terrorist 
organization that came to destroy us. 

That is why the American people are 
beginning to see this differentiation, 
and we are not going to be able to find 
our way out of this unless we finally do 
so we can understand exactly what this 
situation in Iraq is doing, and like you, 
we are not standing here just talking. 
We are standing here explaining how 
we earnestly feel as Americans, strong, 
patriotic Americans, who care about 
this country, and who resent the Presi-
dent of the United States saying that 
anytime we question that, we are not 
patriotic. We are doing our duty that 
the American people sent us up here to 
do to raise these important issues. 

We cannot stay the course, not this 
course. Sixty-three percent of the 
American people say they want a new 
direction. It is up to Democrats to pro-
vide that direction. 

The other issue which concerns me is 
the state of our military. Not only 
must we explain to the American peo-
ple and help to dramatize and explain 
clearly and show how we are dealing 
with two distinct wars, one of neces-
sity, one of choice, but the drain on the 
military, we have got to correct that. 
Our military is in a draining state. We 
are not meeting our recruiting goals. 
We are on two and three tours of duty 
there. 

We are in a terrible hole in Iraq, and 
we have got to extricate ourselves out 
of it. The challenge is to do so with yet 
the dignity and the respect that we 
must do so to honor the sacrifice of our 
men and women who have given their 
lives there, while at the same time put-
ting the responsibility on the Iraqis 
themselves to manifest their destiny. 
They want democracy. We cannot 
shove it at them with a gun. They have 
to feel it in their soul. They have to go 
forward and grab it. That is not hap-
pening, and that is what we have to do 
to get this moving forward in a way 
that gives the respect to our military 
who have given their lives there. 

Mr. SCHIFF. I thank the gentleman 
very much for your comments, for your 
leadership on this issue. It has been a 
great pleasure and honor to share a few 
thoughts with you and our colleague 
Mr. VAN HOLLEN and our whip Mr. 
HOYER. Once again, I want to thank the 
great State of Georgia for sending you 
to Congress. 

f 

THE OFFICIAL TRUTH SQUAD 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 

SCHMIDT). Under the Speaker’s an-

nounced policy of January 4, 2005, the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. PRICE) is 
recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Madam 
Speaker, it is indeed a privilege to 
come back before the House as rep-
resentative of the majority party. And 
as I was sitting and listening to the 
tail end of my good friends on the 
other side of the aisle with their recita-
tion of doom and gloom, Madam 
Speaker, I was reminded of a radio per-
sonality who has a wonderful program 
on daily. He comes on and he intro-
duces his program by saying, ‘‘And now 
for the rest of the story.’’ 

So, Madam Speaker, I come before 
you tonight and before the House with 
another version of the Official Truth 
Squad. The Official Truth Squad began 
a little over a year ago with a group of 
freshmen Republicans in the United 
States House of Representatives who 
had, frankly, grown tired of the lack of 
response to the disinformation and the 
misinformation and the distortion and 
the demagoguery and the hyperbole 
that we hear over and over and over on 
the House floor. And, Madam Speaker, 
you have been treated to a particularly 
virulent form of that kind of 
disinformation and misinformation in 
the past hour. 

Before I get into the comments that 
I had prepared for this evening to talk 
a little bit about national security and 
talk about our economy, I do want to 
point out a couple of items for those 
folks in the House who are listening 
and have just heard the comments on 
the floor. 

I think it is important to make cer-
tain that we talk about the truth, and 
when we talk about the truth, I am re-
minded of Daniel Patrick Moynihan’s 
famous quote. It is one of my favorites. 
Senator Moynihan was a Democratic 
Senator from the State of New York, 
and he said that everyone is entitled to 
their own opinion, but they are not en-
titled to their own facts. Is that not 
true, Madam Speaker? Everyone is en-
titled to their own opinion, but they 
are not entitled to their own facts. 

So I am here to point out just a few 
of the opinions that we have heard this 
evening that, in fact, bear no resem-
blance to the truth and bear no resem-
blance to fact, but that are so divisive 
to us as a Nation. That is what con-
cerns me, Madam Speaker. 

My background is as a physician. I 
came to Congress after over 20 years 
practicing medicine, and I knew that 
when I dealt with my patients and 
when I dealt with my colleagues, that 
we had to talk about the truth. We had 
to talk about real things. We had to 
talk about facts, because when you did 
not talk about facts, then you made 
the wrong diagnosis, and when you 
make the wrong diagnosis, somebody 
gets hurt. Somebody gets hurt. 

So, Madam Speaker, when my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle do 
not want to talk about the facts, and 
they do not want to talk about the 
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truth, then somebody gets hurt, and in 
this instance it is the American people. 
It may even be the American fiber and 
the American spirit, the unity of 
America. 

What we just heard is a remarkable 
demonstration of disunity, of division, 
of folks who, I do not know how long 
people have been listening, but I did 
not hear a single solution, not one so-
lution offered. 

Churchill said that criticism is easy; 
it is achievement that is difficult. An-
other one of my favorite quotes. Criti-
cism is easy, but achievement is dif-
ficult. 

You just heard a remarkable state-
ment, and we have had a remarkable 
day with our President going to the 
United Nations and addressing the 
United Nations in his annual address. 
Because we are the host Nation, there 
is a defined time for that annual ad-
dress, and it occurs in second speaking 
order. So it happened to occur during 
the middle of the day today. My friends 
on the other side of the aisle want to 
attribute the fact that the President 
was not on prime-time television to-
night to some remarkable foible of this 
administration. Madam Speaker, what 
kind of nonsense is that? What kind of 
distortion of the truth is that? 

So when we hear these kinds of 
things, it really disturbs me, it saddens 
me, because it cheapens the debate 
that we have here when you have that 
kind of distortion. 

The question was asked, how did the 
President of Iran get to be so strong? 
But one of the reasons he is so strong 
is because our friends on the other side 
of the aisle have not participated in as-
sisting us on an energy agenda that 
will make it so we have American en-
ergy for Americans. There is some 
truth for you. The folks who continue 
to throw stones on the other side of the 
aisle constantly, and we will talk 
about this this evening, make it so 
that they put roadblocks in the way of 
trying to increase American independ-
ence in the area of energy. 

So, Madam Speaker, in fact, I would 
appreciate some help from the other 
side of the aisle for some United Na-
tions reform. We have had a bill on the 
floor of the House here to reform the 
United Nations, to reform the United 
States’ participation in the United Na-
tions. 
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And goodness knows we can’t get any 
support from our good friends on the 
other side of the aisle, but they are 
ready, willing, and able to come down 
to the House floor and criticize the 
United States for their participation in 
the United Nations. Are they willing to 
help us solve the problem? Madam 
Speaker, I haven’t seen that. 

I also heard my friend from Maryland 
this evening talk about the contractors 
in Iraq. And he used as the font of all 
wisdom and knowledge about the con-
tractors in Iraq who were hired. 
Madam Speaker, did you hear who he 

used as the resource for all of that? 
You know, when we were growing up 
we would have to cite our resources in 
our papers for school and for univer-
sity, and it had to be something reli-
able. Did you hear who we used, 
Madam Speaker? The Washington Post. 
Now there is a reliable source for you. 

But when he brought that informa-
tion, he didn’t bring it by way of en-
lightenment; he brought it by way of 
criticism, by way of division, by way of 
tearing down those individuals who are 
working just as hard as they can to 
make certain that Iraq is restored and 
has an opportunity to become a demo-
cratic and sovereign nation on its own. 
Division, division, distortion, dema-
goguery, misinformation, 
disinformation. Madam Speaker, I 
would ask the gentleman from Mary-
land to apologize to the Members, to 
the United States citizens who are 
working as hard as they can in Iraq as 
independent contractors, risking their 
lives just like the military. Some of 
them have actually been murdered by 
our enemies in Iraq. So I would hope 
that the gentleman would reconsider 
what he said. 

Don’t you get tired of it, Madam 
Speaker, that kind of distortion of the 
fact, that kind of division? I certainly 
do, and I know my constituents do at 
home. They get tired of the fighting, of 
the backbiting. They get tired of three 
or four individuals who can stand up 
here for an hour on the floor of the 
House and not offer one single, one sin-
gle positive solution to the challenges 
that confront us as a Nation. And the 
challenges are big; these are big chal-
lenges. They are not Republican chal-
lenges, they are not Democrat chal-
lenges, they are American challenges. 

And so, Madam Speaker, I am pleased 
to come and have the opportunity at 
the pleasure of the leadership to be 
able to come and talk a little bit about 
some positive things about America, 
some positive things that we have 
done, but also to provide some truth. 
Remember Senator Moynihan’s com-
ment, everyone is entitled to their own 
opinions but they are not entitled to 
their own facts. So we would like to 
bring some facts tonight about a cou-
ple different areas, primarily national 
security because it has been talked 
about just recently, and the issue of 
the economy, the economic perspective 
in our Nation. And I think it is ex-
tremely important that when we dis-
cuss this, that again we remember that 
truth and facts are important. And so I 
am going to present some information 
here that I hope that Members of the 
House are listening to. I hope that they 
are listening to, and, frankly, I hope 
that the American people are listening, 
because there is some information that 
I think that they will be extremely, ex-
tremely interested in, especially when 
we talk about votes as it relates to 
issues on the floor of the House. 

So the Official Truth Squad is 
pleased to be able to come and talk a 
little bit about national security and 
about the economy. 

Now, there is certainly no more im-
portant function of the Federal Gov-
ernment than the security of the 
American people. And Republicans, as 
everyone knows, have always been 
committed to national security. Our 
Nation’s defense, our Homeland Secu-
rity and border control and the global 
war on terror are not just priorities for 
this administration, but they are in-
deed priorities for all House Repub-
licans. And if there were ever any ques-
tion in anyone’s mind about whether or 
not we are a Nation that remains at 
risk because of enemies around the 
world, then all one has to do is look to 
a very recent activity in England 
where the United States, along with 
our good friends in Great Britain and 
friends in Pakistan, were able to 
thwart a plan by our enemies, by our 
enemies who have sworn to make cer-
tain they end our way of life. We were 
able to thwart a plan to bring down 
many, many airliners that would kill 
thousands, thousands of innocent civil-
ians. 

So it is clear that the global war on 
terror is indeed a huge priority. It is a 
priority for us. I would hope that it 
would be a priority for all Members of 
the House. However, the Democrats 
continue to try to obstruct our secu-
rity plans, and they have been essen-
tially a party of ‘‘no,’’ with no alter-
native plans to meet our security 
needs. And I would ask, Madam Speak-
er, folks to remember just the hour 
that we have just heard by our good 
friends on the other side of the aisle, 
and try to recollect one single solution 
that was offered. Madam Speaker, I 
suspect that you, like I, can’t remem-
ber it, because in fact there were no so-
lutions that were offered. 

For instance, Democrats have called 
time and time again for the redeploy-
ment of our troops. And there was a 
commentator or an interviewer on tele-
vision recently who asked a member of 
the Democrat Caucus, where do you 
want them redeployed to? And he 
couldn’t come up with an answer. But 
occasionally they will come up with an 
answer, and oftentimes they will say, 
well, they ought to be able to redeploy 
to Okinawa. Well, now there is a 
thought, Madam Speaker, redeploy the 
troops from Iraq to Okinawa. If you 
take a look at the globe, the port of 
Newport News and Norfolk is closer to 
Iraq than Okinawa. So redeployment of 
troops to Okinawa makes absolutely no 
sense whatsoever. 

Now, the other side of the aisle, the 
Democrats are certainly good at saying 
no, but they are not good at laying 
forth alternative plans. What they 
don’t seem to understand is the mag-
nitude of the threat of terrorism or in-
deed what is at stake. Their leader has 
been quoted as saying, ‘‘We don’t even 
have a party position on the war.’’ This 
is certainly evidenced by their inabil-
ity to present a plan for combating ter-
rorism in this remarkably difficult and 
changed post-9/11 world. 

There is one Democrat leader who 
has in fact said that the global war on 
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terror isn’t really all that relevant. 
Can you imagine, Madam Speaker, we 
have the remarkable activities in Eng-
land just last month, the knowledge 
and understanding that our enemy is 
making plans day in and day out to try 
to kill innocent civilians across all free 
nations, to try to do their best to make 
certain that we end our way of life, 
that they end our way of life, and we 
have a Democrat leader in this House 
who says that the global war on terror 
isn’t really all that relevant. Well, 
with a stance like that, our leader 
says, with a stance like that, it is easy 
to see why Capitol Hill Democrats have 
no record of accomplishment on na-
tional security issues and lack a coher-
ent agenda on the biggest challenge of 
the day. 

Just this month, House Republicans 
will continue to focus our floor action 
on important security issues. We will 
be authorizing the President’s Terror 
Surveillance Program, which is de-
signed to identify and disrupt terror 
cells planning to attack against the 
United States. This is the kind of pro-
gram that was utilized to assist in the 
activities that foiled the plot in Eng-
land. 

Now, when I go home, Madam Speak-
er, I don’t know about you, but when I 
go home and I talk to my constituents 
and they say, what on Earth are you 
all arguing about? How can it be that 
anybody in this Nation believes that 
we as a Nation don’t have the responsi-
bility, in fact don’t have the absolute 
imperative to make certain that we are 
listening and hearing and determining 
what our enemies are saying if they are 
outside the United States? I have sig-
nificant concern on privacy issues 
when you are talking about commu-
nication between a United States cit-
izen in the United States and another 
United States citizen in the United 
States. That is a different issue, 
Madam Speaker. And when individuals 
confuse and confound those two, they 
do a disservice to every single Amer-
ican. 
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The issue is not whether or not that 
kind of communication is protected. 
The issue is, in fact, whether or not we, 
as elected representatives of constitu-
ents all across this Nation, will re-
spond to what they believe, our con-
stituents believe, Americans all across 
this Nation, is an imperative for our 
government to do, and that is to have 
a terrorism surveillance program that 
lets us know what the bad guys are 
going to do before they do it. Clearly 
that is the most effective means of 
combating the war on terror, is to 
make certain we know what our enemy 
is going to do before they do it and 
then stop them before they do it. 

In the House this month, we will be 
authorizing military tribunals for sus-
pected terrorists. These are noncitizens 
fighting under any flag. These are ter-
rorists. They have proclaimed to kill 
you and me and end our way of life as 

a Nation. They are not fighting for a 
nation. They have never signed the Ge-
neva Accords themselves. These are 
evil people who must be dealt with by 
different rules. This is unlike any war 
the world has ever seen. That is not to 
say that they ought to be treated 
inhumanely, but they need to be treat-
ed with different rules in order for us 
to gain the kind of information that we 
need, in addition to being able to hold 
these people who are interested in 
doing us great, great harm, great 
harm. 

This month the House Republicans 
have passed a resolution to recognize 
the 5-year anniversary of the 9/11 ter-
rorist attacks. As I go through these, I 
think it is important for Members of 
the House as well as Americans all 
across the Nation to appreciate as 
these votes come up, watch where the 
votes go, watch who is supporting 
these commonsense protections for the 
American people. 

A resolution recognizing the 5-year 
anniversary of the 9/11 attack, we even 
had some Members on the other side of 
the aisle vote against that. They ob-
jected strenuously that it came to the 
floor of the House for a vote. 

Strengthening border security. We 
had a debate on building a fence along 
the southern border to make sure that 
our Nation is secure. This week we will 
deal with some issues that will provide 
for allowing local law enforcement in-
dividuals, both State and local, the 
right and privilege to detain and retain 
illegals who come under their jurisdic-
tion until the Federal Government 
comes and is able to deport them. 
Right now that is not the case. We will 
have a bill on the floor that will once 
and for all end the catch-and-release 
program that has been operating at the 
border. 

I ask the American people to watch 
who is voting on these issues. There is 
no reason on Earth that we ought to 
apprehend an individual coming across 
our border illegally and then give him 
a piece of paper and say, you have to 
come back in 90 days and we will try 
you. They just blend into society. 

A catch-and-release program does not 
work. There are over 400,000 individuals 
who have already in this Nation gone 
through the process. They were here il-
legally, they are found to be guilty of 
another crime and been ordered de-
ported, and yet they are told to come 
back and report for their deportation 
date. And the catch-and-release pro-
gram does not make any sense. 

We will have on the floor this week a 
bill to provide for a catch-and-return 
policy, which means if they are appre-
hended coming into our Nation ille-
gally, they are returned to their coun-
try of origin. 

There was the discovery once again 
of another tunnel between San Diego 
or the San Diego area and Mexico. Ap-
parently it was some 400 feet long, and 
it was used to smuggle drugs and con-
traband and illegals into the United 
States. That was just discovered. We 

will have a bill on the floor to 
strengthen the laws as it relates to the 
building of tunnels for the purpose of 
bringing drugs and smuggling aliens in. 

We will have on the floor funding and 
protecting American troops, the de-
fense authorization conference report, 
and defense and military quality of life 
appropriations conference reports, and 
then homeland security conference re-
ports which will provide that funding 
for border security and for the barriers 
that I talked about. 

And it is extremely important to 
watch who is voting for these things 
and who is opposing them. Oftentimes 
what we find is that individuals will 
say one thing at home, and then they 
come to Washington, and there is 
something in the air here that makes 
them do something different. We re-
spectfully request that folks watch and 
see who is voting for what. 

On the issue of border security, main-
taining the integrity of our borders is 
an economic and a security concern. 
Americans are worried about the 
vulnerabilities at our borders, and 
House Republicans have passed several 
pieces of legislation to strengthen our 
borders, put more technology and per-
sonnel at the borders, and develop sys-
tems to ascertain who crosses the bor-
der and for what purposes. We need to 
know who is coming in to our Nation. 

The Republican plan for border secu-
rity focuses on providing more Border 
Patrol agents, strengthening security 
through additional fencing and infra-
structure, stricter enforcement, and 
enhancing State and local law enforce-
ment authority. These are the founda-
tions that must be set before we can 
begin the next step of immigration re-
forms. It is imperative, the American 
people are demanding, that we put our 
priorities first on controlling the bor-
der, making certain we know who is 
coming into our Nation. 

It ought not surprise anybody to get 
a little truth now, and that is that the 
Democrats have not supported the ef-
forts to secure our borders. We passed 
the REAL ID Act, the act that provide 
for an appropriate form of identifica-
tion for people traveling on an air-
plane. This would go a long way in 
identifying individuals here illegally, 
and 152 Democrats voted ‘‘no,’’ includ-
ing the top two members of their lead-
ership. They voted against the REAL 
ID Act. 

We passed the Border Protection 
Antiterrorism and Illegal Immigration 
Control Act, which was the bill that 
has been proclaimed by those individ-
uals who truly know and appreciate 
what it is going to take to control and 
secure our border. They believe it is 
the most appropriate bill that has 
come through Congress, certainly more 
appropriate than the version that came 
out of the Senate. But on that bill, 164 
Democrats oppose that bill, including 
the top two in their leadership. 

So folks may say one thing at home, 
and when they come to Washington, 
they oftentimes do something com-
pletely different. 
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On our Nation’s defense, people who 

fight for our freedom must be fully sup-
ported. The House Armed Services 
Committee and our Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Defense and Military 
Quality of Life have concentrated their 
efforts on making certain that we meet 
those needs, as well as helping trans-
form the Department of Defense to 
meet the threats for the next century. 

In the area of intelligence reform, 
this is where I talked about making 
certain that we know what the bad 
guys are going to do it before they do 
it. Republicans have worked with the 
administration and intelligence agen-
cies to help transform our intelligence- 
gathering capabilities and analyzing 
system. Rather than accept that we 
need to focus our efforts on this kind of 
reform, Democrats instead want to 
focus on just attacking the administra-
tion. You hear it over and over again. 

Madam Speaker, it is like a broken 
record. They have tried to discredit the 
terrorist surveillance program that we 
talked about and other policies which 
have helped protect our Nation from 
further attack. It is not a mistake or 
just a happenstance that we as a Na-
tion have not been attacked since 9/11. 
There are incredible individuals work-
ing day and night to make certain that 
we are safe as a Nation. 

The 9/11 Recommendations Imple-
mentation Act that was proposed in 
2004, these are the recommendations of 
the 9/11 Commission that you hear peo-
ple talking about on the other side of 
the aisle all the time and that we 
should implement them. We had the 
bill that implemented a significant 
portion of those, and what happened? A 
majority, 125 Democrats, including 
their leader, voting to oppose it, voted 
‘‘no’’ to implement significant rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission. 

So, Madam Speaker, remember, you 
are entitled to your own opinions, but 
are not entitled to your own facts. 

The global war on terrorism is truly 
the most important activity, most im-
portant war of our generation, and it is 
a war like no other, as we have talked 
about. It is fought on many different 
levels: military, intelligence, eco-
nomic, technology, cyberworld, Inter-
net, all corners of the Earth. 

Again, this is not a war that we 
sought. We didn’t go out looking for 
this. It has been brought to our shores 
and brought to us, and there are terror-
ists out there who truly want to kill 
us, and they say that explicitly. 

b 2240 
If you don’t believe me, you just 

ought to listen to them. They are in-
terested in murdering and killing inno-
cent civilians and ending our way of 
life. If we do not take their words seri-
ously and take them at their word, we 
do so at our peril. It is the simple and 
horrible truth, Madam Speaker. We 
must face this fact and employ all ef-
forts, all efforts, to thwart their many 
attempts. 

Oftentimes the Democrats will talk a 
good game on protecting the homeland; 

but when push come to shove, they cer-
tainly demonstrate that they don’t un-
derstand the real issues that affect our 
homeland and our national security. 
Again, they have been the loud party of 
‘‘no,’’ with no alternative plans to 
meet our security needs. And although 
we still cannot fully understand why 
the terrorists hate our way of life so 
much, we do understand this much: 
that we are in a real war. 

Almost 5 years after the attacks on 
9/11, Islamic extremist groups, 
jihadists, continue to represent the 
most immediate threat to the United 
States and to our allies and to our in-
terests abroad. And at the urging of 
Osama bin Laden, every American 
man, woman, and child has become a 
legitimate target in their jihad. And, 
again, this is their words. It is not our 
conjecture. It is not our opinion. It is 
truth. It is fact. 

Now, we are blessed with an abso-
lutely outstanding military that has 
taken the battle to the enemy, and it is 
extremely important that we fight 
these battles at their point of origin. 
We have many good and faithful allies 
all around the globe, and we have 
taken that fight forward, supporting 
the governments of Iraq and Afghani-
stan in rooting out the enemy before 
he can strike again. And we are cooper-
ating with friendly forces from the 
Philippines to Africa and from the Mid-
dle East to South America. And we are 
united. We are united against this 
threat. 

But the United States, we remain a 
Nation at war. We are not safe simply 
because we have not seen an attack on 
U.S. soil since 9/11. We are safer today 
because of the professionals of the 
worldwide network of intelligence and 
military and law enforcement officials 
who continue to pressure and strike al 
Qaeda and its followers. And we must 
continue the pressure on these radical 
organizations until victory for all free-
dom-loving people of the world is as-
sured. September 11, 2001, showed us 
the danger of Islamic jihadism, and it 
also taught us that deficiencies in our 
own system made it possible for terror-
ists to operate right under our noses. 

Our most important duty, as Mem-
bers of Congress, is to protect our Na-
tion from ever experiencing that lesson 
again. And for that reason, we must, 
we must continue to focus on improv-
ing our national security, our home-
land security, and our intelligence sys-
tems. 

But, again, the fact of the matter is 
the Democrats do not seem to under-
stand that the threat of terrorism ex-
ists or even what is at stake. Remem-
ber what their leader said, they do not 
even have a party position on the war 
and an individual in their leadership 
said they didn’t think the global war 
on terror was really all that relevant. 

Recently, just a couple weeks ago, 
their leader, in a press conference, 
made a stunning and contradictory as-
sessment that capturing Osama bin 
Laden, the leader of al Qaeda, the ter-

rorist organization responsible for nu-
merous attacks against the United 
States, including those of 9/11, would 
‘‘not make America any safer.’’ ‘‘Even 
if he’s caught tomorrow, she said, ‘‘I 
don’t think that makes us any safer.’’ 

Now, with a stance like that, it is 
easy to see why Capitol Hill Democrats 
have no record of accomplishment on 
national security or their issues and 
that they lack a coherent agenda on 
the biggest challenge of the day for 
this Congress and, yes, this Nation. 

As I mentioned, they have called for 
implementing the recommendations of 
the 9/11 Commission. Over and over 
they have called, but repeatedly Cap-
itol Hill Democrats have opposed legis-
lation implementing the recommenda-
tions of the 9/11 Commission meant to 
strengthen America’s national security 
and to prevent further attacks. 

The 9/11 Commission said: ‘‘The gov-
ernment has made significant strides 
in using terrorism financing as an in-
telligence tool.’’ So what happened on 
House Resolution 895, the legislation 
supporting intelligence and law en-
forcement programs that track terror-
ists and condemn with proper congres-
sional oversight the publication of any 
classified information that could po-
tentially impair the fight against ter-
rorism, that is, implementing one of 
the 9/11 Commission recommendations? 
What happened? 174 Democrats voted 
‘‘no.’’ 174 voted ‘‘no.’’ 

They call for the immediate imple-
mentation of the 9/11 Commission rec-
ommendations. One of the 9/11 Commis-
sion recommendations was: ‘‘The 
READ ID Act has established statute 
standards for State-issued IDs accept-
able for Federal purposes, though 
States’ compliance needs to be closely 
monitored.’’ What happened with that 
bill that the 9/11 Commission said was 
a wise idea and ought to be adopted? 
152 of our friends on the other side of 
the aisle voted ‘‘no.’’ 152. 

They talk about immediately imple-
menting the 9/11 Commission rec-
ommendations. A quote from the 9/11 
Commission: ‘‘The House and Senate 
have taken positive steps, but Sec-
retary Chertoff and his team still re-
port to too many bosses. The House 
and Senate Homeland Security Com-
mittees should have exclusive jurisdic-
tion over all counterterrorism func-
tions of the Department of Homeland 
Security.’’ That is a recommendation 
of the 9/11 Commission, a recommenda-
tion that our good friends say ought to 
be immediately implemented. So when 
the proposal comes up to do just that, 
a majority, 120 of them, vote ‘‘no.’’ 

Madam Speaker, you are entitled to 
your own opinions, but you are not en-
titled to your own facts. 

So in the area of national security, I 
think it is clear. There is a party, there 
are leaders in this Congress on the Re-
publican side of the aisle who under-
stand the threat, understand the grav-
ity of the situation, understand and ap-
preciate that we have a real enemy, un-
derstand and appreciate that that real 
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enemy is interested in causing signifi-
cant harm to our Nation and in mur-
dering innocent civilians, and we are 
taking actions day in and day out, in-
cluding this week, to make certain 
that we are more safe and more secure 
as a Nation. 

So I challenge and call on my friends 
on the other side of the aisle to join us. 
Don’t just talk about it. Don’t just 
come down here and paint doom and 
gloom. There are people here who are 
working hard. Remember what Church-
ill said? ‘‘Criticism is easy. Achieve-
ment is difficult.’’ ‘‘Achievement is dif-
ficult.’’ So join us. You might find that 
being part of the solution instead of 
just railing against the individuals who 
are in positions of leadership now is ac-
tually beneficial, that your constitu-
ents actually appreciate the work that 
you are doing in a bipartisan manner. 
Boy, wouldn’t that be wonderful? We 
certainly would welcome you to par-
ticipate. 

Madam Speaker, I talked about the 
concern that the Official Truth Squad 
has about all of the disinformation and 
the misinformation that goes on, and I 
was looking a little over a year ago for 
a quote. I am a fan of quotes. I enjoy 
quotes, and I think that oftentimes in-
dividuals in history have given us great 
perspective on our Nation and great 
perspective on our principles and the 
roots of our Nation. And the ‘‘politics 
of division’’ really irritates me, and I 
think it does a disservice to our Nation 
because we are so strong and we are 
united as a Nation. 

But the other side of the aisle seems 
intent on tearing down, on dividing. 
You have heard some of it this evening. 
The extending tax cuts for millionaires 
you heard tonight and all sorts of re-
markable divisive statements. The 
comment about the contractors in Iraq 
was a divisive statement, where we 
have hardworking American citizens 
who are putting their lives at risk and 
they get criticized in order for some di-
visive purpose, to try to gain some po-
litical points. Madam Speaker, it is 
just disheartening to hear that kind of 
conversation, and it does a disservice 
to our Nation. 

When I attempted to find a quote 
that would crystallize that emotion, I 
came across this one, the Reverend 
William Boetcker, who was a leader 
and a public speaker in the late 19th 
and early 20th century. He was trying 
to crystallize the philosophy of Abra-
ham Lincoln in his social philosophy, 
and it is one of my favorite quotes. He 
said: ‘‘You cannot bring about pros-
perity by discouraging thrift. You can-
not strengthen the weak by weakening 
the strong. You cannot help the wage 
earner by pulling down the wage payer. 
You cannot encourage the brotherhood 
of man by encouraging class hatred.’’ 
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You cannot help the poor by destroy-
ing the rich. You cannot keep out of 
trouble by spending more than you 
earn. You cannot build character and 

courage by taking away man’s initia-
tive and independence. And you cannot 
help men permanently by doing for 
them what they could do for them-
selves. 

And so, Madam Speaker, I turn now 
to addressing the issue of vision and 
addressing the issue of the economy. 
House Republicans have realized, cer-
tainly do realize the importance of de-
veloping and having a vision to focus 
our efforts and to ensure that we ad-
dress what is important for the Amer-
ican people. And we came together and 
highlighted a vision earlier this year 
that would address this new American 
century. And we came up with the fol-
lowing vision. We will promote dignity 
and future of every individual. It is im-
portant to talk about the individual. 
Madam Speaker, often times you hear 
the folks on the other side of the aisle 
talk about groups of folks. And again 
they like to separate people into 
groups so that they can divide and con-
quer. 

But it is the individual, it is the indi-
vidual who makes things great. So we 
will promote the dignity and the future 
of every individual by building a free 
society, under a limited, accountable 
government that protects our liberty, 
our security, and our prosperity for a 
brighter American dream. 

Now, the Democrats had no such vi-
sion. Again, they are the ‘‘party of no,’’ 
they have got no plan to lead the Na-
tion. That is a dangerous way to try to 
take over the majority of the House of 
Representatives. And it is clear. We 
heard it again tonight. Their actions 
are guided by politics and discrediting 
the administration over and over again 
rather than focusing on a positive 
agenda for the American people. 

Again that is the kind of information 
and the kind of requests that I get at 
home when I talk to my constituents 
about a passion for a positive agenda 
for America. Because, we are a great, 
great Nation. And we work so well to-
gether when we work unified. And that 
is what folks at home tell me that they 
would desire, that we move together 
forward in unity. 

Now, I want to talk a little bit about 
our economy. And I think it is impor-
tant to appreciate that our economy 
today is truly remarkably strong. And 
the numbers prove that. Our Nation 
has bounced back from the blow that 
the economy took following the at-
tacks of 9/11. Our unemployment is low. 
Home ownership across all sectors of 
our society is the highest it has ever 
been. 

And recently, as I know in your home 
state, Madam Speaker, the gas prices 
are falling. Now, we got a lot of criti-
cism for the gas prices going up, so we 
ought to take a fair amount of credit 
for them coming down. The most re-
cent economic numbers are truly re-
markable. 

Although this chart is a little old, 
the trends are absolutely accurate and 
correct. Unemployment. The Employ-
ment gains continue. 128,000 new pay-

roll jobs were created in August, A 
total of 5.7 million new jobs since Au-
gust of 2003. 

The unemployment rate is at a point, 
at a level of 4.7 percent, 4.7 percent. I 
know that there are some economist 
amongst our midst who understand and 
appreciate that full employment is ba-
sically 5 percent, used to be 6 percent a 
number of decades ago, but they re-
vised it downward to 5 percent being 
full employment. That means that ba-
sically folks who are interested having 
a job have a job. 

GDP growth for the second quarter 
was revised up to 2.9 from an earlier es-
timate of 2.5 percent. Gasoline prices 
have fallen recently with the average 
regular unleaded gasoline falling to 
below $2.70 a gallon. I know in my area 
it is $2.22 cents when I drove to the air-
port this moving to come here. 

Oil apparently today was down to 
less than $62 a barrel, which is a sig-
nificant move downward. And, Madam 
Speaker, this is due, these numbers are 
due to the policies put in place by this 
Republican Congress and our effort to 
spur the economy and lay the founda-
tion for the economy of the next cen-
tury. 

Now, elections are coming up. I know 
that is a surprise to some. But if you 
heard the kind of comments made ear-
lier on the floor this evening you can 
tell that elections are coming up. But 
the American people understand that 
elections are about choices, and they 
are about the future. And there is a 
clear choice between Republicans who 
are working to enact serious reforms 
that will grow our economy, and re-
duce the deficit, and Capitol Hill 
Democrats who are interested in spend-
ing more of America’s taxpayer dollars 
on wasteful Government programs as 
they see fit. 

Now, I want to point out two things 
on this and the next poster. This poster 
here has the years down on the lower 
portion here, 2000–2006. And it has, this 
blue line here is the number of new 
jobs created, the number of new jobs 
created. And since August of 2003, this 
has 5.3, it is actually 5.7 million new 
jobs created in that period of time. 

There is a vertical dotted green line 
here. And that vertical dotted green 
line marks the point where the tax de-
creases, the appropriate and fair tax 
decreases for the American people were 
enacted by this administration and by 
this Congress. And since that point, 
what you have seen, again, here is jobs 
growth going down. Tax decreases put 
into place, and jobs go up. 

These red bars are business invest-
ment in these quarters. See business 
investment down, which means a slow-
er economy, not as many jobs, not as 
much economic activity or growth. 
What happens when appropriate, fair 
tax decreases are put in place? The 
economy flourishes. No mistake about 
it. It occurs every time that significant 
tax reduction is put in place, has been 
put in place over the last 50 years in 
our Nation. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 02:59 Sep 20, 2006 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00068 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K19SE7.144 H19SEPT1jc
or

co
ra

n 
on

 P
R

O
D

P
C

62
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H6729 September 19, 2006 
President Kennedy knew it. It oc-

curred when he instituted appropriate 
tax decreases. President Reagan knew 
it. It occurred when he instituted tax 
decreases, and occurred with president 
George W. Bush with the appropriate 
tax decreases of 2003. 

Now, I think it is important to appre-
ciate that the other side truly has no 
plan for the economy. In fact they have 
not proposed any plans to address the 
mandatory programs, Social Security, 
Medicare, Medicaid, those things that 
are on automatic pilot that now com-
prise about 54 percent of the budget, 
and unless they are addressed in rel-
atively short order they will cause a 
significantly greater drain on the econ-
omy, decrease the economic growth 
and activity that we have seen. 

The other side is literally blind and 
has not proposed any proposals to im-
prove or to reform those spending pro-
grams. In fact, what they have done is 
to propose in the last fiscal year 2006 
budget, these were their proposals, 
these were the things that they actu-
ally did write down and bring to com-
mittees and bring to the floor of the 
House, new spending to the tune of 
$21.5 billion, and new taxes, new taxes 
to the tune of $54 billion with again no 
savings, no savings in Medicare, Med-
icaid, Social Security, those items that 
if nothing is doing to those three items 
by 2030, they will consume the entire 
budget, the entire budget. 

So it is not something that you can 
just say, well, do not worry about it, 
we do not have to do anything to those 
items because they will take care of 
themselves. 

Over the past 4 years, if the Demo-
crats had been in control, they talk 
about their desire to take control of 
the House and to lead, well, what 
would have happened if they would 
have been in control for the last 4 
years and had their proposals put in 
place? 

If they had been in control, discre-
tionary spending would have increased 
by over $106 billion. Amazingly, al-
though they talk a good game, they 
have voted consistently against any 
significant budget reform efforts. 

The Deficit Reduction Act, that bill 
that was passed earlier this bill that 
saved approximately $40 billion, $40 bil-
lion saved, the Democrats unani-
mously, unanimously voted against 
that bill, the Deficit Reduction Act. 

In fact, one of their leaders was heard 
to say something like, we are not going 
to give them a single vote on this, and 
said it with great pride. Again, that is 
that politics of division, that desire to 
not be productive, to not be positive 
about solutions as they come forward 
here in the Congress. 
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What about the line item veto? When 
I go home, I hear folks talk about 
budgetary improvements we could 
make here in Washington. Many of 
them ask about the line item veto, why 
can’t we allow the administration, any 

administration, to pick those items in 
the budget and say no, we ought not be 
spending money on that specific item. 
Good idea. I have supported it. The 
vast majority of my colleagues on the 
Republican side have supported it. 

What happened when the bill came 
here to the floor for a vote? Well, 
Madam Speaker, the vote occurred ear-
lier this year, rollcall vote 317, and the 
number of individuals on their side of 
the aisle supporting it, 35. The vast 
majority, 156, voting no. 

That is the line item veto. That is 
one of those proposals that you hear 
them talk about all the time, wanting 
to make certain that the line item veto 
is passed. But when given the oppor-
tunity, when given the opportunity to 
stand up and say yes, that is exactly 
what we want to do, what do they say? 
No. ‘‘No, we don’t believe that we 
ought to have that kind of reform,’’ 
even though that is what they say 
when they go home. 

Earmark reform. What about ear-
mark reform? We had the Lobbying Ac-
countability and Transparency Act. 
These are the special projects put into 
bills. We have had a couple of votes on 
this. 

The first one that we had earlier, 
H.R. 4975, 192 Democrats vote no, in-
cluding their top two members of their 
leadership. 

Recently all it was was a sunshine 
bill. It said that if you are going to put 
a special project into the budget, that 
you ought to put your name beside it. 
I had a bill that I called ‘‘sunshine for 
earmarks.’’ It said that if you are 
going to have a special project in an 
appropriations bill, that you ought to 
have to put your name beside it so that 
your constituents know you put it in 
there and they can look at it and say 
yes, this is what we want our Member 
of Congress to do, or no, we don’t think 
that is something that he or she ought 
to be doing, so the colleagues here, 
Members’ colleagues in the House, can 
know where these kinds of requests are 
coming from. It is important. It is im-
portant to have that kind of sunshine. 

It is a simple, simple proposal. It is 
important for the press to know so that 
when they are providing their over-
sight of the fourth estate, that in fact 
they know who has put these items in. 

So what kind of vote did we get? 
Again, this is a proposal that they talk 
about all the time. ‘‘If we could just 
have some earmark reform.’’ So we 
bring it to the floor, call for a vote, it 
passes because the vast majority of col-
leagues on my side of the aisle, our side 
of the aisle, the Republican side of the 
aisle supported it. But what did those 
folks on the other side do? 147 of them, 
the vast majority voted no, including 
15 ranking members. These are Mem-
bers who are the most senior members 
on the committees in the United States 
House of Representatives. These are 
the individuals, if the other side were 
to by some chance take over and gain 
the majority, these are the individuals 
who would be chairmen. They would be 
chairs of the committees. 

And what do they say with their 
vote, the vast majority? They say no, 
we don’t want earmark reform. We 
don’t want special project reform. We 
may say we do, but we really don’t. We 
don’t believe it in so much that when 
given the opportunity to vote for it, 
they vote no. And the leadership, what 
did the leadership do? Voted no. That 
is what they did on the other side of 
the aisle. 

So, Madam Speaker, every single 
Member, every single individual is en-
titled to their own opinion, but they 
are not entitled to their own facts, and 
these are the facts about who is truly 
interested in budgetary reform and ear-
mark reform. 

To make matters worse, they are 
more than eager to raise your taxes. 
You hear the code words, and the code 
words recently have become ‘‘shared 
sacrifice.’’ Have you heard that, 
Madam Speaker, ‘‘shared sacrifice?’’ 

What that means is raising your 
taxes, because they believe that they 
know how to spend your money better 
than you. That is one of the principles 
that they have about how they plan to 
grow the government, how they plan to 
cover all these special projects and pro-
grams that they wish to have adopted. 
That would have not only a horrible 
impact on the economy, but it would 
also give them even more revenue, in-
creased revenue in the government to 
spend. 

Madam Speaker, when I hear the 
other side talk, if you just listen to 
them, you get so doggone depressed. 
But I am optimistic about the future of 
this Nation. I am optimistic about this 
economy. 

The United States has the number 
one economy in the world, and in order 
to assure that vibrant economy in the 
21st century, we in the House have fo-
cused on a comprehensive set of poli-
cies and incentives that will build on a 
solid economic foundation. 

This won’t be accomplished by Fed-
eral funds though, because Federal 
funds don’t solve that kind of chal-
lenge. That is done by private capital. 
The private sector, not government bu-
reaucrats, know how money should be 
spent, what resources are needed and 
what type of training workers will re-
quire. Unfortunately, unfortunately, 
there are way too many government 
roadblocks that stand in the way of 
business development and that deter 
investment, both here and abroad. 

There are steps that we can take and 
we will take to restore our Nation’s 
competitiveness and ensure that Amer-
ica remains the land of opportunity. 
We are not the status quo party. The 
Republicans are not the status quo 
party. We are the party of change, we 
are the party of vision, we are the 
party of entrepreneurship, we are the 
party of individual responsibility, we 
are the party of success. 

So we will work to address health 
care security, termination of bureau-
cratic red tape, lifelong learning, trade 
fairness and opportunity, tax relief and 
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simplification, energy self-sufficiency 
and security, innovation and invest-
ment, and ending lawsuit abuse and 
litigation management. 

I tell you, Madam Speaker, that is an 
agenda that the American people can 
be proud of. It is an agenda that the 
American people can embrace with en-
thusiasm, with optimism, with passion, 
not with a dour look on your face and 
say ‘‘woe is me, isn’t the world awful.’’ 

These are the exciting kind of pro-
posals. These are exciting proposals 
that we will put forward before the 
House as we continue our leadership, 
our strong leadership, to bring about 
increasing American competitiveness. 

For 3 years, House Republicans have 
promoted the House economic competi-
tiveness agenda. This year alone we 
have passed over 39 pieces of legisla-
tion that will help make America more 
competitive. We have real solutions. 
Republicans offer real solutions. We in-
vite our colleagues to join us in moving 
America forward and providing an op-
portunity for the United States busi-
nesses and working families. 

But instead, they have no plan, and 
instead of working with us at the com-
mittee level or on the House floor, the 
Democrats have tried to undermine the 
economic competitiveness agenda over 
and over and over again. 

Again, their so-called innovative 
agenda is not innovative. It is a call for 
increased government spending, pre-
sumably fueled by increased taxes. In 
response to our economic agenda, at so 
many different points they have been 
nothing but obstructionists over and 
over again. 

For example, college access for all. 
They say they are for expanding access 
to college, yet they voted against the 
College Access and Opportunity Act, 
181 of them, including the top two lead-
ers in their party, 181 of them voted 
against the College Access and Oppor-
tunity Act. 

Energy independence, Democrats say 
they want to end our dependence on 
foreign oil, and yet they try to ob-
struct every single plan to access 
America’s own oil and natural gas re-
serves, such as tapping into ANWR and 
the OCS. 

The Energy Policy Act, 183 Demo-
crats, including their top two leaders, 
voted no. Refinery Permit Process 
Schedule Act, 176 Democrats, including 
their top two leaders, voted no. And 
the Deep Ocean Energy Resources Act, 
156 Democrats, including their top two 
leaders, voted no. 

Affordable health care, a difficult 
challenge for so many large and small 
businesses around our Nation, Demo-
crats say they want to help employers 
provide health insurance to their em-
ployees. But they vote against every 
single measure to do so. The HEALTH 
Act, 185 Democrats, including their top 
two leaders, voted no. Small Business 
Health Fairness Act, 165 Democrats, in-
cluding their top two leaders, voted no. 
And recently, the Health Information 
Technology Promotion Act, something 

that would truly streamline health 
care for our Nation, 139 Democrats, in-
cluding their top two leaders, voted no. 
So, Madam Speaker, it truly is a re-
markable contrast between the two 
parties. 

I want to put up one more chart, be-
cause when you think about what 
would happen if the other side were in 
fact to be in the majority, I get ques-
tions at home, what would they do? 
What would they do? 

Again, elections are about choices 
and they are about the future, and to 
determine what they would do, all you 
have to do is look at the legislation 
that they have proposed, the legisla-
tion they proposed. I presume that is 
what they would do, don’t you, Madam 
Speaker? 
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The top two bills that they have pro-
posed, H. Res. 635 and H. Res. 636, the 
first step in impeaching President Bush 
resolution and the second step in im-
peaching President Bush resolution. 

Madam Speaker, I do not believe that 
the American people are interested in 
leadership in this House of Representa-
tives that has as its number one pri-
ority the impeachment of the Presi-
dent of the United States. That is not 
what the American people are inter-
ested in. 

What else are they interested in? 
H.R. 4683, the Federal Health Care Sys-
tem Government-Run Health Care Act. 
House Democrats want to create a Fed-
eral health care system without 
choices, which would combine the effi-
ciency of the Department of Motor Ve-
hicles and the compassion of the IRS, 
and they would tax Americans to get 
to it. They would amend the Social Se-
curity Act, the bill would, to impose on 
the income of every individual a tax 
equal to 1.7 percent of wages received, 
and on every employer an excise tax of 
7 percent of the wages paid to each em-
ployee, and on the self-employment in-
come of every individual a tax equal to 
the applicable percentage of the self- 
employment income for such taxable 
year. Who cosponsors that? Ranking 
Democrats, remember, the individuals 
who would be chairmen of the commit-
tees, ranking Democrats and senior 
members of the Democrat Caucus. 

Madam Speaker, I do not think that 
is what Americans are bargaining for. 
That is not what I hear my constitu-
ents say they want when I go home and 
talk to them which is every single 
week. They are not interested in the 
Federal Government running health 
care. 

H.R. 1018, it is called the Permanent 
Welfare Housing Act. I call it the wel-
fare reform repeal Act. Public housing, 
this bill would remove provisions that 
residents of public housing are required 
to participate in 8 hours per month of 
either community service or economic 
self-sufficiency activities in order to 
retain their public housing. Who are 
the sponsors? The ranking Democrats, 
remember folks who would be chair-

men of these committees, and mul-
tiple, multiple senior Democrat Mem-
bers. 

Madam Speaker, one of the most in-
credible and productive and positive 
pieces of legislation that has passed 
through this Congress in the past 12 
years has been welfare reform. It has 
put literally millions of Americans 
back to work, to be productive citizens, 
to have pride in what they are doing, 
to believe that they have some worth 
and they have some input into the pro-
ductivity of this Nation. What is it 
that the other side wants to do? Well, 
they want to repeal portions of it that 
would provide that kind of sense of ac-
complishment and sense of participa-
tion. 

So, Madam Speaker, Republicans un-
derstand that it is the American people 
who built this Nation, American people 
who built this economy and made this 
the land of opportunity. Washington’s 
job as the people’s representative is to 
provide national and economic security 
and to give each individual the freedom 
and the protection to pursue their 
American dream. 

The imagination and hard work of 
the American people have built this 
wonderful and beautiful Nation, and 
they have made it prosperous. Our task 
as Members of the United States Con-
gress is to ensure that this remains 
true for the next century. 

Once again, the other side relies on 
the vague promises and big government 
programs to solve every perceived 
problem in the United States. Govern-
ment is not the answer, and this phi-
losophy, which is truly left over from 
previous bureaucratic administrations 
of the 1960s and 1970s, has only slowed 
down progress in our Nation every sin-
gle time it has been instituted. 

Madam Speaker, we live in a glorious 
Nation. It is a wondrous Nation, a Na-
tion that is still seen by men and 
women around the world as a beacon of 
liberty and repository of hope. I am in-
credibly proud to serve in the United 
States House of Representatives and to 
have the opportunity to share this 
positive perspective and this positive 
vision with my colleagues and with the 
Nation as we have done tonight. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. LYNCH (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today. 

Mr. MCGOVERN (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today. 

Mr. MOORE of Kansas (at the request 
of Ms. PELOSI) for the week of Sep-
tember 18 on account of the death of 
his father. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 
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