
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH2606 February 24, 2009 
aid rather than expand access to unemploy-
ment insurance programs in ways that many 
other states did a long time ago. 

What makes these bad decisions worse is 
that they are little more than political pos-
turing by rising Republican stars, like Gov. 
Bobby Jindal of Louisiana and Gov. Mark 
Sanford of South Carolina. This behavior re-
inforces the disturbing conclusion that the 
Republican Party seems more interested in 
ideological warfare than in working on poli-
cies that get the country back on track. 

Fortunately, as President Obama prepares 
for his first address to Congress on Tuesday 
evening, voters of both parties have noticed. 
About three-quarters of those polled in a re-
cent New York Times/CBS News survey—in-
cluding more than 60 percent of Repub-
licans—said Mr. Obama has been trying to 
work with Republicans. And 63 percent said 
Republicans in Congress opposed the stim-
ulus package primarily for political reasons, 
not because they thought it would be bad for 
the economy. It should be sobering news for 
Republicans that about 8 in 10 said the party 
should be working in a bipartisan way. 

The Republican Party’s attacks on the un-
employment insurance portion of the stim-
ulus package are a perfect example. States 
that accept the stimulus money aimed at the 
unemployed are required to abide by new fed-
eral rules that extend unemployment protec-
tions to low-income workers and others who 
were often shorted or shut out of compensa-
tion. This law did not just materialize out of 
nowhere. It codified positive changes that 
have already taken place in at least half the 
states. 

To qualify for the first one-third of federal 
aid, the states need to fix arcane eligibility 
requirements that exclude far too many low- 
income workers. To qualify for the rest of 
the aid, states have to choose from a menu of 
options that include extending benefits to 
part-time workers or those who leave their 
jobs for urgent family reasons, like domestic 
violence or gravely ill children. 

Data from the National Employment Law 
Project, a nonprofit group, show that 19 
states qualify for some of the federal financ-
ing and that a dozen others would become el-
igible by making one or two policy changes. 
Unemployed workers are worst off in the 
Deep South, where relatively few people are 
eligible to receive payments. Louisiana, Mis-
sissippi and Texas stand out. 

The governors are blowing smoke when 
they suggest that the federal unemployment 
aid would lead directly to new state taxes. 
No one knows what the economic climate 
will be when the federal aid has been used up 
several years from now. But by dumping bil-
lions of dollars into shrinking state unem-
ployment funds, which puts money into the 
hands of people who spend it immediately on 
food and shelter, the stimulus could help the 
states through the recession and into a time 
when unemployment trust funds can be re-
plenished. In other words, the stimulus could 
make a tax increase less likely. 

But even if new taxes are required at some 
point, the new federal standards would pro-
tect more unemployed workers than ever be-
fore and bring states like Louisiana, Mis-
sissippi and Texas into the 21st century. 

Governors like Mr. Jindal should be wor-
rying about how to end this recession while 
helping constituents feed and house their 
families—not about finding ways to revive 
tired election-year arguments about big 
spending versus small government. 

f 

COMMISSION WITH TEETH: FORC-
ING CONGRESS TO ADDRESS EN-
TITLEMENT ISSUE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 

JACKSON-LEE of Texas). The Chair rec-

ognizes the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. WOLF) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WOLF. Sometimes it takes a cri-
sis to move Congress to action, and we 
are in a financial crisis today and have 
reached the point where Americans ev-
erywhere understand that our country 
is in serious trouble. We are sinking, 
and it is on this Congress’ watch, and it 
is this Congress’ obligation to fix it. 
Main Street USA is suffering. Busi-
nesses are closing. Wages and hours are 
being cut back. Restaurants that once 
bustled with customers are half empty, 
and the only waiting line starts at the 
unemployment office. 

How did we get to these frightening 
times? 

Look at the numbers. For years 
we’ve been spending and spending be-
yond our means, mortgaging the future 
for our children and grandchildren— 
over $56 trillion in unfunded obliga-
tions through Social Security, Medi-
care and Medicaid. The national debt is 
$11 trillion. Standard & Poor’s invest-
ment service predicts the loss of our 
triple-A bond rating as early as 2012. 
Imagine the headlines when that day 
comes. 

China now holds the paper of 1 of 
every 10 American dollars, and we saw 
for the first time the Secretary of 
State punting when she was in Beijing, 
never raising the issue of human rights 
and religious freedom. Imagine how the 
Catholic bishops and Buddhist monks 
who are in prison felt when they heard 
that the Secretary, because of pan-
dering to the Chinese in wanting them 
to buy our paper, never raised this 
issue. Yet this Congress has done noth-
ing but spend, spend, spend and talk, 
talk, talk. 

Congress is made up of parents and 
grandparents. Yet it seems that this 
Congress is prepared to push all of this 
onto our children and our grand-
children. Why won’t Congress act? Why 
has Congress failed to act? What is 
Congress afraid of? 

Over the weekend, President Obama 
said, ‘‘ . . . we can’t generate sustained 
growth without getting our deficits 
under control.’’ I could not agree more, 
and time will tell if this administra-
tion and this Congress will embrace the 
process that leads to a solution. 

The process that will lead to a solu-
tion is the bipartisan commission that 
Congressman JIM COOPER and I have 
proposed with every spending program 
on the table with tax policy. Congress 
would vote up or down on the commis-
sion’s recommendations. 

If any Member from either side, from 
my side who is not on this bill or from 
the Democratic side who is not on this 
bill, has a better idea that will work— 
a better idea rather than just a rotary 
speech, a better idea that works—put it 
forward. Don’t hide behind the process. 

There always seems to be an excuse. 
The American people are experiencing 
a crisis of confidence and expect this 
Congress to act. When we gain control 
of the reckless spending, we will be 
able to rebuild our economy. We will 

have a renaissance in America, and we 
will see a brighter and a stronger 
America—stronger for us, stronger for 
our children and stronger for our 
grandchildren. As Ronald Reagan said, 
we will literally have a renaissance 
when we get control of this spending, 

But I ask you, and every Member 
who serves here has to ask themselves: 
How will history judge the 111th Con-
gress if it does not deal with this issue? 

Your children and your grand-
children will come up and say, you 
know, ‘‘Grandpop or Grandmom or Dad 
or Mom, weren’t you there during the 
111th Congress when we had $11 trillion 
of debt? When the Chinese had such in-
fluence on this country that this Sec-
retary no longer spoke out on human 
rights and religious freedom when 
there were 30-some Catholic bishops in 
jail? When we saw all of this going on 
with unemployment? What did you do 
when you were there? Were you there?’’ 

Yes, I think you were. What would 
you do? 

This Congress will be a total failure, 
and it will be our children and our 
grandchildren who will pay the price, 
and history will judge it very, very 
poorly. 

f 

CAPTIVE PRIMATE SAFETY ACT 
(H.R. 80) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Yesterday, the 
House engaged in a vigorous debate on 
the captive primate bill, H.R. 80, which 
would prohibit the interstate transport 
of chimpanzees and other monkeys 
across State borders. It was fascinating 
listening to the give-and-take on the 
floor of the House. The argument 
against the bill seemed to center on 
two points: 

One was that this bill was not the 
most important thing that we could 
possibly be considering at the time. 
The second was that it would not stop 
the ability of some people to have a 
chimpanzee as a pet in their own 
homes. 

I found it interesting because the no-
tion that somehow this measure is not 
the most important issue is true. Con-
gress deals with thousands of issues in 
a wide range of areas—from passing 
budgets, to dealing with the national 
debt, to recovering our economy, to 
naming post offices, to dealing with 
protections for the environment. 

b 1045 

There are a wide range. One of the 
things why we have 435 of us here and 
100 Senators is because we can do more 
than one thing at once. 

But I will tell you, the woman who is 
in the hospital in Cleveland, who had 
her face ripped off by a chimpanzee last 
week, would probably think, along 
with her family and friends, that it 
might be important to deal with the 
safety of Americans, over 100 of whom 
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have been attacked by primates in the 
last 10 years . . . 100 that we know of. 
The most important issue of the world? 
Maybe not, until tragedy strikes your 
family or your community. 

The second notion, that somehow it 
would not magically stop overnight the 
ability to have a wild animal, that is 
not domesticated, that has no business 
being treated as a pet in somebody’s 
home, is an excuse not to act. That be-
trays lack of knowledge of what we 
have done dealing with animal welfare 
for the last 50 years. 

To be able to deal with frameworks 
moving forward, establishing protec-
tions is important. In 2003 we dealt 
with the problem of having large cats, 
tigers, lions, panthers that people kept 
as pets. We’re also going to have to do 
something in the long run with other 
inappropriate pets like crocodiles and 
pythons. 

These are not trivial items. This is 
not appropriate treatment for some of 
God’s creatures, and they put families 
at risk. We in Congress should estab-
lish these frameworks to avoid future 
problems. 

The most important point is that, if 
the provisions of our bill had been es-
tablished policy, that poor woman 
wouldn’t be in a hospital in Cleveland 
because the monkey that attacked her 
would not have been shipped from Mis-
souri (along with others that were dis-
bursed around the country) to Con-
necticut to her neighbor. 

I would suggest that it’s important 
for people to take a step back and look 
at critical areas of animal welfare and 
the relationship that we have with 
them. It is important to pass this legis-
lation, as the House did overwhelm-
ingly last session, only to have it die in 
the Senate. It’s important to pass it 
again, but it’s also important for peo-
ple to be able to deal with establishing 
an appropriate framework for relation-
ships with animals so that it doesn’t 
have to become the most important 
thing in the world for one family or 
one community. Instead, we have a log-
ical, rational set of policies that are 
good for the welfare of animals, that 
protect our families and have the Fed-
eral Government playing its appro-
priate role. 

Already 20 States around the country 
have done their job with an outright 
prohibition. It’s time for the Federal 
Government to amend the Lacey Act 
to extend the protections dealing with 
captive primates, to help in a small but 
critical way make all our communities 
more livable and our families safer, 
healthier and more economically se-
cure. 

f 

OUR STANDARD SHOULD BE WHAT 
UPHOLDS THE DIGNITY OF THE 
HOUSE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FLAKE. Madam Speaker, yester-
day I introduced a privileged resolution 

here in the House which asked the Eth-
ics Committee to look into the rela-
tionship between campaign contribu-
tions and earmarks. This has been a 
problem, as we know, for a long time 
but it was brought to a head just re-
cently when a lobby firm, a powerhouse 
lobby firm that had $14 million in rev-
enue just last year, it was revealed 
that they were being investigated by 
the FBI. 

This firm was quite prominent. It 
passed a lot of campaign contributions 
to Members here on Capitol Hill. In re-
turn, clients of this lobbying firm re-
ceived in one defense appropriation bill 
$300 million. So it was quite lucrative 
for this firm obviously to do what it 
was doing. 

Anyway, it was revealed that the FBI 
was investigating this firm, and within 
days, the firm completely imploded. It 
has dissolved. One week or so after it 
was revealed, it’s gone, but the damage 
has been wrought to the dignity and 
decorum of this House. We sit here 
today all under suspicion because a 
firm spread so many campaign con-
tributions around, and many earmarks 
were received. And no matter what the 
intent was or the motive here, the ap-
pearance of this does not reflect well 
on the dignity and decorum of the 
House. 

We have to remember that most of 
the earmarks sought by this firm, this 
firm that is now under investigation, 
are for for-profit entities, private busi-
nesses. These earmarks are essentially 
no-bid contracts. A Member of Con-
gress will simply say, I want an ear-
mark for this firm. Maybe it might be 
in his district, it might not, but it’s a 
private, for-profit-making company, 
getting a Federal contract without 
scrutiny otherwise, with nothing and 
no other bids. Nobody else can bid on 
it. 

Here, let me just step back for a sec-
ond. One thing that is unbelievable 
here is we will be considering an omni-
bus appropriation bill, a $410 billion 
bill, tomorrow. We received a list of 
the earmarks that will be in that bill 
yesterday. So I think within 36 hours 
or so of receiving the list of 9,000 ear-
marks, we will be considering the bill. 

Now, we have had rules in this House, 
and good rules, passed which stipulate 
that we have transparency, that we are 
supposed to be given notice of these 
earmarks well in advance. I would sub-
mit that 36 hours for 9,000 is hardly 
transparency, but even if it were, 
transparency has to be followed by ac-
countability. Accountability means 
that somebody should be able to stand 
up and challenge any of these ear-
marks, to challenge whether or not a 
for-profit entity, a company in some-
body’s district, ought to be getting a 
sole-source contract by a Member, with 
no scrutiny by other Members of this 
body. I cannot come to the floor tomor-
row, nor can any other Member, and 
challenge any of these earmarks, to 
look at the relationship between ear-
marks, campaign contributions, or to 

simply say is this a good use of Federal 
spending. 

Then we found that—add insult to in-
jury, 9,000 earmarks with minimal no-
tice—we found that the PMA Group, 
who lobbied for many earmarks in last 
year’s defense bill the year before that, 
clients of the PMA Group received as 
many as up to a dozen earmarks in this 
omnibus appropriation bill that we’ll 
be considering tomorrow. Let me say 
that again. A firm under investigation 
by Federal authorities, for what might 
be misused or mishandled campaign 
contributions to Members of Congress, 
clients of that firm are receiving ear-
marks in the appropriation bill that 
we’ll be passing tomorrow, and not one 
Member here has the ability to go in 
and challenge a single one of those ear-
marks. It’s take-it-or-leave-it on the 
whole bill, one vote at the end, take-it- 
or-leave-it, no ability to challenge. 
That simply isn’t right, Madam Speak-
er. That’s not right. 

That’s why we need the Ethics Com-
mittee to take a look at this. We know 
from press reports that somebody’s 
taking a look at it. Politico reported 
on February 12 that, ‘‘Several sources 
said FBI agents have spent months lay-
ing the groundwork for their current 
investigation, including conducting re-
search on earmarks and campaign con-
tributions.’’ 

Now, we may not want to look at it, 
but the Justice Department is. We have 
the obligation here to uphold the dig-
nity and decorum of the House. Our 
standard should not be investigations, 
convictions, and imprisonment. It 
ought to be what upholds the dignity of 
the House. Let’s pass this resolution. 

f 

THE ESSENCE OF THE GREATNESS 
OF AMERICA LIES IN ITS PEO-
PLE, NOT IN ITS GOVERNMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
California (Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN) for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, it’s interesting 
sitting on the floor listening to the 
speeches during this period of time. 

On the one hand, I listened to the 
gentleman from Virginia talk about a 
bipartisan approach to deal with our 
problem of fiscally irresponsibility and 
the load of debt that we are placing on 
our children and grandchildren. On the 
other hand, I did hear a gentleman 
from the other side of the aisle talk 
about why it’s Bush’s fault. 

When I was in school, they were 
teaching us debate. We talked about 
the ad hominem argument, the person-
alization of the argument. Usually that 
meant that when you didn’t have the 
facts you tried to make it personal. 

There was also discussion by a gen-
tleman from the other side of the aisle 
about the fact that we’re finally going 
to be concerned about the people of 
America, as if those who disagree with 
you would be people who are not inter-
ested in Americans. I’m not sure that 
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