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$95,000 for research on Icelandic Vi-
king-era pollen seems a little out-
rageous at a time when we’re running
record reported deficits.

I know we’re about to run out of time
here. I'd go back to my colleague from
Louisiana if he has got any final com-
ments because, you know what? All of
this has gotten past Joe.

Mr. SCALISE. And I guess that’s a
good place to finish, kind of where we
started. The American people are say-
ing, Who’s manning the store? And
they’re also saying, Where are the
jobs? And they’re looking at these poli-
cies and they’re looking at this cap-
and-trade energy tax, they’re looking
at this government takeover of health
care with the $700 billion in new taxes.
They look at what happened today here
on the House floor. Speaker PELOSI’S
top priority was a bill that actually
puts into law a permanent 45 percent
tax on death. A tax on death. And so
that’s their answer.

Their ideas are actually leading to
increased unemployment, running mil-
lions of more jobs out of this country,
and the best that they can say is, Who
knows? There’s no accountability. But,
don’t worry. The President is still say-
ing, There’s old Joe. He’s manning the
store, because nobody messes with Joe.
They think that this may be some kind
of joke, but the joke is on the Amer-
ican people. And the American people
are tired of it.

Mr. WALDEN. We yield back the bal-
ance of our time.

————
THE YEAR IN REVIEW

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KisseLL). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 2009, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT)
is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. GOHMERT. I do appreciate this
so much, and I appreciated the inform-
ative information that was provided by
my friends and colleagues here. A 1ot of
very helpful information. I do find it
interesting.

We were promised back in the first of
the year by the administration that if
we did not pass that $800 billion stim-
ulus bill, then we could see 8.5 percent
unemployment. We had to pass that
stimulus bill. We could not wait, be-
cause people were losing their jobs by
the thousands every day. It could not
wait.
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People did not have time, we were
told, to read the bill. It was too impor-
tant to just pass it, because otherwise
the unemployment rate, we were told,
could get as high as 8% percent if we
did not pass it. Well, 8% percent by not
passing the stimulus bill sounds very
good at this point. From last month,
unemployment, 10.2 percent. We’'re
hearing that there will be additional
jobs that will have been lost come Fri-
day when a potential announcement
will be made.

It is so frustrating to have had people
on this floor come into this Chamber
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where there has been so much powerful
legislation, lifesaving, life-enhancing
legislation, and then be told, as we
were earlier this year, there’s no time
to read the bills, you just have to pass
them, because thousands and thou-
sands of people are losing their jobs
every day, and it could go to 8% per-
cent unemployment unless we pass it
right now.

And so we passed it and the President
took 4 days to get the right photo op in
Colorado to sign the bill. We could
have used those 4 days to actually de-
bate and amend the bill and make it
actually into a jobs bill instead of a re-
ward to people who had been faithful to
the Democratic Party, because that
sure appears to have been what it be-
came, what it was, because it certainly
wasn’t a jobs bill.

And if you go back to that stimulus
bill at the first of the year and you
look for people who saw it clearly for
what it was, this was not a jobs bill,
this was not a stimulus bill. Over half
of it would not be spent for 2 years. It
was around 7 percent was all that was
going to be spent on infrastructure. It
was sold to a lot of people in this body
on the basis that we were going to en-
hance transportation and infrastruc-
ture. We had to build all these things,
anyway, so why not do that to create
jobs. And then 7 percent went to that.

Less than 1 percent went to small
business, SBA loans, programs. Less
than 1 percent went for that. Yet we
know that 70 percent of the new jobs
are created by small business. It was
clear that was not a jobs bill.

So you would think that as we ap-
proach the end of this year, more and
more people begin to see that really
wasn’t a jobs bill. Now who was it that
was right about that bill? Who was it
that read as much as they could in the
limited time they had and was able to
discern what kind of bill that was and
how much damage would be done, that
it wasn’t going to help the economy, it
was going to hurt it. That was clear to
so many of us.

You would think at this point as peo-
ple start to talk about, okay, well, that
sure failed, what we tried earlier this
yvear, although we did put a lot of extra
debt on future generations, because if
you think about it, between the $800
billion stimulus, so-called, package and
the $400 billion land omnibus bill that
was passed right on its heels, you have
about $1.2 trillion. That also happens
to be, when you divide the number of
households in America, it’s about
$10,000 per household that we just laid
on in debt to every household on aver-
age in America.

I mean, who in America can afford
another $10,000 being added to their
debt that at some point is going to
have to be collected as debt, as taxes,
or we will go the way of the Soviet
Union and have to someday announce,
you know what, we didn’t listen to
China when they laughed at us because
we said we were controlling our deficit
and we did not; we didn’t listen to

December 3, 2009

some of the European nations because
they had never been very good at con-
trolling their spending, and when they
told us we should control ours, we
didn’t listen. We laughed at them when
they laughed at us.

But now it turns out they’re not buy-
ing any more of our debt. Fortunately,
they still are so we haven’t had to do
what the Soviet Union did yet and an-
nounce that we’re bankrupt and we
can’t print enough money fast enough
like Germany did in the 1920s that
brought about that horrible dictator
with the mustache that killed so many
millions of people, innocent people.

We haven’t been listening as a na-
tion, as a nation’s leaders. But Amer-
ica is getting it. They’re seeing. And
that’s being reflected by what’s going
on around this country. It is immoral
what we are doing to future genera-
tions. What we did in here this very
day, passing this extra death tax.
There’s going to be no death tax in
2010, that was going to be the case; and
now this bill that passed the House, if
it passes the Senate and gets signed
into law, well, it will go to 45 percent.

But we’re told, well, gee, even though
those people paid income tax at the
highest rate in the country and even
though there may be 40 to 44 percent,
the way we’re moving, who will pay no
income tax, we’re going to take away
about half of what they’ve been able to
accumulate in their lives, their family
farms, their business.

And those that are in small business
know what I'm talking about, Mr.
Speaker, because so many of them have
known what it is to have the person
that started the business, got them in-
volved, pass away, and then there’s a 55
percent tax for so many years.

We were able to pass a bill, and it’s a
shame on the Republicans that we
didn’t permanently end the death tax.
But we didn’t have 60 votes in the Sen-
ate. It was passed out of the House to
permanently end the death tax, and it
didn’t get but 56 votes in the Senate, so
it didn’t pass. Shame on the Repub-
licans for not getting that done. But
now shame on Democrats who are in
charge and are going to go with a 45
percent tax.

Mr. Speaker, I know you heard peo-
ple during debate today in response to
my pointing out that, as a judge, I
have sentenced people who stole from
deceased persons. We consider that rep-
rehensible, despicable, for someone to
steal from a dead person. And yet in
this body we have the power to just
pass a law and say, well, it may be im-
moral, but we have the power to take
people’s money when they die, so we're
going to do it, anyway.

We have the power, we passed a bill
today, despite the objections of so
many of us, but we do not have the
moral authority to be taking other
people’s money that they accumulated
after paying maximum amounts of in-
come tax and redistribute what they
earned with the sweat of their brow
and their ingenuity and their risk.
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That’s not right. That’s not the way
America became the greatest country
in the history of the world. It’s really
immoral to be doing that kind of thing.
And if we were not the Congress, we
would be sentenced to go to jail for
stealing from dead people the proceeds
from a life’s work. It isn’t right.

When you look at the response, it is
to push a health care bill. We’re going
to add this additional tax and, by the
way, that goes to those who generate
the jobs, the small businesses. People
like Warren Buffett, I don’t know his
personal situation, but the people that
I have been aware of who are
megawealthy had good estate planners
and the ones I was aware of were able
to put together estate plans that cre-
ated life insurance situations that were
paid for where they were going to be
fine, their families were going to be
fine when they passed on and left their
inheritance because they had figured
out innovative ways to address the
death tax.

The megawealthy, they’re not the
ones who will be hurt. The ones who
have been hurt are those whose family
built a business, and then the one who
built it passes away, leaves it to the
heirs and they don’t have a lot of
money. They own machines. They own
property. They own the business. And
now they’ve got to come up with a 55
percent tax—under the bill we passed
today if it becomes law, big whoopie, it
will be a 45 percent tax—on money that
they paid personal income tax on, cor-
porate income tax on if they were a
corporation, individually if it was
through a subchapter S.

They paid lots of taxes, and then to
take 45 percent now, 55 in the past, of
their business meant that lots of fami-
lies had to go borrow money against
the business or sell part of the business
to some outsider because they had to
get the money in order to pay the tax.

I mentioned my great aunt’s situa-
tion. Some have wondered, but it was a
very real situation. In 1986 when my
great aunt died, her husband had pre-
deceased her. It was July of 1986 she
passed away, back in Texas. Over more
than a hundred years, generations had
accumulated around 2,500 acres, farm,
ranch, raising corn, raising cattle.
They had a good small business and
employed people to help them run
things.

My aunt, my great aunt, Lilly, was a
very good businesswoman. She was
very astute, very careful, and she lived
a very minimalist life. She was not ex-
travagant. She didn’t have a lot of
cash. She would acquire nice things.
She had some nice crystal glasses,
some nice china, silverware. There
were things that she had made clear
she was leaving to certain family mem-
bers.

When she passed away, there were
comparable sales in the area of around
$2,000 an acre; but before the estate
could be finalized and settled, there
was a lot of FDIC or RTC land that was
dumped and prices of the land fell to
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around $600, $700 an acre. Now the IRS
was nice, they gave them a couple of
yvears’ extensions, hoping the Iland
value would come back; but after a
couple of years the IRS said, That’s it,
no more extensions, it’s all got to be
sold. It was a nearly $5 million evalu-
ated estate, and when the land values
fell to $700, I believe they got nearly to
$800, if I recall correctly, that paid the
tax. It didn’t even quite do that.

That’s why the IRS ordered the land
sold and then had an auction of all her
personal assets. All of us in the ex-
tended family were encouraged to come
out to the auction and try to keep as
many of the family heirlooms in the
family as we could. We didn’t keep
them all. There were some from the
community, some who came from other
places who decided they wanted some
of my great aunt’s property and they
were able to bid higher, so we didn’t
protect all of the family heirlooms,
family treasures. Not so much huge
value, like over $500, but of great senti-
mental value. And we couldn’t keep it
because this nearly $5 million estate,
valued when she died, was all taken.
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The family begged and pleaded with
the IRS to at least, instead of taking
the entire estate, how about just tak-
ing 55 percent of everything that ex-
isted? Take 55 percent of the land. That
would seem fair. Oh, no, because, the
IRS said, Congress had made clear
that, oh, no, we take 55 percent of ev-
erything at the time of death, and if
it’s mainly land and it’s not worth as
much when it sells, we’re taking it all.

All the land was sold. It was a tragic
situation.

But I've heard people come down here
and try to say all this talk about hurt-
ing family farms and small business,
there’s really nobody that’s ever been
hurt in a family farm or small business
from the death tax. It’s simply not
true. People are hurt and have been
hurt so often in small business and
family farms because of the death tax.

One of the things I did purchase at
the auction was we got some of Aunt
Lilly’s crystal, and we wanted to let
the closer family members who were
told you will get this and this when I'm
gone, we wanted to let them get the bid
and get the things that were theirs; so
there was reluctance to bid on things
that were designated for someone else.
But it was just a long, sad day. And I
bought a little music box, a church,
and you could wind it up, and the cross
on top of the church turned as it
played ‘‘Amazing Grace.”

Well, God’s grace is amazing, but
that’s certainly not true of the United
States Government. There is no grace
when it comes to the United States
Government, which brings me back to
the issue of health care.

Mr. Speaker, I've got a box here. It’s
got the bill that we passed here in the
House, and there’s some great stuff in
here. We had people come to the floor
and say, for example, we didn’t need to
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pass the Bart Stupak amendment, no,
because there’s no money in here for
abortions. But if you open the bill to
page 110, something apparently people
who said there was no money for abor-
tions had not done, but at page 110,
subparagraph B, entitled ‘‘Abortions
for Which Public Funding is Allowed,”
it says ‘“The services described in this
subparagraph are abortions for which
the expenditure of Federal funds appro-
priated for the Department of Health
and Human Services is permitted.”

Well, how about that? We were told
there wasn’t any money in there for
abortions from Federal tax dollars.

So how about the thought of someone
not only taking someone’s proceeds
and property, money that they accu-
mulated over the course of their life,
paid the highest income tax rate on
throughout their lives, and then they
die, and throughout their lives they
knew in their heart, they believed with
all their being, that life begins when
it’s created, and that is not just when
a baby is born but in utero, and this
person who has passed away knew in
their heart it’s really murder when you
kill this innocent helpless child who
cannot defend themselves. They try.
You see the hands and their trying to
get away from having their brain
sucked out, whatever method of abor-
tion is being utilized. You see them
fighting against it. But they’re help-
less. They can’t fight against those
trying to kill.

Yet the Federal Government not only
does the reprehensible thing of taking
this deceased person’s money that they
accumulated from their own work,
their own effort, paid tax on, and then
uses those tax dollars, puts it in the
general fund and uses some of the gen-
eral fund to go out and pay to kill
those innocent babies.

We were told right here in this
House, right here in this body, in a
joint session, that basically if you like
your insurance, you could keep it. We
heard that said over and over. But if
you look at page 91, that’s section 202,
“Protecting the Choice to Keep Cur-
rent Coverage,” subsection (a) right
under that, all capital Iletters,
“GRANDFATHERED HEALTH INSUR-
ANCE COVERAGE DEFINED,” and
this is where it defines whether you get
to keep it or not. So it says ‘‘the term
‘grandfathered health insurance cov-
erage’ means individual health insur-
ance coverage that is offered and in
force and effect before the first day of
Y1 if the following conditions are met:

“Condition No. 1, ‘the individual
health insurance issuer offering such
coverage does not enroll any individual
in such coverage.’”’

I had a person back in East Texas
that I represent when I was talking
about health care say, You know what?
I know a lot of people are really con-
cerned about it. I don’t want to seem
callous, but I'm not worried about it,
because I retired. And I said what com-
pany, one of the bigger companies in
the country. And he said, We have a
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great union that negotiated us great
health insurance, and I’ve got great in-
surance. The President said if I like it,
I can keep it. I'm not worried about ev-
erybody else. I'm in good shape.

And I said, Well, is there any chance
that anybody else will ever retire from
your big company and be added to the
insurance health insurance coverage
that you have?

He said, Oh, yes. People are retiring
all the time.

I said, Oh, bad news, because under
subsection (a)(1)(A) if the individual
health issuer offering such coverage en-
rolls any individual in the coverage
after the date this bill goes into effect,
you lose your insurance. Everybody
that has it loses it, and you get kicked
over into the Federal exchange pro-
gram.

But at No. 2, here at the bottom of
page 91, it says, ‘‘the issuer does not
change any of its terms or conditions,
including benefits and cost-sharing,
from those in effect as of the day be-
fore the first day of Y1.”

So, very clearly, if the insurance
terms and conditions change at all, if
the benefits change at all, copayments
change, any of the cost-sharing, pre-
miums, whatever, if they change, trag-
ic. You lose your insurance. You do not
get to keep it. The government gets to
tell you about your health care under
the Federal exchange.

And, yes, we’ve heard a lot about the
panel that said, gee, if you’re under 50,
you don’t really need a mammogram. If
you’re over I think 75, 78, something
like that, then you don’t really need a
mammogram. That’s the government
telling you. I don’t care what others
say. You go read this bill, and it seems
pretty clear that those panels are the
ones that will determine under the
plans what services are provided. So
here at page 167, it says, ‘“The Commis-
sioner shall specify the benefits to be
made available under Exchange-par-
ticipating health benefits plans.” So
the Commissioner will decide all of the
conditions of the health insurance poli-
cies that are offered. Everybody has to
offer the same insurance in each serv-
ice area.

And you go down to the middle of the
page, ‘‘Required Offering of Basic
Plan,” the entity offers one, and only
one, basic plan for such service area.
Then the next provision says, “If and
only if the entity offers a basic plan for
such service area, the entity may offer
one enhanced plan for such area.” If
you offer the enhanced plan, you may
offer one premium plan. And then also
if you do all that, you could offer a pre-
mium-plus plan. You have to get to the
premium-plus plan before the panels
dictate whether or not you can get a
mammogram before you’re age 50, or
whatever panel the panel happens to
indicate. Maybe if there’s enough out-
cry, the panel withdraws and says,
okay, we were just kidding; so we’ll
change that. But our experience is once
the government is comfortable in its
role of regulating, it gets to where it
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really doesn’t care what the outcry is.
It doesn’t matter because they run
things.

Just as with the flood insurance
when the Federal Government, if it
sounds familiar, said, You know what?
We think private insurance companies
are charging too much for flood insur-
ance. Well, it might have something to
do with people who Kkeep rebuilding
homes on the coast where they get
wiped out. Well, the Federal Govern-
ment apparently decided we need to
provide cheaper insurance than what
can be provided in the private sector.
So the Federal Government got in-
volved. They didn’t charge enough in
premiums to stay in the black, so they
went into the red.

Well, private companies cannot com-
pete with the government because they
can’t exist in the red unless the gov-
ernment takes them over, which I
guess you could talk to GM about or
some of the banks or some of Wall
Street. But anyway, they ran the pri-
vate insurance companies out of the
flood insurance business, so nobody
sells flood insurance anymore because
they could not compete with the Fed-
eral Government, and that’s going to
be true of this as well. This will be a
disaster.

It’s one thing to experiment with a
novel—what really is a socialist idea
here, the Federal Government’s social-
izing medicine. It’s not total socialism;
it’s just a socialist program because
the government takes over a private-
sector business, a massive amount of
the economy, and controls it. But it
doesn’t stop there because if the Fed-
eral Government is paying for all your
health care, shouldn’t they have a
right to tell you how to live?

Oh, yes, of course, in this bill the
Federal Government becomes the re-
pository for everybody’s medical
records. Isn’t that special? So the Fed-
eral Government will have records of
your most private, personal, secret
physical situation. The government
will have those records.

Now, you can be assured that if the
Federal Government has them, the
wrong people will never be able to get
them, especially people in the govern-
ment who may want to manipulate
you.

Oh, yes, there was that problem in
the 1990s when 1,000 FBI files were
found in the White House, which was a
crime for which Chuck Colson went to
prison for just having one. There were
around 1,000, as I recall, in the White
House, people’s most personal, private
information in FBI files. But the White
House had it. They didn’t have any in-
centive to try to use any of that infor-
mation even though there were some
Members of Congress whose files were
there. Gee, wasn’t that interesting?
Maybe if they needed a vote?

I know before this administration
under the prior administration when
the TARP bailout was about to be
passed, I got an email from the White
House liaison saying, Is there anything
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that can be added to the existing pack-
age that will get your vote? Well, ap-
parently some people answered other-
wise than I did. I was livid, furious
with the question. My first response to
the email was, There’s nothing that
can be added. Removing the biggest so-
cialization of private assets in Western
Hemisphere history would be a good
start to get my vote. But apparently
there were others who answered other-
wise, so there was another $100 billion
added to that bill.

But think about it. If the Federal
Government has all of your personal
medical records. And you know the In-
ternal Revenue Service is the enforce-
ment arm. They’ll collect the fees.
They’ll make sure you’re doing right.
They’ll make sure the Federal pro-
grams are paid for. So, gee, they know
what your cholesterol count is. Well,
you think maybe they would need to
know if you’re buying bacon or things
high in cholesterol if your cholesterol
count is too high? Maybe they need to
adjust your insurance rate up and tell
you what you can and can’t eat. Well,
that seems almost ridiculous, doesn’t
it?
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It can happen. That is where we are
headed.

If you go over to page 1510—and you
wonder why would you need 1,990 pages,
another 40 or so of the manager’s
amendment. If you go to page 1510, sec-
tion 2572, Nutritional labeling of stand-
ard menu items at chain restaurants
and of articles of food sold from vend-
ing machines. And as you go through
and read these pages, it is really inter-
esting reading because a restaurant or
similar retail food establishment shall
place adjacent to each food offered a
sign that lists calories for displayed
food item or per serving.

It talks about in vending machines, if
you cannot read the food labeling in-
formation, then they have to post that
on the machine. It will cost millions
and millions of dollars, and if people
know how the vending business works,
there are a lot of people who own vend-
ing machines. They make their living
doing that. They go around and keep
them supplied. They make money from
filling the machines. I had friends in
college whose parents put them
through college doing just that. They
don’t have the money to get these ma-
chines reconfigured and do all of this
work on them so they meet these new
requirements. Somebody is going to go
out of work, be relieved of their ability
to make money. And if there were plen-
ty of jobs out there, that wouldn’t be
so bad, but that means they will go
into the job pool with all of the other
people who are out of work right now.

And then we passed the crap-and-
trade bill in here the last week of July,
as I recall. And we had people come
down here to the well of the House,
some people stood back here at these
microphones, and people said people
aren’t going to lose their jobs because



December 3, 2009

of this bill. They are going to have jobs
created. Good, wonderful, green jobs
will be created.

Well, they hadn’t read that bill ei-
ther, apparently. On page 900-some-
thing, if you actually read the bill, as
I was trying to do on a very short time
because we got the 300 pages that was
added around 3:08, 3:09 a.m. and we
didn’t even have a complete copy of the
bill assimilated with the amendments
that were added in the wee hours. I was
trying to read as much as I could as
quick as I could, but page 900 or so, I
believe it was, there was a fund. I be-
lieve it was called the climate change
fund that was created to pay people, it
said in the bill, who lost their job as a
result of that bill. So whoever’s staffer
or special interest group wrote that
bill, they knew people were going to
lose their jobs and that is why they put
that in the bill. There was even money
in there to create a fund to pay people
a relocation allowance in case they
could be paid to go where the job was
moving. But unfortunately, that didn’t
provide money to send them to China,
Argentina, or India, the places where
those jobs were really going to go,
where there is four to 10 times more
pollution put into the atmosphere for
creating the same products. No, they
wouldn’t get money for that.

But I still think the good news there
is if that bill becomes law—and I know
when Americans find out what all is in
that horrible bill, they are going to fire
a lot of Members of Congress that
pushed that through without knowing
what was in it and knowing what was
going to be done to Americans and put
more people out of work. But the good
news is the people fired here in Con-
gress who lose their job as a result of
the crap-and-trade bill, they might be
entitled to some relocation allowance
under the bill because they lost their
job as a result of the bill. And they will
be with so many other Americans who
lose their job for the same reason.

This is micromanaging in this health
care bill to an unbelievable degree.

On the other hand, I have a health
care bill here that really is about
health care. It is not about control,
and control and micromanaging Amer-
ican lives like this huge, 2,000-page bill
is. It is pretty basic. And it is inter-
esting, I did have a nice conversation
with Doug Elmendorf. The Congres-
sional Budget Office has been sitting
on this bill since the request was made
August 19 to get it scored. And the rea-
son we didn’t get the request in until
then was because we were told back in
June, Congressional Budget Office, we
don’t score things that aren’t bills.
You have to have it in bill form. We
had to push and push. We eventually
got it through legislative counsel and
got the bill drafted and filed so it could
be scored.

The bill was submitted to the Con-
gressional Budget Office. We said offi-
cially, please give us a score because
this should work. This should save
money and not only not cost a trillion
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to $2 trillion like the bill on the table
that passed the House, but this should
actually save the U.S. Government
money while, at the same time, for the
first time since we have had Medicare
and Medicaid, actually give seniors
complete coverage and complete con-
trol of their own health care.

Now, I am sure most people deal with
someone in the health insurance busi-
ness, and you know there is a lot of
good people in the health insurance
business, but they are not really in the
health insurance business. They are in
the health care management business,
and that’s what business the govern-
ment is in with Medicare, Medicaid,
and SCHIP.

I don’t want the government in the
business of managing my health care. I
don’t want the insurance companies in
the business of managing and making
my personal health care decisions. I
want to make those after consulting
with my doctors. That is the way it
should be. That is the way it used to
be, and my bill would allow people to
do that.

It would provide the incentives to
push people, young people, everyone
actually, toward a health savings ac-
count with no limits on how much you
can put in pretax. The employer pays
in, and it is certainly a business deduc-
tion for him. It is a straight offset. And
the health insurance policy under my
bill would be owned by the individual
employee. Since it would be owned by
the individual employee, that means
wherever they go, it is their policy.
You don’t need COBRA. I dealt with
that when I left the bench to run for
Congress. It was too expensive for a
guy who was running for Congress who
had cashed out all of his assets except
his home and cars to run for Congress
full time because I knew that we need-
ed to make changes here.

So even though it has been reported
that out of, I think, 32 Members of Con-
gress from Texas, I had the least assets
of any Member from Texas, I think I
am the richest guy in the world be-
cause of the friends and the people I
get to represent and the people with
whom I deal in east Texas. But it is not
going to be so good. We are in hard
times, but it is going to be worse. It is
not even going to be this good if this
massive drain on the economy, a gov-
ernment takeover of this much of the
economy Kkicks in at the worst possible
time.

On the other hand, coming back to
my bill, for seniors, we are getting
scored what it would cost if all seniors
elected and went to having the govern-
ment put cash money in a health sav-
ings account that they control and
then buying the catastrophic care pol-
icy above that. It is their policy. They
control it. If they don’t spend all of the
HSA money, then it rolls over and they
get to keep 10 percent of the money to
encourage them to save. For many sen-
iors, that won’t be possible. They will
go through the $3,500. That will be con-
trolled with a debit card that they con-
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trol. It will be coded so it will only pay
for health care items. Then they will
have catastrophic coverage to cover
above that. They have control, and
they have coverage.

We know that the younger Ameri-
cans in their twenties and thirties, if
they start doing this, the vast majority
of them should have so much in their
health savings account by the time
they hit retirement age, not only will
they not want the government then
stepping in and controlling their
health care, they will not need it, be-
cause they will have enough money in
their HSAs to make their own deci-
sions even then and continue to buy
their insurance and control the cata-
strophic care from there. And, under
the bill, anything that is left in the
health savings account can be left to
the kids. If you want to gift some of
your HSA out to someone else, whether
you are related or not, as long as it
stays health savings account money, it
can go from one to another.

Another problem we have in this
country that we are not dealing with,
nobody seems to be talking about a
whole lot, is that we authorize people
to come into this country, and even
though it is intentional, come into this
country, get free health care and not
charge them as they leave. Well, that
doesn’t happen under my bill, because
in order to get a visa, whether a travel
visa, a migrant worker visa, any Kkind
of visa we may create in the future, in
order to get a visa to come to this
country, you will have to establish
that you have health care coverage,
the insurance, the HSA, you have cov-
erage so it won’t cost the U.S. Govern-
ment taxpayers any money. That will
be the price of coming into America.

So if you are going to live with some-
body in the country, you can be under
their health insurance. If you are going
to be a migrant worker, your employer
can buy the catastrophic care and pro-
vide a health savings account for the
whole group. Those kinds of things can
be done because we have to get off this
course of bankrupting this country. It
is not unlimited when you go spending
money, spending money, spending
money. The Soviet Union tried that.
Apparently they were trying to get a
$100 billion loan from the United States
and from others back at the time when
the Soviet Union was in so much finan-
cial trouble. There have been articles
written, information provided that
seems to indicate that the U.S. may
have told the Soviet Union, you know,
we know in the past when these insur-
rections have occurred, uprisings have
occurred in Poland, Czechoslovakia,
Latvia, Estonia, when they have oc-
curred before, you roll in the tanks and
you crush them. But if you do that, we
are probably not going to be able to
loan you that $100 billion to keep you
afloat.

That is what happens when foreign
countries are owed massive amounts of
money by another country, they get to
dictate to you whether or not you will
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preserve and protect your union. Ev-
eryone in this body took an oath to do
that, to follow the Constitution. We
are supposed to protect this country
from all enemies, foreign and domestic,
and yet we are going out and begging
the Chinese to keep buying our debt.
There are indications that the Federal
Reserve, although they have said they
are not monetizing the debt, they have
some third party buying debt that we
put up for auction, and then the Fed-
eral Reserve buying that debt from the
third party intermediary. So it is the
same thing. We are monetizing the
debt. That is the way it sure looks.
That eventually causes inflation.

But in the meantime, for countries
around the world, they can begin to
tell us what we can do in our country
and what we can’t because they deter-
mine whether we have to declare, as
the Soviet Union did, we are bankrupt.
We can’t borrow enough money any
more to take care of our obligations
and we can’t print it fast enough to pay
for them, so we are out of business. The
states are on their own. That is basi-
cally what the Soviet Union did. So the
15 states that comprised the Soviet
Union became independent countries.

You think about all of the blood that
has been shed over the course of this
country to get the opportunity to cre-
ate a Constitution, to get the oppor-
tunity to govern ourselves.

You go back to the letter that John
Adams wrote to his wife, Abigail, after
the Declaration of Independence was
made public on July 4. He wrote that
marvelous letter, and I don’t have it
down verbatim, but basically saying we
have within our grasp the chance to do
what great philosophers and thinkers
have only dreamed of, to govern our-
selves and not have this big, massive
government that controls all of the
areas of our lives. We will be free to
make our own decisions about our
lives. This is a day that should be cele-
brated with parades and picnics.

O 1800

Of course, he advocated the firing of
guns. We do that with fireworks now
instead of bullets, which I think is a
better practice. But he recognized how
incredible a gift God, our Creator, na-
ture’s God, all those references that
were made in our founding documents.
We were being blessed with something
like never before in the history of man-
kind.

I was a little surprised to see after 1
came to Congress over at the State De-
partment the original copy of the trea-
ty of 1783, the Treaty of Paris. Of
course, hopefully, people know, Mr.
Speaker, that it was the surrender at
Yorktown which ended the hostilities,
but not until the Treaty of Paris of 1783
did England actually sign on agreeing
to recognize the United States as a sep-
arate, independent country. This was
an incredibly important document.

And I did not know, history major
that I was, I didn’t know until I saw in
big, bold letters how the Treaty of
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Paris started. It starts out, the big,
bold letters say this: ‘“In the name of
the most holy and undivided Trinity.”
That struck me strange. Why would
they start the Treaty of Paris with ‘“‘In
the name of the most holy and undi-
vided Trinity?”’ It is an interesting way
to start the document where the enemy
during the war was going to recognize
our independence.

But then you think about it. They
needed to start that treaty with some-
thing so important to both sides that
neither would dare break their oath. So
they started with ‘“In the name of the
holy and undivided Trinity.” That is
how the Treaty of Paris of 1783 started.

We have come a long way. Now you
can’t even pray in public schools.
Chuck Colson said it well, When you
have the morals of Woodstock, you will
have to expect some Columbines. If you
think about that, when the morality of
the country is basically ¢if it feels
good, do it,” you’re going to have some
irresponsible people, some anti-social
personalities just decide, I wonder how
it feels to steal other people’s money, I
wonder how it feels to go shoot some
people in my school. When that’s the
morality of the day, we have got so far
from our morality.

As we said, I personally think it is
immoral for a government to go in and
do what anyone else doing would be a
crime, and that is, to pry cash from the
cold, dead hands of a deceased on which
he has paid taxes his whole life, and we
take that money away through the
death tax.

One of the things that maybe was the
most important in driving me from the
bench to run for Congress was along
these lines of morality of the Federal
Government. Because I noticed it
seemed like I was seeing more and
more women coming before me to be
sentenced for committing felonies back
in Texas. The stories they would tell
there in court were so often the same.

The story I heard most often was,
well, I was bored with high school.
Sometimes it was a friend, sometimes,
tragically, a family member, some-
times even more tragically, a mother
said, well, heck, if you’re bored with
school, just drop out, and have a baby.
The government will send you a check.
You don’t have to work. Just have a
baby, and they will send you money.

So they drop out of high school, have
a baby, the government would send
them money. But it was not enough to
really provide for a decent way of liv-
ing for the mother and child. So the
story I would hear, it was repeated
often, was, gee, maybe if I have an-
other baby, get another check, I can
live easier on that. And it didn’t work.
And another baby. One lady I had sen-
tenced had 15 kids, didn’t even know
where they all were.

How would that come about? Why
would the Federal Government get into
the business of providing incentives to
lure young women into ruts from
which they were given no hope of get-
ting out? Well, it came about because

December 3, 2009

of a well-intended Congress back in the
1960s. They saw a problem with single
women who had deadbeat dads who
were not helping financially to take
care of the kids that they had helped
procreate. And so out of a feeling of
compassion and wanting to help, they
said, you know what, let’s just give
them a check. Let’s be sympathetic.
You mean-spirited people who don’t
want to just give these poor women a
check, how dare you. So Congress
voted to give them a check for every
child they could have out of wedlock.
And over 40 years later we have gotten
what we paid for. You pay people to
have babies out of wedlock, you're
going to have a lot of babies.

And this is something that cuts
across party lines. Both parties are
guilty of participating in being acces-
sories to what has happened and the in-
centives to do the wrong thing for the
well-being of this country. We
shouldn’t have provided incentives to
lure young women into a rut from
which they could not pull themselves
out and from which they would never
reach their God-given potential.

Since the government knew if they
finished high school they had a much
better chance of making more money,
the statistics were clear, they were
able to go to college, they would make
even more money, on average overall,
so why not provide incentives to finish
high school? Help them do that? Don’t
just give a check for every baby you
can have out of wedlock. Why not in-
centives to finish school? That would
have been more appropriate.

This week we took up and passed a
bill out of committee. I did not vote for
it. The intention, once again, is very
good. I know the hearts of the people
that are pushing it. They are good peo-
ple. They mean so well. They want to
help. They said, let’s throw a billion
dollars at trying to keep kids from
committing crimes. It is so well in-
tended. I know their hearts. They mean
well. But it is another program that
won’t deal with the bottom line issue
that when this government got in the
business of breaking up homes and pro-
viding incentives for people to have
single-parent homes instead of having
a married couple in a home, we started
doing terrible damage to the moral fab-
ric of this country and this society.
And it’s ongoing. And we want to have
studies done. Well, gee, why do you
think these kids commit crimes?

I kept my own separate survey for a
number of months there; and I picked,
I guess arbitrarily, 5 years of age, and
it was well over 80 percent of the peo-
ple I sentenced for felonies had no rela-
tionship with the father after age 5.
I’'m not sure what it was. Most of them
had had no relationship, really, with
the father. And that seemed to be the
greatest common denominator in the
people that I sentenced.

So why was there a deadbeat father
in so many situations? Well, the gov-
ernment had been paying people to cre-
ate deadbeat dads that didn’t help out.
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This Congress did that, well inten-
tioned, but, oh, the havoc that has been
wreaked and reaped here, because that
is what has been sowed.

Now, we come around here also, well
intentioned, having met the President
a couple of times, I believe he wants to
do what he believes is good for the
country, just like those people in the
1960s did, just like people this week in
our Judiciary Committee did. They
mean well.

Look at history. It is very clear.
When you pay people to do an activity,
you’re going to get more of it. If you
penalize people, as we have for years,
with a marriage penalty, you’re going
to get less of it. If you penalize an ac-
tivity, you’re going to get less of it.
That is the normal course of things.
And both parties are also guilty of say-
ing, oh, we are going to fix the mar-
riage penalty. Both have done this. I
got sick of listening to it over the
years. Before I got to Congress, I
hadn’t really talked about it much.
Some of us keep bringing it up. Noth-
ing is happening.

Hopefully sometime it will, because
it’s a real easy fix. If you want to take
care of the real marriage penalty in in-
come tax, you say, do you know what?
If you’re married, it’s your choice. You
can file married filing jointly if that’s
better for you, or you can file as an in-
dividual so that there is no penalty for
being married. Because when you com-
bine two spouses’ incomes, so often it
kicks them up into a higher percentage
category and they pay a lot of extra
money just because they’re married.

I've seen it with a lot of teachers.
The teacher’s income combined with a
spouse’s income is enough to Kkick
them up, and they have to pay more for
the privilege of being married. That’s
not the way it should be. That’s not
what studies indicate it should be.

I know the President and the Attor-
ney General think they are doing a
good thing for this country. If we are
going to show the world how hospitable
we are by bringing terrorists to our
own soil because we are good and we
want the whole world to see how good
and noble we are, we will take people
that have admitted killing innocent
people, over 3,000, and we will give
them more rights than they have ever
been given in history. That is destruc-
tive. It puts our soldiers in harm’s way.
It is going to cause them to have to
start becoming forensic experts while
they are being shot at, in some situa-
tions they will also be expected to
gather fingerprints, DNA evidence, this
kind of thing. This was not well
thought through.

Down in Guantanamo, I cannot imag-
ine issuing an order to close that with-
out even visiting that, but that is what
has happened. And I visited the court-
room proceeding where the trial was
going on for some terrorists. And they
were interrupted by the Attorney Gen-
eral and the President. They just called
a halt in the middle of the trial. That
facility there, that courtroom, the fa-
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cilities around it had so much. There is
not another place like that anywhere
in the continental, anywhere in the
United States. That is an ideal place to
try the terrorists.

And all those people who I know they
were so torn up about what happened
on 9/11. They really are very sincere
when they say, I want to look them in
the eye, I want to be the juror that
says, You're sentenced to death. Well, I
have done that. It doesn’t bring the
pleasure you might think.

But what it will bring when people
say that’s what I want to do, it will
bring about a change of venue if the de-
fendants, which they probably will, re-
quest it, because that will delay it fur-
ther. It will give them further plat-
forms to spread their poison that is so
toxic. I know these things were in-
tended well, but they can bring about
the demise of a country. They have be-
fore. They have brought about the de-
mise of civilization.

And you would have thought that
when the stimulus package didn’t do
everything that it was supposed to
have done—it didn’t create any jobs. It
created some hundreds of thousands,
well, we have lost millions and mil-
lions—you would think that the people
that had enough insight to see it
wasn’t going to do what was said that
it would do, that the people that
pushed that would come back and say,
you were right. But that hasn’t hap-
pened. I hope and pray it will.

Mr. Speaker, you brought down the
gavel indicating my time has expired,
so I recognize that and appreciate your
indulgence.

————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

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

Mr. LUcAs (at the request of Mr.
BOEHNER) for today on account of per-
sonal reasons.

————

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:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. WOOLSEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 56 minutes, today.

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous material:)

Mr. POE of Texas, for 5 minutes, De-
cember 10.

Mr. JONES, for 5 minutes, December
10.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,
December 7, 8, 9 and 10.

————
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.
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The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 6 o’clock and 15 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, Decem-
ber 7, 2009, at 10:30 a.m., for morning-
hour debate.

——————

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

4837. A letter from the Under Secretary,
Department of Defense, transmitting a re-
port of a violation of the Antideficiency Act
by the Defense Information Systems Agency,
Case Number 06-01, pursuant to 31 U.S.C.
1341(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

4838. A letter from the Administrator, En-
vironmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting a report of a violation of the
Antideficiency Act for the Asbestos Loan
Program, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 15617(b); to the
Committee on Appropriations.

4839. A letter from the Inspector General,
Special Inspector General for Iraq Recon-
struction, transmitting the Special Inspector
General for Iraq Reconstruction (SIGIR) Oc-
tober 2009 Quarterly Report; jointly to the
Committees on Appropriations and Foreign
Affairs.

4840. A letter from the Under Secretary,
Department of Defense, transmitting a re-
port entitled ‘‘Department of Defense Earned
Value Management: Performance, Oversight,
and Governance’; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

4841. A letter from the Chairman and Presi-
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting a
report on transactions involving U.S. exports
to Spain pursuant to Section 2(b)(3) of the
Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, as amended;
to the Committee on Financial Services.

4842. A letter from the Chairman and Presi-
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting a
report on transactions involving U.S. exports
to Chile pursuant to Section 2(b)(3) of the
Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, as amended;
to the Committee on Financial Services.

4843. A letter from the Chairman and Presi-
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting a
report on transactions involving U.S. exports
to United Arab Emirates pursuant to Section
2(b)(3) of the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945,
as amended; to the Committee on Financial
Services.

4844. A letter from the Chairman and Presi-
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting a
report on transactions involving U.S. exports
to Papua New Guinea pursuant to Section
2(b)(3) of the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945,
as amended; to the Committee on Financial
Services.

4845. A letter from the Special Inspector
General For The Troubled Asset Relief Pro-
gram, transmitting the Office’s quarterly re-
port on the actions undertaken by the De-
partment of the Treasury under the Troubled
Asset Relief Program, the activities of
SIGTARP, and SIGTARP’S recommenda-
tions with respect to operations of TARP, for
the period ending September 30, 2009; to the
Committee on Financial Services.

4846. A letter from the Deputy Director,
Defense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting pursuant to Section 62(a) of the
Arms Export Control Act (AECA), notifica-
tion concerning the Department of the Air
Force’s proposed extension of a lease of de-
fense articles to the Government of Canada
(Transmittal No. 05-09); to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

4847. A letter from the Maj. Gen, USMC
(ret.), Special Inspector General for Afghani-
stan Reconstruction, transmitting the fifth
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