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FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. KING) is recognized for the re-
mainder of the hour. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, it is 
my privilege to be recognized here on 
the floor of the House of Representa-
tives and be able to address you about 
the matters of the day and about the 
important issues that are before us 
here in this Congress and in this Na-
tion. 

And I am continually impressed by 
the quality of the young people that 
are attracted to this city, both as visi-
tors, vacationers, but also from people 
that will get their college degree or de-
grees and many of them with a 4.0 
grade point average, active in all kinds 
of extra curriculars. The stellar cream 
of the American crop are magnetized to 
come to this city. I am impressed with 
them—their intelligence, their patriot-
ism, their dedication on both sides of 
the aisle, Mr. Speaker. 

But I want to add something that is 
a perspective that I think those of us 
that have been around this planet a lit-
tle bit longer have to offer, and that is, 
first, that some of us have lived a lot of 
history that others had to learn by 
reading the history book. And we know 
how the history books have been trun-
cated. And there’s not time to learn all 
the things that happened in history. 

Some of us learned a lot of history 
from the front page, from the radio, 
from the television, from the news, or 
from being in the middle of that his-
tory. And that all is part of the collec-
tive memory of this House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate on the 
other side. Some will say they probably 
remember more history in the Senate 
than we do here in the House. 

b 1410 
Mr. Speaker, my point is this: You 

can have very smart people with very 
good principles, and the experiences of 
their life are supportive of them under-
standing the underpinnings of the 
greatness of this country, under-
standing the pillars of American 
exceptionalism, but sometimes the 
definitions and as it’s presented is 
taken at face value because they might 
not have had years to see things go 
wrong when good ideas come before 
this Congress. 

And I look back and think of the 
time in 1995—actually, in 1994, when 
Republicans took over the majority in 
the House of Representatives here after 
40 years of wandering in the wilderness 
of being in the minority and not being 
able to advance legislation. There were 
many here on the Republican side of 
the aisle that were complacent with 
that, Mr. Speaker, but accepted the 
idea that the majority would maybe 
never change in their lifetimes, and 
they operated in the zone that had 
been delivered to them and they didn’t 
go and charge the ramparts or the 
windmill, so to speak, because the ram-
parts, to them, were windmills. 

Yet there were others that were vi-
sionaries, that saw the vision, that re-
alized that America was going in the 
wrong direction, and they built a coali-
tion here in the House of Representa-
tives that I watched on C–SPAN night 
after night after night, step down here 
on this floor at the very spot, Mr. 
Speaker, and make arguments to the 
American people, make arguments to 
me that moved me, moved me in my 
head and moved me in my heart and 
helped me understand that it wasn’t 
me alone that was seeing that America 
was going in the wrong direction, that 
we were overspending and we had this 
massive welfare system and that we 
were expanding the dependency class in 
America. This spirited people that we 
are, this unique people that we are here 
in America were being diminished, 
were being diminished by the growth of 
the nanny state and the growth of the 
dependency class in America. 

So in 1994, the inspiration came from 
many people that were hearing the in-
spiring words that were spoken into 
this very microphone, Mr. Speaker, but 
also across the country. On talk radio, 
across the backyard fence, over a cup 
of coffee, at work, at church, at school, 
at play, at recreation, in fishing boats 
and golf carts across America, we had a 
national conversation about where 
America needed to go. And the result 
of that consensus of the national con-
versation was a massive change in the 
seats here in the House of Representa-
tives and a new majority in the House 
of Representatives that came sweeping 
in in November of 1994. 

And there were big changes. The 
freshmen class that came in and was 
sworn in here on this floor in January 
of 1995 were revolutionaries, and they 
brought a difference and they forced a 
balanced budget here in the House that 
was not expected to ever be reached. 
They cut spending until they forced a 
balanced budget. And they reduced wel-
fare and put more people in a position 
where they could earn their dignity 
and a paycheck at the same time. 

Now, as this unfolded, they brought 
forth, as they said they would in the 
Contract with America, that they 
would vote on a constitutional amend-
ment to produce a balanced budget. 
That was a 1994 promise that was ful-
filled in 1995. A vote on a balanced 
budget amendment here in the House 
of Representatives that passed the 
House of Representatives, was mes-
saged right directly down the hallway 
to the United States Senate, Mr. 
Speaker, where the Senate took up the 
vote for the constitutional amendment 
to balance the budget, and it failed in 
the Senate in 1995 by a single vote. 

How different, how different might it 
have been, Mr. Speaker, if one more 
Senate seat had gone the other way, if 
one more United States Senate race 
had resulted in a victory for someone 
who believed in a balanced budget 
amendment, believed in the Constitu-
tion, itself, fiscal responsibility—those 
American exceptionalism principles 

that I have briefly mentioned—but be-
lieved in requiring a balanced budget 
constitutionally. How different it 
might have been if the Senate had 
voted with a two-thirds majority, as 
the House did in 1995, and sent a con-
stitutional amendment to require a 
balanced budget to the States, the 50 
States for ratification. 

Now, we know, Mr. Speaker, it takes 
three-quarters of the States to ratify 
an amendment to the Constitution be-
fore it becomes incorporated into our 
Constitution. We’ll never know how 
many States would have ratified that 
amendment because they didn’t get the 
chance to do so. Had that been mes-
saged to the States in 1995, we can only 
ask the question: Would the States 
have ratified a balanced budget amend-
ment? I think so. I believe three-quar-
ters of the States, at a minimum, 
would have done so; and if they did not, 
I think it would have changed the poli-
tics within enough of the States so 
that they would have. 

Imagine if this Congress here and 
now, today, this week, this month 
would pass a balanced budget amend-
ment to the United States Constitution 
out of this House with a better than 
two-thirds majority—equal or better 
than—to the Senate where they need 67 
votes in the Senate, if that constitu-
tional amendment to require a bal-
anced budget gets messaged to the 
States. Some will say look at the 
makeup of the State legislatures. Let’s 
put it this way, Mr. Speaker: There 
aren’t enough Republican majorities to 
pass and ratify a constitutional amend-
ment to require a balanced budget. 
Maybe not, and not by an analytical 
judgment of this moment, Mr. Speaker. 

But think of what happens in a State 
like my neighboring State of Illinois, 
for example, where Democrats control 
the politics and they insist on deficit 
spending and running themselves into 
the red. It seems as though the right of 
passage in Illinois is, if you are elected 
Governor, you go off to prison. But if 
we have a balanced budget amendment 
sitting on the docket of the Illinois 
State Legislature today, I don’t think 
there’s much of any chance that they 
would ratify an amendment to the U.S. 
Constitution to do such a thing. 

But I do think, Mr. Speaker, that 
there will be hundreds of people all 
across Illinois that will decide that 
they want to step up and run for public 
office so that they can have the chance 
to vote to ratify a balanced budget to 
the United States Constitution in the 
State legislature. They would go out 
and campaign, and they would knock 
on doors, and they would talk to their 
friends and neighbors and say, I don’t 
care if you’re a Democrat. I don’t care 
if you have some other interest. The 
best interest you can have is the long- 
term best interests of the United 
States of America. And it’s becoming 
increasingly clear that the long-term 
best interests of the United States of 
America are to require that the budget 
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be balanced by the Constitution be-
cause this Congress has not dem-
onstrated—and the President clearly 
has not demonstrated—that they have 
enough discipline to crank this spend-
ing down to balance the budget. 

Part of the reason is we have elec-
tions every 2 years in the House and 
every 6 years in the Senate. So the in-
centive is be in a position to keep your 
job in 2 years or 6 years. There is not 
an incentive out there that tells the 
Members of the House and Senate that 
we should prepare the groundwork for 
our grandchildren, let alone children 
yet to be born. That’s part of the dy-
namics. The other part of the dynamics 
is that this Capitol is full of bright, en-
ergetic people. A lot of them come to 
my office on a regular basis. A lot of 
them are honorable people with good 
intentions. But a lot of them are there 
because they want the tax dollars of 
the American people to go to their in-
terests. And because there’s a constant 
drumbeat of asking for more and more 
and more spending and the push for— 
well, I know that you are fiscally re-
sponsible and you want to balance the 
budget, but can you just make this ex-
ception because it’s so important. It’s 
so important issue after issue. You 
could be accused of voting against chil-
dren and women and seniors and mi-
norities and handicapped and combat- 
wounded veterans all together if we do 
anything other than increase the budg-
et to the level that’s hoped for and pre-
dicted by the President of the United 
States. 

So when I stand up for fiscal respon-
sibility, Mr. Speaker, I often get this 
statement which is, Well, you’re a Re-
publican. You Republicans spent too 
much money. And you have to admit 
that you are half the problem. Well, no, 
I don’t, Mr. Speaker. First, I voted 
against a lot of that spending. I’ve been 
an original cosponsor of the balanced 
budget amendment offered by Con-
gressman BOB GOODLATTE of Virginia 
since I arrived in this town. And I’m 
sticking with him and the principles 
that are that constitutional amend-
ment that we passed out of the Judici-
ary Committee that hangs on the cal-
endar of the House today. 

But aside from that, speaking from a 
party-by-party standpoint, the truth is 
this: Yes, Republicans spent too much 
money, and in the middle of the Iraq 
war, we came within $160 billion of bal-
ancing the budget. Now, that’s not par-
ticularly impressive if you dial it back 
a generation or two or three, but it’s 
very impressive when you think of it in 
terms of the President’s budget, which 
is a $1.65 trillion deficit in a single 
year. 

So actual, real numbers come down 
to we came within $160 billion of bal-
ancing the budget at the height of the 
Iraq war, and had it not been for the 
Iraq war, we would have balanced the 
budget. If the equation is there, it’s 
that simple. 

b 1420 
But the President has proposed a def-

icit, an annual deficit spending budget, 
of $1.65 trillion. Now, I have said the 
deficit of Republicans is $160 billion 
and the President’s deficit is $1.65 tril-
lion, and on his deficit, Mr. Speaker, I 
am not saying that this is a 10-year ac-
cumulated deficit. This is 1 year, $1.65 
trillion. 

Now, yes, Republicans spent too 
much money, but for every dollar that 
they went into deficit, the President 
proposes $10 of deficit spending into the 
same equation. I can’t see that that’s a 
shared responsibility. It looks to me 
like it’s 10 times the overspending on 
the part of the President versus one- 
tenth of that on the part of the Repub-
lican Congress here in the middle of 
the Iraq war. Those are the facts as 
they are established by the Congres-
sional Budget Office. We need to stand 
on facts here, not on emotions, and we 
need a level now of fiscal austerity. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to get to this 
point where we can send another bal-
anced budget across to the United 
States Senate and ask them to pass it 
with a two-thirds majority and mes-
sage it to the States. Give the States 
the chance to ratify it this time. If 
they had the chance to ratify the bal-
anced budget amendment in 1995, I 
might or might not be standing here. I 
might have realized that, listen, gov-
ernment did its job, and I can go ahead 
and raise my family and run my busi-
ness and live the American Dream. But 
it didn’t happen. 

It didn’t happen, and some of us, out 
of frustration, stood up and engaged in 
public service and public life, and we 
were elected to positions in perhaps 
our State legislatures and then came 
here to this Congress. I have seen this 
country going in the right direction. I 
have seen this country going in the 
wrong direction. 

I have seen the spirit of America be 
diminished. 

How many people today remember 
Jimmy Carter’s malaise speech where 
he essentially said to us, You have to 
lower your aspirations. Yes, you are 
Americans, but it means something dif-
ferent in the future than it has in the 
past—that America is no longer going 
be a country with unlimited resources 
and prosperity and aspirations and re-
alized dreams, but that we’ll have to 
wear a sweater and turn the thermo-
stat down and drive at 55 and be lim-
ited by government. 

We have some of that going on now. 
We have the nanny state being reestab-
lished under this administration. Now, 
I would suggest that there are a num-
ber of ways to illustrate that, Mr. 
Speaker, but I would point it out this 
way: that the food retailers sat down, 
along with a couple of other interests— 
and this is something driven by the 
First Lady, I believe. They have identi-
fied that about 3 percent of the kids in 
America are obese. 

You may have seen in the news this 
week about some effort to go in and re-

move obese children from their parents 
because obese parents are a bad influ-
ence on the diets of their kids, and kids 
that are overweight are a health risk, 
and they are more likely to have diabe-
tes. Statistically, that’s true. 

Mr. Speaker, I don’t need a nanny 
state that is going to go in and weigh 
my kids and weigh me and my wife or 
my sons and daughters-in-law and 
grandchildren and decide whether I am 
going to be able to manage my own 
children’s lives. I need the nanny state 
out of my life, not in my life, Mr. 
Speaker. I don’t need them deciding 
what my diet is going to be. 

But this initiative that flows from 
the First Lady is about cutting 1.5 tril-
lion calories from the diets of young 
people, because I guess that you run 
them across the scales and do an aver-
age and do the calculus that 3,550 extra 
calories over what you are burning 
amounts to a pound. Then they can do 
the math and figure out, if they can re-
duce 1.5 trillion calories from all the 
right places, these kids are going to 
lose weight in all the right places. It 
doesn’t work that way. 

How are you going to do this? I asked 
them. 

They said, Well, you know, we’re 
going to reduce the number of calories 
in a bag of Doritos, for example. 

How do you do that? 
Take a couple of chips out. 
Okay. What do we think a kid is 

going to do if he’s hungry and there are 
a couple of less chips in a bag of 
Doritos? He eats two bags. 

Then they said, Well, we’ve got the 
power bars that have 150 calories. 
We’re going to reduce them down to 90. 
That way, these kids aren’t going to 
gain weight. They’re going to lose 
weight because they’re eating fewer 
calories in a power bar. 

So, if you pick up a power bar and 
you’re hungry, you’re eating that be-
cause you want the energy, and your 
appetite calls for it. If there are only 90 
calories in there, I will suggest that 
these kids are going to eat two power 
bars and consume 180 calories rather 
than settle for 90 when, before, they 
were getting 150 out of that previous 
power bar. 

Kids are obese for two reasons. They 
have voracious appetites, and they 
don’t exercise enough. It’s that simple. 

The former Secretary of Defense 
came out and said that 30 percent our 
youth that are overweight is a national 
security risk because they are too 
overweight. They don’t quality for the 
military service, and we, therefore, 
can’t recruit enough volunteers from 
the universe of people that are left that 
have a waistline that fits the standards 
for our military. 

Now, I would suggest that being 
obese does not destroy one’s skeleton 
or muscular tissue or nervous tissue; 
it’s just extra weight to carry around. 
And if it’s a national security issue, 
then let’s extend basic training, and 
they can just stay there and do exer-
cises and eat the diet in the mess hall 
until they make weight. 
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This is not a national security issue, 

and I am constantly hearing these ar-
guments about national security. One 
of them is, well, national security is 
fresh fruits and vegetables, and if we 
don’t have fresh tomatoes it is a na-
tional security issue. So, therefore, we 
must have cheap labor to pick the to-
matoes. Never mind that tomatoes 
have been bred now to be picked by ma-
chine. 

I ask the question, Mr. Speaker: How 
long did the Eskimos get along without 
any fresh fruits or vegetables? 

They have lived for centuries on the 
high protein of the animal meat that 
they can harvest up along the Arctic 
Circle, but they don’t have carrots or 
broccoli or lettuce or tomatoes or 
pears or apples or peaches. None of 
that grows up there in the Arctic Cir-
cle. They are carnivores. They have 
gotten along really well eating a meat 
diet, because the nutrients are in 
there, and they are concentrated. It’s 
not a national security issue not to 
have guacamole even though it’s a 
profitable thing to raise the avocados. 

We get way out of balance here in 
this Congress and overemphasize 
things with all kinds of hyperbole, 
which brings me back around to where 
we need to go as a Nation, Mr. Speaker. 
We need to go down this path of a con-
stitutional amendment to balance the 
budget. The President doesn’t want to 
balance the budget or he would have of-
fered one. 

And the President wants to scare 
seniors. He did that on purpose. That’s 
the statement that he made a couple of 
days ago when he said, if we hit the end 
of the debt ceiling limit, he can’t guar-
antee that military pensions or Social 
Security would be paid on time. That 
was a calculated statement. It was cal-
culated to scare the group of people 
who is the easiest to scare. That’s our 
seniors. 

The reason they are is because they 
have worked their whole lifetimes to 
get into the position that they are in, 
and most of them are on a fixed in-
come. That fixed income might be a 
pension plan, other savings, Social Se-
curity or a rent check or an invest-
ment of some kind. But when the Fed-
eral Government interferes with that 
and starts to send a message that they 
can’t count on any component of it, 
yes, they get concerned, rightfully con-
cerned. 

This system that we have, entitle-
ments, cannot hold together if we con-
tinue down the same path we are on. 
We have about 40 million people that 
qualify for Medicare today. In 10 more 
years, it will be about 70 million people 
as the baby boomers come on line. 

It isn’t just that non-defense discre-
tionary spending in this Congress is 
growing too fast. We can’t solve the 
problem if we shut down the non-de-
fense discretionary spending or if we 
ratchet it backwards. We must address 
entitlement. We also must guarantee 
to the seniors: You have organized 
your lives around Medicare—in fact, 

Social Security. We need to protect 
them and their interests. They are de-
serving of that. They may be getting 
greater benefits than they ever paid in, 
but they still have to be able to count 
on this Congress keeping its word. 

Meanwhile, as a government that’s 
spending itself into oblivion, however 
big a Nation we are, there is no one to 
back us up. We don’t get to go to the 
European Union and ask for a loan to 
bail us out. We don’t even get to go to 
the Chinese or the Saudis to ask for a 
loan to bail us out. We are the last 
stopgap in Western civilization, the 
free enterprise world. 

Remember, there are a lot of entities 
outside that would like to see this 
country go down, tumble, collapse to 
some degree. We don’t have friends all 
around the world. So we are the ones 
who have to hold the line. We don’t get 
to go back for a backup of any kind. 
The Greeks could at least look to the 
European Union, and what did the Eu-
ropean Union say? We will loan you 
some money to bridge you through this 
problem, but you have got to cut your 
spending to our satisfaction before we 
will loan the money. 

b 1430 

Now we have a President that says he 
can’t guarantee that military pensions 
are going to be paid or that Social Se-
curity is going to be paid because he 
wants to use that as leverage to try to 
get a debt-ceiling increase by making 
the least amount of concessions. And 
he would like to make no concessions. 
That’s the scenario that we’re in. 

So I’ve introduced today, along with 
MICHELE BACHMANN and LOUIE GOH-
MERT with a growing number of cospon-
sors, an act called the PROMISES Act. 
What it does is it requires that our 
military be paid first and on time, 
every time, no exceptions, no hesi-
tation. Whether it is a spending gap 
that is a result of the expiration of a 
continuing resolution or whether we 
hit the debt ceiling, the revenues in the 
United States Treasury—and there will 
be plenty there for this under all cir-
cumstances that we can envision—go 
first to pay the military. 

They are our number one line of de-
fense. Their lives are on the line. They 
should never have to wonder in a fox-
hole or on a ship or in the air and their 
families near the barracks or at home 
should never have to wonder whether 
that paycheck is going to be electroni-
cally transferred into their bank ac-
count on time every time. That’s our 
guarantee with the PROMISES Act. 

The military should never be used as 
a pawn in a political discussion here on 
the floor of the House of Representa-
tives. 

The second thing is we need to take 
care of the full faith and credit of the 
United States Government. That 
means we have to pay the interest on 
the necessary principal on our debt. We 
can do that with incoming revenue. 
And those who say we can’t are wrong, 
and I don’t care what their title is. We 

have $200 billion in anticipated revenue 
per month. It takes $11 billion to pay 
our military, and it takes $20 billion to 
service our debt. That’s $31 billion out 
of a $200 billion average revenue 
stream. That turns out to be—and I 
know, Mr. Speaker, you have cal-
culated this in your head—15.2 percent 
of the overall spending of the revenue 
stream per month—15.2 percent. 

That means pay the military first, 
service our debt second, guarantee the 
full faith and credit of the United 
States of America, and there’s still 
plenty of money in that funding stream 
left over to pay Social Security, pay 
Medicare, go on down the line and pay 
military pensions—keep faith with 
those who have stood on the line for 
America—and keep faith with our sen-
ior citizens. And it takes the leverage 
out of the hands of the President. 
That’s what the PROMISES Act is 
about. 

And some will say, well, no, you 
can’t. The money is not there. Tell me 
where that money is, then, the $200 bil-
lion a month—$11 billion to pay our 
military, $20 billion to service our debt, 
and it costs $58 billion per month for 
Social Security, and for Medicare it is 
$43 billion per month. We can even add 
defense on there, and we’re getting up 
to the limit. I mean all defense, not 
just the military pay. 

So, as you can see, Mr. Speaker, we 
have lots of options. I want to take the 
options off the table for the President. 
I don’t want him to be scaring our sen-
iors. I want that guarantee to be there, 
but I go just far enough in the PROM-
ISES Act that we take care of the ab-
solutely necessaries, and I’m open to 
the discussion on how we might add 
other priorities behind them. First pri-
ority: pay our troops first. Second pri-
ority: pay the interest and the prin-
cipal to service the national debt. 

And as we move forward with this, 
the brinksmanship gets more and more 
intense. And as the President of the 
United States is looking to try to get 
us to crack, we need to understand that 
decisions will be made on August 2. 
The President alone holds the most 
power to decide who gets paid and who 
does not. I saw a presentation this 
morning that proposed that unemploy-
ment benefits get paid, but our mili-
tary not get paid. Now if that’s some-
thing that’s going to be proposed out of 
the White House and not just a hypo-
thetical scenario, I think everybody in 
this country knows about the inequity 
of that. We would pay people not to 
work but not pay the people to put 
their lives on the line for us? But 
that’s an option open to the President 
today. That threat is already out there 
drifting through the stratosphere—I 
should say cyberspace—in discussions, 
serious discussions about our prior-
ities. 

This Congress can pass priorities; and 
absent statutory language that re-
quires the executive branch to pay our 
bills in a priority order, he has the dis-
cretion to pay them in any order, or 
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maybe just let them go in no order and 
see what happens out of a grab bag. He 
could sit in the Oval Office and toss a 
coin or throw darts at a dart board and 
decide who gets paid and who doesn’t 
right now. 

I’m calling upon this Congress to 
pass the PROMISES Act or pass an-
other priority ‘‘pay the bills’’ act so 
that we keep faith with our military, 
we keep faith with our international 
creditors, and we keep faith with our 
senior citizens. 

Furthermore, when I hear the lan-
guage that says ‘‘pay the military first 
and pay the national debt second,’’ 
that means pay the Chinese first when 
you’re servicing the national debt. If 
we borrowed the money from the Chi-
nese, we have to pay the money back 
to the Chinese, unless they sell our 
debt to somebody else. That’s the facts. 
And if we didn’t intend to pay them 
back, we shouldn’t have borrowed the 
money in the first place. 

But if we’re concerned about serv-
icing 100 percent of our debt because 
the Chinese hold $1 trillion of it, they 
hold less than 10 percent of our debt. 
So when we put $10 out to service our 
debt, one of those $10, less than one of 
those $10 goes to the Chinese. Half of 
those dollars go to Americans that 
hold U.S. debt, and some of that goes 
to the Saudis and, of course, other 
countries around the world. But this 
isn’t ‘‘pay the Chinese first.’’ This is 
keep faith—keep the full faith and 
credit of the United States Govern-
ment first and keep faith with our 
military. We owe them more than we 
owe even our creditors. 

I went through some of these things 
during the eighties, the farm crisis 
years of the eighties. That added clar-
ity to it. Three thousand banks were 
closed during that decade in the United 
States. A good number of banks around 
my neighborhood, including my bank, 
was closed. And I remember when it 
happened. It was April 26, 1985, Friday 
afternoon, 3 o’clock, when the FDIC 
showed up at my bank, put a red tag, a 
red sheet notice on the door, taped it 
on there, and two highway patrolmen 
stood at attention on either side of 
that door to guard the bank. And at 
that instant, they froze every single 
account, including mine. I had payroll 
to meet, and my customers’ accounts 
were frozen along with mine. We had to 
go to a barter system to keep the busi-
ness running right in the middle of 
corn planting in Iowa. You could not 
have picked a worse date or time than 
they did on that Friday afternoon. 

But, Mr. Speaker, I learned what was 
important. The first thing we did was 
go to a barter system. And I loaded and 
hauled hay to the auction to turn that 
into cash so I could pay my employees. 
They were first. I fed myself last. I paid 
the interest second and the necessary 
principal third. I kept full faith and 
credit with my creditors. 

But the first thing that—the people 
that were on the line every day making 
the business run were like our troops 

are today. Without them, everything 
stops and you live in fear; you don’t 
have anything going. Pay them first, 
those people on the front line first; pay 
the interest second, keep your credit; 
pay the necessary principal third. And 
then you can look around and maybe 
make some tough decisions and op-
tions. That’s where this country is 
today. 

I do believe we must balance this 
budget, and I believe we must pass a 
constitutional amendment for a bal-
anced budget. And I believe the Amer-
ican people will support such an en-
deavor. And if we don’t have the votes 
to pass a constitutional amendment to 
balance the budget among the States, 
then the people in America will rise up 
and elect their State representatives 
and their State senators to go to their 
statehouses and ratify the constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et. 

The American people want this. This 
is a national movement. Some of this 
is coming out of the Tea Party; the 
constitutional conservatives with a 
cause are activated. They stood up 
against ObamaCare, and they’ll stand 
up to balance this budget, and they 
will still stand up against ObamaCare. 

And let me add to this, Mr. Speaker, 
that for this Congress to think about 
going down a path that would offer a 
balanced budget to the States in ex-
change for, let’s say, some cuts in 
spending, increasing the debt ceiling by 
$2.4 trillion and cutting our spending 
as a percentage of GDP, ratcheting it 
down to 19.99 percent, which is short of 
the constitutional amendment’s cap, 
for this Congress to do this but still 
allow what we will know as $105.5 bil-
lion to go forward to implement and 
enforce ObamaCare is irresponsible. 

There are $23.6 billion sitting there 
right now automatically appropriated 
for these times, this year, for Kathleen 
Sebelius and others to implement 
ObamaCare while the President delays 
the case that should be expedited be-
fore the Supreme Court that I believe 
will find ObamaCare to be unconstitu-
tional. It’s already been rejected by the 
American people by margins of 60 per-
cent or better. There are 87 freshmen in 
this House of Representatives, all of 
whom ran on repeal of ObamaCare and 
all of whom voted to repeal 
ObamaCare. Every Republican in the 
House of Representatives voted to re-
peal ObamaCare, and every Republican 
in the United States Senate voted to 
repeal ObamaCare. 

And it’s unconstitutional in my view 
in four different areas of the Constitu-
tion, and the Supreme Court will even-
tually rule when the President can no 
longer delay the actions of the Su-
preme Court. And he is believing that 
he can implement components of this 
and that we won’t want to let it go if 
the Court finds it unconstitutional. 
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He is believing that since there is no 
severability clause in ObamaCare, that 

somehow the Supreme Court will look 
at it, maybe find a component of it un-
constitutional, but decide at their op-
tion not to throw it all out and recog-
nize a nonexistent severability clause. 
And that would be, a severability 
clause says if any part is found uncon-
stitutional, then the other parts are 
still retained. If it is missing that 
clause, if any part is found unconstitu-
tional, then all parts are then not re-
tained and essentially repealed. 

The language that I have introduced, 
the language that MICHELE BACHMANN 
introduced, and others, CONNIE MACK 
comes to mind, with all Republicans 
voting for it, is this. It is 40 words to 
repeal ObamaCare and it ends with 
these words: ‘‘as if it had never been 
enacted.’’ That is the language we 
must put on a President’s desk who 
will sign it. 

In the meantime, to spend $23.6 bil-
lion to implement an unconstitutional 
piece of legislation that is 2,600 pages 
long, that kind of money in a period 
that must be a period of austerity is an 
absolute waste. We know it is a waste. 
If we are at this point where we are 
going to cut down spending, we have to 
do it by cutting off the $2.6 trillion of 
outlays that are ObamaCare; and $23.6 
billion of that is sitting now in the 
hands mostly of Kathleen Sebelius, and 
they are seeking to send the roots of 
ObamaCare into our lives and expand 
the dependency in us so we decide we 
can’t get along without ObamaCare. 

How much time do I have left, Mr. 
Speaker? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WEST). The gentleman has 13 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Thank you, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr. Speaker, this ObamaCare of $23.6 
billion that is sitting there being im-
plemented, and with Kathleen Sebelius, 
with the discretion to spend that and 
send the roots down and expand the de-
pendency class, here is an example. One 
of those example is this. They adver-
tised that we needed to do ObamaCare 
because we had so many people who 
had preexisting conditions, and they 
would be refused for insurance. So 
when they were refused, they didn’t 
have any way to get health insurance 
and that it was a human tragedy. 

So these huge numbers of people who 
were uninsurable would be brought 
into the fold of the new ObamaCare 
under the preexisting conditions lan-
guage that already is law. But a month 
or so ago, they discovered that in spite 
of how hard they tried to recruit people 
with preexisting conditions, and I re-
mind you, we have 306 million people in 
America. And of those 306 million peo-
ple, the numbers were supposed to be 
large, impressive, maybe not astronom-
ical, of those who had preexisting con-
ditions and could not buy insurance. 

And what they found, they could find 
only 18,000 people, in spite of them ad-
vertising preexisting insurance. All 
across this land, 18,000 people only who 
had signed up for the preexisting condi-
tions component, 18,000. Divide that 
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out across the States. Put 50 into that 
18,000 and see what kind of a problem 
that is. It’s a small number when you 
divide it by the 50 States. And the 
States could manage those kinds of 
numbers after you distribute it by pop-
ulation. For example, the majority of 
the States, including Iowa, have a 
high-risk pool that we subsidize with 
tax dollars to buy the premiums down 
so people with preexisting conditions 
can buy a policy. I encourage that. I 
think that is a good, responsible thing 
to do. 

But Obama’s preexisting policy only 
had 18,000 people after a year of effort 
trying to get people to sign up. So 
Kathleen Sebelius took what she con-
siders to be latitude within the law and 
decided to buy the premiums down an-
other 40 percent, pay another 40 per-
cent of the premiums out of this pot of 
money that she has that is automati-
cally appropriated to her to a total 
tune of $105.5 billion, and they still 
couldn’t find enough people to make it 
look like there was a reason to have 
preexisting conditions policy in the 
Federal code, and so they removed the 
condition that you have a preexisting 
condition. 

Now we have an insurance policy for 
people that want to signed up with the 
Federal Government that may or may 
not have an illness. They may not have 
been sick a day in their lives. They 
don’t even need to make the case that 
they have been turned down for insur-
ance by a single company in America. 
They just have to sign up, and they’ll 
put them on the policy and they’ll buy 
the premium down by at least 40 per-
cent. This is what government is doing. 
And they are seeking to expand Med-
icaid and collapse Medicare into Med-
icaid. 

We saw what they were trying to do 
under Bill Clinton’s era where—and 
they started this SCHIP, which now is 
CHIP, Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram, and ObamaCare kind of does that 
in. But it was expanded within the 
States. It started out to be 200 percent 
of poverty. If you’re at 200 percent of 
poverty or less, we’ll help pay the 
health insurance premiums for your 
children. Those are low-cost premiums, 
by the way. Kids don’t have a lot of 
problems. And on the upper end of this, 
Bill Clinton wanted to lower the Medi-
care eligibility age to 55, if you remem-
ber. 

So if you can insure kids up to the 
age of 26, which ObamaCare does, and 
you can lower the Medicare eligibility 
age to 55, now you’ve only got that lit-
tle window in there of 24 years, the 
most productive years of a person’s 
life, presumably, and often is the case, 
that the government is stepping in re-
quiring that you stay on or mandating 
that you be able to stay on your par-
ents’ health insurance until age 26. You 
can get elected to Congress when 
you’re 25, come down here and swear 
in, still on your mommy and daddy’s 
health insurance and come over on the 
government plan right away. That’s 

what that means. I wanted my kids to 
grow up. 

But if we are going to insure kids 
through SCHIP or CHIP or a Federal 
mandate up to age 26 and pay those 
premiums out of tax dollars, and then 
lower the Medicare eligibility age, as 
Clinton wanted to do, and it is impos-
sible in this environment today, down 
to 55, it is only a 24-year window. Then 
they would add to those at the lower 
end and lower the upper end age until 
they got it to collapse altogether. In 
the meantime, collapse Medicare into 
Medicaid, you have the formula for so-
cialized medicine. That would be the 
great bleed of most everybody on this 
side of the aisle, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. Speaker, they want socialized 
medicine. JOHN CONYERS back in 1981 
introduced a socialized medicine policy 
that forbade anyone from doing health 
care services on a fee-for-service. They 
had to be on the salary of the national 
health care system. 

The Federal Government would hire 
and presumably fire everybody that 
worked in health care, and no one 
could charge a fee for it, and no one 
could be paid a fee-for-service. They 
would have to be working for the gov-
ernment within the health care sys-
tem. 

We know what happens when govern-
ment takes things over. I ask the 
American people how is the service in 
the place when you go into government 
offices. It is about the same as it is 
where you go in where somebody has a 
monopoly. I’m not picking on govern-
ment workers. Government, often by 
definition, has a monopoly. If you don’t 
have competition, you don’t have to be 
nice. 

I learned that in the auto—what do I 
call it—the vehicle registration depart-
ment in the county courthouse the 
first time I went in to register a vehi-
cle at about age 16. I learned that. 
They had the market cornered. They 
didn’t have to be nice. They could open 
the door when they wanted to and close 
the door when they wanted to. There 
was no motive for them to try to pro-
vide better service for me or anyone 
else. However long the line was, we 
stood in it. Anybody in Washington, 
D.C. who goes down to the vehicle 
parking department here in Wash-
ington, D.C., you will find the same 
thing. 

When my wife goes down to get her 
annual $10 ticket so we can park our 
car for a short period of time on the 
streets of Washington, D.C., invariably 
it is a 4-hour process. And I have had to 
send my chief of staff and a driver 
down there through a 4-hour process 
just to get a $10 permit because they 
have got an attitude. Their attitude is 
we don’t have to service anybody; we 
have the market cornered. That’s the 
attitude. Go down there and go buy a 
parking permit if you think 
ObamaCare and a national health care 
act are good for you, Mr. Speaker, or 
anyone else. 

I don’t want to see monopolies; I 
want to see competition. And 

ObamaCare eliminates competition, 
and it prescribes a product that the 
American people have to buy for the 
first time in history, a product, a gov-
ernment-approved, or if they had their 
way, a government-created health in-
surance policy that a person has to buy 
unless you are of low enough means- 
tested income that they are going to 
pay the premium for you. 
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This has never happened in the his-
tory of America, how one lower court 
could come to a conclusion that the in-
dividual mandate is constitutional. It 
is appalling to me that a judge could 
sit on a bench and come to a conclu-
sion like that—or a panel of judges, a 
majority of a panel of judges—and it 
was 2–1, I believe, on a three-judge 
panel. 

Think of this, Mr. Speaker: think of 
when you get your paycheck. Let’s just 
say you’ve got—let’s keep it reason-
able—$500 take-home pay for a week’s 
paycheck. If your health insurance pre-
mium is $100 a week and if the govern-
ment says you must buy a health in-
surance policy that is of a value that 
costs you $100 a week, what they have 
done is confiscated—confiscated—20 
percent of your paycheck, of your take- 
home payroll, your after-tax dollars, 
and it is after-tax dollars. 

Let’s just say the government de-
cides you need to buy a General Motors 
or a Chrysler because we have a vested 
interest in that and that you can’t 
drive a clunker—we’re going to outlaw 
those, so we have to buy a new car 
every 10 years or have one that’s with-
in 10 years of new. They could prescribe 
that with the same standards that they 
prescribe ObamaCare on us. Let’s say 
that car payment takes another $100 a 
week. Now you’ve got $200 of the $500 
that is swallowed up by the govern-
ment. That’s 40 percent of your take- 
home pay commandeered by Uncle 
Sam. 

Then they decide that the appliance 
companies aren’t making enough 
money and that you need to buy cer-
tain appliances—and I can go through 
this a little faster. They might decide 
you have to buy this diet food I talked 
about a little bit earlier. They might 
put a tax on the non-diet pop. Then 
pretty soon your paycheck is swal-
lowed up. Your whole $500 is gone be-
cause the government has told you how 
to spend every single dollar. 

If the government can commandeer a 
single dollar out of your paycheck that 
they direct you to spend on a product 
that’s produced by government or ap-
proved by government, then they can 
commandeer the second dollar and the 
third dollar and 99 cents out of every 
dollar and 100 cents out of every dollar. 
That’s what we’re faced with. 

That’s the biggest reason why 
ObamaCare is unconstitutional, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The American people are not ade-
quately outraged. We have a character 
among us. We’ve got a history that the 
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product of the will of the people 
emerges out of the House and the Sen-
ate and goes to the President’s desk for 
his signature or a veto and an attempt 
to override a veto. That happens once 
in a while. That’s supposed to be the 
voice of the American people, and we 
expect it because of the structure of 
this republican form of government. 

I want to emphasize the Constitution 
guarantees us not a democracy. The 
Constitution guarantees us a repub-
lican form of government. 

That means representative. 
That means we don’t go out there 

and take the temperature of the public 
and do a poll and decide it’s the will of 
the people today, so let’s race in that 
direction. We have an obligation to lis-
ten to the people and understand what 
they want and have a very sensitive 
antenna to pick up on the will of the 
American people. 

It doesn’t end there, Mr. Speaker; it 
starts there. 

Our job is to be full-time paying at-
tention to all the facts and the figures 
and all of the components and to be 
making the best decisions possible be-
cause we are representatives here in a 
republican form of government. This 
Republic is not a democracy. It isn’t 
two coyotes and a sheep taking a vote 
on what’s for dinner. 

We have liberty. We have American 
liberty. 

We have rights that come from God 
that are guaranteed to us in the Con-
stitution. 

Now, I believe that God moved the 
Founding Fathers around like men on 
a chessboard to shape this Nation, and 
I believe that for a lot of reasons. One 
of them is I can’t go back on this Mon-
day morning of 2011 and redraw the 
course of history and even imagine 
that I could come up with a result that 
would be half of what has been pro-
duced by this great gift of liberty and 
freedom—freedom of speech, religion, 
and the press. All the people who came 
here to exercise their religious liberty, 
their free enterprise liberty, their prop-
erty rights, to be protected from dou-
ble jeopardy, and to have a jury of 
their peers and face their accusers, a 
lot of that comes from Roman law. 

The reasonable Western Civilization 
culture that lets us analyze our prob-
lems is part of who we are. They landed 
on a continent with unlimited natural 
resources at the dawn of the industrial 
revolution and settled it from sea to 
shining sea in a blink of a historical 
eye. 

That’s America. 
We are a vigorous people. 
We’ve got the vigor of every donor 

civilization on the planet. And now 
they want to impose ObamaCare on us? 
They want to raise the debt ceiling by 
$2.4 trillion or $4 trillion and ask us to 
go further and deeper into debt and put 
that on our grandchildren and children 
not yet born? 

My youngest granddaughter, Reagan 
Ann King, entered this world with 
$44,000 that she owed Uncle Sam. That 
has got to stop, Mr. Speaker. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
f 

CONGRESS: DON’T TREAD ON DC 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WEST). Under the Speaker’s announced 
policy of January 5, 2011, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 30 min-
utes. 

Ms. NORTON. Thank you, Mr. Speak-
er. 

On any given day, if the American 
people listen to the speakers on the 
floor of the House of Representatives, 
they will come to the conclusion that 
many Members sure do hate govern-
ment. At the very least, they certainly 
don’t want the Federal Government in-
volved in the lives of the American 
people in any way. Well, I’ve come to 
the floor not to give a lecture, but to 
offer an explanation because the Amer-
ican people are probably puzzled at 
something they recently saw. 

They saw the residents of the Na-
tion’s Capital embarking on what I 
must tell you is a new phase of an old 
struggle: to preserve the right to local 
self-government—a battle residents 
won almost 40 years ago. 

You would think that the speakers 
on the floor who hate government 
would be very quick to say what is also 
true about themselves. They like local 
government. They don’t want the Fed-
eral Government involved with local 
government or certainly interfering 
with local government. Yet the very 
same speakers are the prime movers of 
interference with the local government 
of the District of Columbia. 

So the residents of your Nation’s 
Capital have embarked on a new phase 
of their struggle. I’m not talking about 
the storied fight for voting rights and 
statehood, because many Americans 
now know that this is the only juris-
diction in the United States whose 
residents pay Federal income taxes, go 
to war—have fought in every war since 
the Nation was created—but don’t have 
full voting rights in the Congress. 

No, I’m not talking about that be-
cause, unfortunately, today, the city is 
forced to fight simply to maintain 
local government—the local rights that 
are unquestioned everywhere in the 
United States except by some on the 
floor of this House. 

After Republicans took control of the 
House in January, their obsession with 
the DC government became so fierce 
that the mayor and members of the 
city council—almost the entire legisla-
tive and executive branches—were ar-
rested for sitting down in the streets in 
front of the Capitol in an act of civil 
disobedience. The world, at that time, 
was focused on people in the streets of 
the Middle East, who were demanding 
freedom, but was riveted by civil dis-
obedience in the U.S. capital city, 
which included the highest officials of 
our own local government. 

The sit-down occurred after the city 
was caught in a Federal Government 
dispute over cuts in the Federal budg-

et, which had nothing to do with the 
city. The city government barely 
avoided being shut down, although the 
city’s local funds were no part of the 
fight, but the Congress would not even 
allow the city to spend its own local 
funds to keep the city open. 

That is the very essence of autoc-
racy. 

Congress still holds onto the anti-
quated practice of approving the city’s 
locally raised budget, a budget that the 
Congress did not put one red cent in— 
$4 billion raised by the residents of the 
District of Columbia. 
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And House Republicans repeatedly 
refused my amendments to let the Dis-
trict government stay open by spend-
ing its own local funds. House Repub-
licans have long rationalized such irra-
tional treatment of the residents of the 
Nation’s capital, but holding the Dis-
trict hostage in a Federal shutdown 
fight was a new nadir. 

Republicans finally succeeded in get-
ting hefty budget cuts in the 2011 ap-
propriations bill, but still refused to 
seal the deal until their demands to 
take some of the District’s home rule 
were met. They insisted on two riders. 
One prohibited the District from using 
its own local funds for abortion serv-
ices for low-income women—which is 
done in 17 red and blue States because 
it’s a matter of local money and local 
law. And they imposed private school 
vouchers on the city because that was 
the pet project of another Republican, 
Speaker JOHN BOEHNER. Mind you that 
this city has almost half of its children 
going to public charter schools. It’s 
about the last city in the world that 
you would impose an alternative school 
system on since it has already grown 
its own home-rule alternative. 

The bold autocratic insistence of 
these anti-home-rule provisions, as 
well as the near shutdown of the city 
government, finally led to an equally 
bold response from the city. You have 
to imagine that only the most provoca-
tive actions could have led the mayor 
of a great city and other elected offi-
cials to be escorted away in handcuffs. 

House Republicans have devoted 
their first months in power to slicing 
away at the city’s local home rule. 
They took control of the House on the 
promise of jobs, but have yet to intro-
duce a jobs bill. From the first day of 
the 112th Congress, the House Repub-
lican majority has been preoccupied— 
mesmerized—with the internal affairs 
of a city whose local government, like 
many other jurisdictions, differs with 
them on some matters. This is Amer-
ica, get used to it. With heartbreaking 
audacity, they began by withdrawing 
the District’s vote on the House floor 
in the Committee of the Whole. And 
this vote was only granted by rule— 
which is why they could withdraw it— 
but it had been approved by the Fed-
eral courts. Thus, Republicans in this 
House have withdrawn a legitimate 
vote of American citizens who pay 
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