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back some of those giveaways that the 
Republican Congress gave these oil 
companies. 

And this has resulted in what I 
talked about a little earlier, $1.47 when 
the Bush administration started in 
January 22, 2001, and it almost sounds 
like an inauguration date, and what we 
face now at $3.13. The barrel of oil con-
tinues to go up. 

So this energy investment and being 
efficient is very, very important to the 
country, also very, very important to 
national security. 

We also invest in hundreds of billions 
of dollars in new investment and green 
jobs, green-collar jobs. These are jobs, 
Mr. Speaker, that we can’t ship over-
seas. When we make our building 
greener, when we make our homes 
greener, these are jobs that anyone 
who can even be a high school dropout 
with a skill would be able to partici-
pate in to that individual that became 
an engineer. 

These are jobs that you just can’t 
send overseas. And this is a real econ-
omy and not a credit card economy, 
not a second mortgage economy, or not 
an economy where one has to go out 
and continue to borrow to live. This is 
real money coming in for real working 
Americans that are here so that we can 
put folks to work and get them off the 
unemployment role. 

I’m going to end right there, Mr. 
Speaker, as it relates to the energy in-
vestment because there are so many 
other investments in here as we look at 
education, transportation, and infra-
structure. And today, just today, the 
Speaker had an infrastructure meeting 
in the Speaker’s office with many indi-
viduals that felt that they had a way to 
not only incentivize an economy but 
also build on the infrastructure of 
America. 

So many of my constituents and so 
many Americans are very concerned 
about the investment that’s going on 
in Iraq right now. Crumbling bridges, 
railways are not what they should be 
as it relates to moving transportation. 
We have trains that can move freight 
almost 430 miles on one gallon of diesel 
fuel. I mean, these are things that we 
have to continue to work on to not 
only save our environment but also 
create American jobs. 

And that’s what I’m very excited 
about in this budget that we are put-
ting forward, to give us the guideposts 
that we need in this country to not 
only do away with the debt by 2010 but 
also get the country moving in a direc-
tion so that it can be a safer place for 
our children and grandchildren. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, we always 
want in the 30-Somethings to not only 
hear from the Members but also hear 
from the American people on various 
issues that are facing the Congress. 
Next week we are going to be on Easter 
break for the next couple of weeks once 
we finish our business this week, But 

the 30-Something staff continues to 
work to come up with the great ideas 
that we put forth on behalf of the 
American people. And we are talking 
about Democrat and Republican, Inde-
pendent, those that are thinking about 
voting and those that can’t even vote 
yet. 

Our e-mail address is 30- 
SomethingDems@mail.house.gov. 
Again, 30-SomethingDems@mail.house 
.gov. Or if you want any of the infor-
mation that we shared with you to-
night about the budget, we know that 
you can go on www.budget.house.gov. 
Again, www.budget.house.gov. And any 
general information that you may 
want, what Democrats are doing here 
in Congress, www.speaker.gov, and I 
think that’s easy enough to remember. 

f 

CHANGING THE DIRECTION OF THE 
COUNTRY’S BUDGET 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. YARMUTH) is recognized for 
the remainder of the hour. 

Mr. YARMUTH. Mr. Speaker, it is a 
great pleasure to be here speaking on 
behalf of the American people and the 
class of 2006, the class that was elected 
to Congress to change the direction of 
the country, and that’s what we’ve 
been set upon to do during these last 14 
months. 

And I appreciate very much the com-
ments of my distinguished colleague 
from Florida (Mr. MEEK) and the great 
efforts he has made week after week to 
address the American people on the 
issues that are of critical importance 
to them. 

We are going to talk tonight about 
the budget resolution as well because 
this is, above all things, the funda-
mental responsibility of the House of 
Representatives, the United States 
Congress. This is how we deal with all 
of the tax revenue that we generate in 
this country and how we essentially 
steward the funds of the population 
that depend on us to make good judge-
ments for them. 

And I’m joined tonight by my distin-
guished colleague from Wisconsin (Mr. 
KAGEN) who has been a frequent partic-
ipant in these sessions and someone 
who joins with us in our commitment 
to making life better for all Ameri-
cans, making this an economy and a 
society that works for everyone and 
not just for the wealthiest. 

There are lots of ways to frame budg-
et debates, and there’s always a risk 
that we get much too deep in numbers 
and we get way too deep in the weeds, 
and we don’t talk about the big picture 
because the big picture is what most 
Americans want to deal with. They 
want the small picture of how it affects 
their daily lives. But they also want to 
know what we’re about here, what our 
goals are, what our ambitions are for 

the American people, what we are try-
ing to do as we work through this $3 
trillion budget that we have to do each 
Congress. 

And it’s been interesting to sit and to 
stand and to listen to our colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle, those Mem-
bers who have been in charge of this 
body and in charge of the Federal budg-
et essentially for the last 6 years and 
even in the Congress before that for an-
other 6 years, and listen to them try to 
frame the issues in ways that under-
standably try to benefit their position. 

But it’s fascinating to listen as they 
talk about our budget, and somehow, 
because we don’t plan to keep all of the 
Bush tax cuts in effect ad infinitum, 
that that somehow represents a tax in-
crease. 

And I have to remind everyone when 
I talk about issues that you remember 
what the Bush administration did and 
this Congress did when they enacted 
these tax cuts. They basically provided 
a sunset. They provided in the legisla-
tion that these tax cuts would end, and 
the reason they did that was because 
they wanted to be able to project some-
where out in the future that there 
would be a balanced budget in spite of 
the fact that they knew they were des-
tined for huge deficits. 

So they put a sunset, they put an end 
on those dates. Just as if you were in a 
business and you say, Okay, for 2 days 
only we are going to have a sale. We 
are going to give you 30 percent off. 
And that’s the terms of the deal. So 
you come in on the fourth day and you 
say, Wait a minute. I want to pay that 
lower price. And the store says, Wait a 
minute. No. This was two days only 30 
percent off. So you didn’t raise the 
prices. You can’t argue that we raised 
the prices. This was the way the deal 
was set up. 

So now they’re trying to have it both 
ways. They’re trying to say we pro-
vided a tax cut, most of which went to 
the very wealthiest Americans, and 
now we are going to, because you are 
not willing to extend that tax cut, you 
are going to raise our taxes. No. We are 
going to end that two-day sale. 

But what is really more disturbing 
than anything else, and I listened ear-
lier to one of our colleagues from Wis-
consin, one of your colleagues, Mr. 
KAGEN, that when he was talking about 
what this budget would mean if we did 
not extend the Bush tax cuts, it said 
the average American would have their 
taxes raised by $1,000 or $1,200 or $3,000 
when, in fact, that is kind of the magic 
of numbers and what you can do with 
them. Because if you take someone 
who is making $10 million a year and 
you raise that person’s taxes by 4 per-
cent, which would be essentially re-
storing the maximum tax rate, pre- 
Bush tax cut rate to that person, and 
then you average it over thousands of 
people, yes, you are going to get an av-
erage tax hike of $1,000 per person. But 
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the average American, the average per-
son who is making $30,000 a year is not 
going to see his or her taxes increased 
at all under this budget. 

But you put that person with the per-
son who’s making $10 million a year 
whose taxes might go up a couple hun-
dred thousand dollars, you average all 
of that in, yeah, you can come up with 
an average tax increase on all Ameri-
cans. But that’s not the way it works, 
because the average American will not 
have his or her taxes increased under 
this budget. The average very wealthy 
American will have his or her taxes in-
creased. 

But that’s the way we play games 
with numbers around here, and it’s 
very disturbing. 

So it’s important that when we dis-
cuss these important issues, $3 trillion 
worth of Federal budget, $1 trillion dol-
lars, essentially, that this Congress has 
to deal with in discretionary funding, 
that we be honest, that we be candid, 
that we paint the accurate picture for 
the American people and what it means 
to them. 

And I would like now to yield to my 
distinguished colleague from Wisconsin 
who I know is very much focused on 
what this budget does and every budget 
does for the people he represents, ev-
eryday Americans in his district. So 
I’m proud to yield to my distinguished 
colleague from Wisconsin (Mr. KAGEN). 

Mr. KAGEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
Mr. YARMUTH from the great State of 
Kentucky. And I thought what I would 
do is I’d share with you some of my 
feelings about how things are going 
here in Washington. 

We were presented with Bush’s pro-
posal, which, medically speaking, is 
dead on arrival. It just doesn’t face up 
to and it doesn’t really reflect our tra-
ditional American values of putting 
people before things. People ought to 
come first. 

I am very much opposed to the Presi-
dent’s budget which seeks to really de-
stroy Medicare and take away Med-
icaid, which is the health care access 
for those of us who are in the greatest 
need. And so I think we have to take a 
look at the numbers. When the Presi-
dent suggested $497 billion cut from 
Medicare, nearly $100 billion cut from 
Medicaid, how are these people going 
to get the essential medical care that 
they need? 

I look at it, in the big picture, as this 
way: We’ve been elected to change the 
direction of the country and to do four 
essential things: First, defend America. 
We have to enact, as we did, the 9/11 
recommendations. We have to begin to 
move our troops away from Iraq and 
back after our real enemies, Osama bin 
Laden and his followers. And they 
weren’t in Iraq when we went there; 
they were in Afghanistan. But we can-
not remain in a hundred-year war and 
continue to borrow money from China 
and spend it in the sands of Iraq. 

Everywhere I go in Wisconsin, my 
good friend, people are telling me, 
Look, you have got our hard-earned 
tax dollars. Spend it here at home. 
Build our roads. Build our bridges. Re-
build America. Let’s not rebuild an-
other country. Let’s rebuild our own 
lands. This budget does not reflect our 
values. It doesn’t protect anyone ex-
cept corporate greed and those at the 
very top of the ladder. It doesn’t do 
what we should be doing: educating our 
children, caring for our veterans. 

The Democratic budget seeks to put 
in over $3 billion above what we did 
last year because we have 330,000-plus 
soldiers coming back from Iraq and Af-
ghanistan. 
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And they need help now more than 
ever, not just before and during their 
service in harm’s way, but when they 
come home with PTSD and other inju-
ries that you may not see that are 
mental, and also those physical inju-
ries. We have to have a budget that 
makes sense not just for us here, but 
also for people at home. 

I have here a chart that shows you 
the change in real median, which is 
like your average household income, by 
Presidential term. If you look over 
here right by the right, this is some-
thing people in Wisconsin understand 
straight away. We are not better off 
today than we were before President 
Bush took office. And this Republican 
policy of borrow and spend and borrow 
and spend has put us in the drink. 

There is a difference between Repub-
licans and Democrats. Right now, the 
difference is about $33 trillion of debt 
on an accrual basis. When President 
Bush took office, we had a debt of 
about $20 trillion on an accrual basis. 
We are now up to $53 trillion of debt. 
We have obligations we have to meet to 
those people that we serve and rep-
resent. 

During the Clinton Presidency, there 
was an increase of $6,100 of median 
household income; with Bush I, a de-
cline of $1,000. So we have to return 
and get back to the basics of balancing 
our budget, and most importantly, bal-
ancing our trade as well. We cannot 
continue to have a negative trade def-
icit with our partners overseas and 
have any kind of economy left at all. 

This budget does not make sense. I 
thought I would go through with you, 
since you are from Kentucky, some of 
the things that might be happening if 
we followed President Bush’s and the 
Republicans’ budget. Homeland secu-
rity grants. In the State of Kentucky, 
well, you would lose $7 million. In Wis-
consin, $9 million. Homeland security 
grants are important sources of rev-
enue for small governments and cities 
and towns to help defend America on 
the local level. 

Assistance to firefighter grants, the 
AFG grants, puts valuable equipment 

into volunteer fire departments across 
the country, giving them communica-
tion gear so we can communicate dur-
ing an emergency. Well, in Kentucky, 
oh, my poor friend, you’re not even on 
the list. Let’s go to Wisconsin. We’re 
losing $13 million. And Kentucky, $12.5 
million with the President’s budget. 

What about the Clean Water State 
Revolving Fund? This is an essential 
source of revenue for guaranteeing that 
we have infrastructure that makes 
sense, that functions as it should, 
wastewater treatment plants and the 
like. In Wisconsin, under President 
Bush’s budget, we would lose $4 mil-
lion. In Kentucky, you would lose al-
most $2 million. It goes on and on. 

Community Development Block 
Grants, Dislocated Worker programs. 
These are people-oriented programs 
that need to have financing to make 
sure that people have a safety net that 
they can count on. 

If you want it in general terms, you 
used the analogy about a sale, you 
know, 2 days only, or should we say, 
‘‘to the rich only.’’ That sale, that tax 
break, that has to end because other-
wise we’re passing the buck. We’re 
passing our debt on not to our genera-
tion, but to our children and our grand-
children because sooner or later these 
debts must be paid. 

We’re seeing it now with the decline 
of the dollar. The decline of the dollar 
has caused what? The oil hasn’t 
changed for 1 million years, but its 
value has gone up because our pur-
chasing power for the dollar has gone 
down. The gold hasn’t changed, but it 
now might take $1,000 someday soon, 
real soon, to get 1 ounce of gold. So 
your purchasing power of the dollar 
has declined. Interest rates are going 
down, making your investments, if you 
saved any money at all and you’re on 
fixed income, it’s much harder for you 
now to make it through the week. 

As we look at the budgeting process 
here in Washington, the essential dif-
ference is there are debt lovers and 
debt haters. We want to pay our bills. 
We want to be fiscally responsible and 
socially progressive to guarantee that 
people are more important than things 
and people are more important than 
corporations. 

And I yield back. 
Mr. YARMUTH. I thank my distin-

guished colleague. 
He raises an important point because 

there are two different types of expend-
itures that we make in this Congress 
and that everyone makes. You can 
spend money that basically goes down 
the drain and never yields any kind of 
positive return, or you can invest 
money that pays back in manifold 
times over the years. 

I know that I call my colleague Mr. 
KAGEN; in fact, he is a physician. I 
should say Dr. KAGEN. I raise that be-
cause one of the things that the Presi-
dent’s budget did, it would do if we 
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were to enact it, which of course we 
won’t, but is to cut funding for the Na-
tional Institutes of Health. It seems to 
me that we’re facing, as a country, this 
enormous exposure financially over the 
next several generations because of 
health care costs. We can try to tax 
our way out of it, raise more money to 
pay for it; we can try to use cost con-
tainment measures, which probably are 
not going to be that effective because 
every time you try to cut down on 
what you spend for health care, you re-
duce access to it; or we can invest 
money now in the type of research that 
will cure the very diseases that are 
going to cost us the most down the 
road. So if we spent $20 billion and 
we’re able to cure cancer within the 
next 5 years, that would save us tril-
lions of dollars long term as a society. 
The same with diabetes, the same with 
almost every disease we can mention. 
Yet the President’s budget reduces 
funding on an inflation basis from the 
last year’s budget. This is the type of 
thing where we should be investing 
more money because down the road 
these will pay off, not necessarily for 
us, in fact, but for our children and fu-
ture generations. 

It’s the same way with energy and 
it’s the same way with infrastructure. 
These are the types of investments and 
expenditures which this budget, the 
Democratic budget, emphasizes. This is 
our focus. And this is the type of ex-
penditure that the President’s budget 
ignores. And that represents a very 
fundamental difference in our ap-
proaches. 

Clearly, we have one big elephant in 
the room. I don’t say that in partisan 
terms. I will use gorilla. We have one 
big object in the room, and that is our 
expenditure in Iraq. If we continue to 
spend $150, $170, $200 billion a year in 
Iraq, that is money that doesn’t rep-
resent an investment. It represents 
money being flushed down the drain. 
That’s something that we have a seri-
ous policy dispute with and that’s a 
very controversial subject around the 
country, but it’s the type of expendi-
ture that is keeping us from doing the 
type of investment that will yield re-
turns down the road. 

I’m very happy that my colleague 
mentioned infrastructure and invest-
ment because that is where we’re going 
to have to focus our activity, our at-
tention. Because unless we do that, we 
are destined for the same type of bor-
row-and-spend society and economy as 
opposed to an invest-and-reap-the-re-
ward society that we can have other-
wise. 

We have a fundamental debate with 
our colleagues from across the aisle 
and with the administration in the 
White House and we’re going to have to 
continue to fight this until we can con-
vince the American people that the 
long-term approach, investing in peo-
ple and infrastructure and research, 

are the answers to our long-range prob-
lems. And the Republican budget, the 
President’s budget, is something that 
takes us in the wrong direction. 

With that, I would ask my colleague 
to respond to or react to those com-
ments. 

Mr. KAGEN. I couldn’t agree with 
you more, and I appreciate your yield-
ing. 

Think about it. I’ll ask it rhetori-
cally: Can you name one thing that 
President Bush has done to help us be-
come an energy independent Nation? 
Just one thing. I can’t think of a thing 
that he has done. There is so much that 
we could be doing to become energy 
independent. 

But let’s look at taxes just for a 
minute. I can lower your taxes by in-
vesting in people, by having healthier 
children who will have healthier lives. 
They will get a better education if we 
educate them and invest in education. 
I can lower your taxes. I can lower the 
taxes of every city, every county and 
every State in this country if we would 
invest in a health care system that 
makes sense, that’s affordable, and 
guarantees access to affordable care for 
everyone, especially our children on 
whose future we all depend. We can 
lower our taxes by having healthy sen-
ior citizens who walk straight, who 
don’t need canes, who actually have ac-
cess to the essential services that they 
require. 

We have to invest in people, their 
education, their health care, and espe-
cially our veterans. And it’s going to 
cost more and more and more the 
longer we remain in a religious civil 
war in Iraq. We’re spending $12 billion 
of our tax money that we have to pay 
back sometime. Now 80 cents on the 
dollar that we’re borrowing from for-
eign countries, 80 cents on the dollar 
we’re taking from foreign countries 
right now. So who owns America? Who 
are we? And in which direction are we 
going to turn? We have become a debt-
or country. 

Let’s take a look at some of the num-
bers that are a bit frightening. I’m 
going to scare you for a reason. This is 
the way it is: 2.8 million homes are 
going to go through foreclosure in a 
short time through the subprime mort-
gage crisis. But the number at the end 
of the day, when this recession is done 
in 2011 or 2012, may be 20 million 
homes. Now if you have three people 
per home, that’s 60 million American 
citizens. Sixty million people might 
have to lose their home. If I came up to 
you and said, hey, you know, 20 percent 
of the population in Cuba is homeless, 
you would say, well, yeah, it’s a Third 
World country. We’re already getting 
there. 

Now 10 years ago, in conversations 
with my physician colleagues, we 
would have an agreement that we were 
doing fine in America so long as the 
value of the dollar was upheld and so 

long as Arabians took our dollar in 
payment for their oil. Well, last year, 
the Japanese started buying their oil 
and paying in the yen. Germany is now 
paying in the euro because they get 
more for their money. So our dollar 
has been devalued because of these 
failed and losing economic policies 
that we’re now underneath because of 
President Bush. 

We must turn a page. We must come 
back to the basics of being fiscally re-
sponsible and paying as we go as we’ve 
done in this House in the 110th Con-
gress. 

Now if we don’t invest in our chil-
dren’s education, where are we going to 
get? We’re getting nowhere. If we don’t 
invest in our children’s health care 
early on, we’ll never be able to afford 
their expensive care later on. Remem-
ber the old tire commercial, ‘‘You can 
pay me now or you can pay me later’’? 
That’s true in the health care field as 
well. 

I feel very strongly that we have to 
take on all of these issues. We have to 
have a fiscally responsible budget. And 
the very first thing we have to address 
is our skyrocketing, impossible costs 
for health care, which are a drag on 
every small business I get to meet 
with. I don’t care if you’re in farming 
or if you’re a shoe salesman or if you’re 
a small manufacturer, the number one 
cost you have of running your overhead 
is your health expense for your em-
ployees, if you’re fortunate enough to 
have the money to pay for it. 

Today, the average cost for a family 
of four is $14,000 for health insurance, 
on average. If you’re making $50,000 an-
nually, how can you afford to give 
$14,000 to the insurance industry? You 
can’t afford it. That’s why we have 47 
million United States citizens with no 
health care coverage at all. I think we 
have to become fiscally responsible. 
This Congress will do it. 

I yield back. 
Mr. YARMUTH. Thank you. This is 

kind of a tangent, but it’s important to 
mention because we hear from the 
other side so many times, I think from 
the Presidential candidate as well as so 
many Members, that the answer to the 
health care crisis is to give families a 
$5,000 or so tax credit so they can pay 
for their health insurance. You’ve 
framed the issue extremely well; how 
many families of moderate income can 
afford to pay? The $5,000 tax credit 
doesn’t mean anything when their 
health insurance is costing them 
$14,000 a year. First of all, they don’t 
have the money to spend, so they prob-
ably are not paying a lot of tax to 
begin with. A tax credit is kind of a 
myth. It’s just something that maybe 
sounds good, but in the real world 
doesn’t work. 

But you also mentioned a very im-
portant element to this, and that’s the 
issue of education. The President and 
the Republicans have continued to 
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underfund education in this country at 
almost negligent amounts for a number 
of years now. 

We just had a press conference a few 
weeks ago in my district because we 
were able to get enough money, a Fed-
eral grant to provide scholarships for 
500 citizens of my district that would 
enable them to get an associate’s de-
gree. We calculated the amount of in-
creased earning capacity based on that 
$1 million worth of scholarships and it 
ended up being $13 million worth of in-
creased revenue earning capacity based 
on a $1 million investment. Because if 
you take somebody from a high school 
degree and you give him or her an asso-
ciate’s degree, all of a sudden their in-
come potential increases by 50 to 100 
percent. You’re talking about over a 
lifetime of earning capacity, $250,000 to 
$300,000 just for that small investment. 

These are the types of decisions that 
we have to make, that we’re called on 
to make in these budgeting processes. 
And I think that represents the real 
distinction between our party and the 
party that has controlled this House up 
until 2007. They want to spend money 
in very different ways. We want to in-
vest tax dollars to improve the lives of 
those people who can really generate 
increased activity in the economy, in-
creased earning. 
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Just on the basis of the question of 
stabilizing Social Security and Medi-
care, if you increase somebody’s salary 
from $25,000 a year to $50,000 a year, 
you’ve doubled their contribution to 
Social Security. You’ve doubled their 
contribution to Medicare. This is the 
way we dig ourselves out of the hole 
that we have been in. It’s to make sure 
that every American is earning a de-
cent living and, therefore, can con-
tribute to these programs. It’s not to 
sit there and say we’re going to con-
tinue to give Warren Buffett and Bill 
Gates and many of the wealthiest 
Americans in this country tax breaks 
and hope that somehow that results in 
a better way of life for every other 
American. 

I think we have seen enough of trick-
le-down economics. They tried to sell 
us that under the Reagan revolution. 
They’ve tried to sell us that under two 
Bush administrations. I think the 
American people finally realized that 
that’s not the answer to our economic 
problems and that’s not the answer to 
our economic future. 

We have seen, and not just in New Or-
leans with Katrina, that when you have 
trickle down, unfortunately, it doesn’t 
lift all boats. It drowns a lot of people. 
And that chart demonstrates, as viv-
idly as it can be demonstrated, what 
has happened in this country under 
trickle-down economics. We have 
drowned those people who are rep-
resented in red. Their boats didn’t 
float. Our position is we want to make 

sure that everybody has the right kind 
of boat so that when the storms come, 
they’re floating with everybody else. 

And I think that is something that 
the American people are catching on 
to. I think that’s why every survey of 
American attitudes, when you ask peo-
ple, Who do you trust more to handle 
the economy, taxes, education, health 
care? they have said, We prefer the 
Democrats by substantial margins 
now. 

That doesn’t mean we’re off the 
hook. That doesn’t mean just because 
people think we have the right answers 
that we don’t have to respond and that 
we don’t have to perform. But I think 
they have recognized that the other an-
swer is empty, and they have said, we 
put our faith in your philosophy. We 
put our stock in you. Now perform for 
us. That’s what we’re trying to do with 
this budget. That’s what we hope to do 
as we move forward into the 111th and 
112th and 113th Congresses. 

I’ll yield to my colleague on that. 
Mr. KAGEN. Thank you for yielding. 

You bring up an interesting point 
about paying taxes. Do you really be-
lieve that people who are going down 
can pay more? It doesn’t make any 
sense at all. Let’s take a look at some 
of the numbers. 

Twenty-five percent of all workers in 
the United States earn less than $8.70 
per hour. One half of all women work-
ing earn less than $8.70 an hour. That’s 
about $18,000 in a year. One-fifth of all 
children in America are living in pov-
erty, which is the highest among the 17 
industrialized nations, and we are the 
only industrialized nation that doesn’t 
have guaranteed access to health care 
for everyone. So who is going to end up 
paying? 

Well, we had dinner tonight. Some-
body has to pay the bill; right? So we 
can’t just get up and turn it over to 
somebody else. Our kids aren’t there. 
Our grandchildren aren’t there. We had 
to come up with the money to pay for 
our bills. But if you don’t have any 
money, and I’m not accusing you, but 
if you don’t have the money, I’m going 
to have to cover you. 

Now, who has benefited from all 
these tax cuts? It’s the people at the 
top of the income scale. It should be no 
surprise who is going to have to pay 
the bills when they come due. It’s not 
going to be people that don’t have any 
money. They’re going to the banks now 
looking for money. 

I was in a diner in Oconto, Wisconsin, 
Northeast Wisconsin, having a bite to 
eat on my way to an event. And I asked 
the guys who were working there that 
are city workers how I could help them 
with an economic stimulus package. 

And they said, Doc, look out the win-
dow. It’s right there. There’s the price 
of gas. If you want to put more money 
in my pocket, cut the cost of gasoline. 

Well, we haven’t done it yet because 
we have got an oil Vice President and 

an oil President. We can’t do it while 
they’re in office. 

The second thing he said was, look, 
the other thing you can do is knock 
down the cost when I go to the phar-
macy to get my medication. I think 
I’m paying too much. 

And let me share with you some re-
ality. In the State of Wisconsin, we 
have a program for senior citizens who 
are in need of assistance in paying for 
their prescription drugs. So if you 
can’t afford your prescription drugs 
and you’re in need and you’re lower in-
come status, you will qualify for senior 
care, and by buying into it with $30 a 
year, you get this kind of a benefit. 
Virginia, for her medications, pays 
over $330 per month at the pharmacy 
for her medications. On senior care it’s 
$89. The same pharmacy, the same pre-
scription drugs, the same drug makers. 
The only difference is the State of Wis-
consin formed a purchasing pool. 

I will give you a second example. The 
Veterans Administration has nego-
tiated steep discounts for a vast num-
ber of very effective and therapeutic 
prescription drugs. And, on average, if 
you’re a veteran getting your prescrip-
tion drugs from the VA, you’re paying 
46 percent less than a Medicare part D 
patient. But, my friend, the veterans 
who fought for this country, for our 
freedom, for the right not just for 
themselves to get a discount, they 
fought for everybody. Don’t you think 
it’s only right but that everybody be 
able to get those same medications at 
that same steep discount? They didn’t 
fight a war—they didn’t defend Amer-
ica—for themselves. They did it for 
every citizen across this land. If the 
VA can use its resources to leverage 
down and purchase prescription drugs 
at a steep discount, shouldn’t everyone 
benefit from that steep discount? 

So we have to begin to think dif-
ferently in America, about us. Not me, 
about all of us. We have to begin to re-
turn to the days when health insurance 
was sold to an entire community. You 
know those letters u-n-i-t-y, unity? We 
have got to put ‘‘unity’’ back into 
‘‘community.’’ We have to return to 
community-based ratings so we can in-
sure everyone in the community with-
out any discrimination. And when we 
do that, we can leverage down the cost 
of prescription drugs and insurance 
coverage for everyone. So I think this 
is our time when we can begin to have 
a discussion with the American people 
about what’s important to them. 

In Wisconsin paying your bills is just 
the way of life. So is working. Two feet 
of snow, three feet of snow, we’re still 
there on time. So from our Wisconsin 
point of view, and I am certain it’s true 
in Kentucky as well, people want to 
pay their bills. But what’s happening 
today in households across my district 
is people are running faster to stand 
still. They are working harder to make 
a little bit more. But their energy 
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costs for their gasoline, for the diesel; 
for the farmers, for their fertilizers, 
their feed, for their cows, the energy 
cost is escalating. That’s called infla-
tion. And on top of that, they can’t buy 
as much with their hard-earned dollar. 
So what good does it do if you’re milk-
ing cows and you’re getting $20 per 
hundred weight and your overhead is 
eating it up? The margin, your profit, 
is almost the same as when it was $12 
per hundred. 

So we have to begin to change our 
Federal policies, and our budget must 
reflect not just our Nation’s values but 
our true American traditional family 
values of pay-as-you-go. 

Now, when I was just 12 years old, my 
grandmother from Poland taught me, 
Steve, if you see something you like 
and you’ve got the money, go ahead 
and buy it. If you see something you 
like and you don’t have the money, 
don’t buy it. And that’s all you need to 
know about money. 

We have to take that idea here in 
Washington as well and say, look, 
there are things we must do. We must 
defend our country. We must grow our 
economy, expand the middle class. At 
the same time, we have to protect our 
planet from global climate change and 
global warming. All of these are very 
complex issues, but it begins with 
money. 

Now, my friend, I look at money as a 
problem solver. If you’ve got money in 
your pocket, you can solve some prob-
lems. And this government has built up 
such debts that we are now getting 
handcuffs on us, monetary handcuffs. 
Our debt load is so heavy, we are hav-
ing more and more restrictions on 
what problems we can solve. So I think 
we have to get our financial House of 
Representatives in order, not just our 
congressional House but our financial 
house. 

Mr. YARMUTH. I thank my col-
league. And as we wind down, I want to 
do two things. One is to thank him for 
dinner, because that was very nice of 
him to be willing to stand in for me, 
not that I couldn’t have paid, but he 
was generous enough to treat tonight; 
and, secondly, to talk about the con-
cept of unity and community. 

And on the dais to my colleague’s 
right, there are several terms inscribed 
in that dais, but on my far left the 
term ‘‘union’’ is inscribed. And that’s 
really what I think we have lost track 
of and lost awareness of in this coun-
try, that we are part of something that 
is very special. But it is a union. It’s 
not 300 million individuals out on their 
own. 

And we had an interesting hearing 
the other day in the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform, 
and basically the subject was on the 
subprime mortgage crisis, but it was 
also related to CEOs’ salaries. And I’m 
not sure it was quite a good idea to 
combine the two, although they do pro-

vide kind of a stark contrast in which 
many of these companies, namely, 
Countrywide, had lost lots of money, 
and yet the CEO had left the company 
and was still making millions of dol-
lars, $37 million he left the company 
with. 

But we also had the former chairman 
of Citigroup, the CEO of Time Warner, 
the former CEO of Merrill Lynch; so we 
had some of the giants of American in-
dustry there. And the topic of discus-
sion kept alternating between the 
subprime mortgage crisis and also the 
question of CEOs’ salaries. And it oc-
curred to me, as we went through this 
discussion, that many of these CEOs 
make tens of millions of dollars a year 
in compensation, much of it related to 
stock options that they are given, so 
their compensation ultimately is re-
lated to their stock price. 

And as the conversation went on, it 
finally came my turn to ask questions. 
And I addressed these giants of Amer-
ican industry, and I said, I can see how 
in a comparative market situation that 
the CEO of Citigroup, which is a $35 bil-
lion company, may be worth $10 mil-
lion a year in salary. I don’t have any 
complaint about that. And even if you 
lose money in a particular year, I mean 
if it hadn’t been for the talents of the 
CEO, you might have lost more money; 
so maybe that was justified. 

But what the American people see is 
CEOs making tens of millions of dol-
lars, at the same time feeling, if not 
knowing explicitly what’s on that 
chart, that their standard of living, 
even though they are working as hard 
as they have ever worked, is not im-
proving. And if they are working for 
one of those companies at a relatively 
average position, while they are work-
ing hard, their standard of living is 
staying the same and the CEO’s salary 
is increasing. 

And we all know the data about the 
disparity between CEOs’ salaries and 
their employees’ salaries. It’s gone 
from an average of 30 times in the 
early 1970s to now 400 or 500 times. And 
it doesn’t matter whether you lose 
money; they still make these huge sal-
aries. And I asked them, When you 
have these meetings in your compensa-
tion committees and you’re deciding 
and discussing the salaries of your CEO 
and your upper management, is there 
ever a conversation or have you ever 
heard of a conversation that related to 
how you might improve the lives of 
your employees, how you might sta-
bilize the communities where your 
businesses are, how you might help to 
make this country a better place, or is 
all the conversation related to how you 
get the stock price up? 

And the retired chairman of 
Citigroup said, very candidly and hon-
estly, No, we only talk about share 
price. I said, That’s a very unfortunate 
disconnect between what I think we all 
think is the objective, the ambition of 

this country, this Union, which is to 
make life better for everybody, to cre-
ate jobs, to have everybody realize the 
American Dream, and yet our largest 
corporate citizens are only thinking 
about how they raise their stock price. 

And I wonder, and I hope to be able 
to pursue this conversation with other 
CEOs of big corporations as I serve my 
terms in Congress, Do you ever talk 
about raising your standard of living of 
your employees? How do we get their 
wages up? How do we improve their 
benefits? How do we improve their 
health care situation? How do we sta-
bilize that community and what can we 
do? And I know there are companies 
out there who are great corporate citi-
zens. I have some in my own district 
who do that. 

b 2215 

But if you don’t have the corporate 
mentality that thinks about the same 
goals that the American people have, 
then we have a problem in this coun-
try. And I am not exactly sure how to 
go about it. But I know that the poli-
cies that are represented by our col-
leagues on the Republican side and by 
this been White House have been ones 
that say, we’re going to do everything 
we can to facility that strategy of let-
ting those companies do whatever they 
need to do to jack their stock prices 
up, and meanwhile we hope that it 
helps everybody else. 

And I think that our budget says 
that we are not going to rely on just an 
abstract hope. We are going to take 
steps to invest in the American people, 
to put money in education, to put 
money in health care and to put money 
in infrastructure that will allow those 
people to make sure they improve their 
own standard of living. 

So, we are going to have this debate 
for a long time. We will have it in this 
particular context in this budget de-
bate, but as we go forward in this Con-
gress, and in future Congresses. And I 
look forward to it because I think that 
the American people want us to do ev-
erything we can to help them realize 
their individual ambitions, and, again, 
to make ourselves a better Union. 

So with that, I would just like to ask 
my colleague if he has any closing re-
marks, and then we will let everyone 
go home. 

Mr. KAGEN. I appreciate your com-
ments. And I have learned a great deal 
just working with you here in Con-
gress. And I appreciate your sacrifice 
of leaving your business and your life 
in Kentucky to work here in Wash-
ington even as you live back in Ken-
tucky, as I work here in Washington 
and live in Wisconsin. 

I will just remind you what we both 
agree on. We need to have not just a 
budget policy, but a tax policy that re-
wards work more so than wealth. Be-
cause what you see with this graph is 
that the people that are being rewarded 
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are the wealthy who are not nec-
essarily working as hard as people. 

Now whose side are we on? We do not 
sit in a boardroom. We are standing on 
the workplace floor. We understand the 
pain and feel the stress that ordinary 
Americans are going through and fami-
lies are making it just a tough time 
every single day. The policies that we 
are putting forward have to be people 
first, and our budget must not only be 
balanced, but we have to balance the 
other deficits that we face. We have a 
budget deficit, and we have a savings 
deficit. We have to become, once again, 
a Nation that saves money and not just 
spends money. We have to lead the way 
here in Congress. 

And I look forward to working with 
you in the years to come and certainly 
in the next several weeks as we pass a 
budget here. 

Mr. YARMUTH. I thank my col-
league. And as I close, I just what to 
repeat what I have said to many peo-
ple, and that is that it is such a great 
honor to be in this wonderful group of 
people, men and women, elected in 2006, 
because most of us came to Congress 
well past the age of 50. We came be-
cause we had done what we wanted to 
do in our professional lives or our busi-
ness careers, and we said we wanted to 
make a difference. 

We weren’t here because we expected 
to spend 25 or 30 years in Congress. We 
didn’t want to be professional politi-
cians. We came because we wanted to 
see what we could do to change the di-
rection of the country. And nobody is a 
better example of that than my col-
league from Wisconsin, and I thank 
him for joining me tonight. I look for-
ward to further discussions as we move 
forward. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab-

sence was granted to: 
Mr. MITCHELL (at the request of Mr. 

HOYER) for March 10 and 11 on account 
of family obligations. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska (at the request 
of Mr. BOEHNER) for today and the bal-
ance of the week on account of family 
illness. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

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

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

Mr. PENCE, for 5 minutes, today, 
March 13 and 14. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania, for 5 
minutes, today and March 13. 

Mr. BONNER, for 5 minutes, March 13. 
Mr. DENT, for 5 minutes, March 13. 
Mr. PAUL, for 5 minutes, today and 

March 13. 

Mr. BURGESS, for 5 minutes, March 
13. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. YARMUTH. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 10 o’clock and 18 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, March 13, 2008, at 10:30 a.m. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

5689. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — 1-Propanesulfonic acid, 2- 
methyl-2-[(1-oxo-2-propenyl)amino]—, mono-
sodium salt, polymer with ethenol and eth-
enyl acetate; Exemption from the Require-
ment of a Tolerance [EPA-HQ-OPP-2007-0223; 
FRL-8344-7] received February 15, 2008, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. 

5690. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Methoxyfenozide; Pesticide 
Tolerance and Time-Limited Pesticide Tol-
erances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2007-0495; FRL-8352-2] 
received February 28, 2008, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture. 

5691. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Acetic acid, [5-chloro-8- 
quinolinyl) oxy]—, 1-methylhexyl ester 
(Cloquintocet-mexyl); Pesticide Tolerance 
[EPA-HQ-OPP-2007-0555; FRL-8350-8] received 
February 28, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

5692. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Formetanate Hydro-
chloride; Pesticide Tolerances for Emer-
gency Exemptions [EPA-HQ-OPP-2006-0916; 
FRL-8343-6] received February 15, 2008, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. 

5693. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Mesotrione; Pesticide Tol-
erance [EPA-HQ-OPP-2007-0030; FRL-8349-7] 
received February 15, 2008, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture. 

5694. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Vitamin E, d-alpha 
tocopheryl, dl-alpha tocopherol acetate, and 
dl-alpha tocopheryl acetate; Inert Ingredi-
ents; Exemption from the Requirement of a 
Tolerance [EPA-HQ-OPP-2005-0306; FRL-8347- 
8] received February 15, 2008, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture. 

5695. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Carfentrazone-ethyl; Pes-

ticide Tolerance [EPA-HQ-OPP-2007-0193; 
FRL-8349-4] received February 15, 2008, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. 

5696. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Revisions to the California 
State Implementation Plan, South Coast Air 
Quality Management District [EPA-R09- 
OAR-2007-0621; FRL-8530-7] received February 
28, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

5697. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Ohio 
[EPA-R05-OAR-2006-0879; FRL-8533-8] re-
ceived February 28, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

5698. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Implementation Plans; State of Iowa 
[EPA-R07-OAR-2007-1180; FRL-8535-9] re-
ceived February 28, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

5699. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Indi-
ana; VOC Emissions from Fuel Grade Eth-
anol Production Operations [EPA-R05-OAR- 
2007-0293; FRL-8529-8] received February 15, 
2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

5700. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Penn-
sylvania; Redesignation of 8-Hour Ozone 
Nonattainment Areas to Attainment and Ap-
proval of the Areas’ Maintenance Plans and 
2002 Base-Year Inventories; Correction [EPA- 
R03-OAR-2007-0324; EPA-R03-OAR-2007-0476; 
EPA-R03-OAR-2007-0344; FRL-8536-6] received 
February 28, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

5701. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Penn-
sylvania; Redesignation of the Allentown- 
Bethlehem-Easton 8-Hour Ozone Nonattain-
ment Area to Attainment and Approval of 
the Area’s Maintenance Plan and 2002 Base 
Year Inventory [EPA-R03-OAR-2007-0606; 
FRL-8536-5] received February 28, 2008, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

5702. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Penn-
sylvania; VOC and Nox RACT Determination 
for Merck and Co., Inc. [EPA-R09-OAR-2007- 
0534; FRL-8536-4] received February 28, 2008, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

5703. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Defense, transmitting the report on 
Measuring Stability and Security in Iraq 
pursuant to Section 9010 of the Department 
of Defense Appropriations Act, 2006, Pub. L. 
109-289, as amended by Section 1308 of Pub. L. 
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