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financial reform talks about executive 
compensation. It discourages execu-
tives who take excessive risks at the 
expense of their companies, of their 
shareholders, of their employees, and 
ultimately, of the American taxpayers. 

For the first time ever, shareholders 
of publicly traded companies will have 
an annual, nonbinding say-on-pay vote 
on compensation packages and on gold-
en parachutes for top executives. If you 
look at the history of Merrill Lynch, 
this is a company that basically ca-
reened into the ground and ended up 
being in such a financial state of af-
fairs that it was either going to go 
under or it was going to be bought. It 
ended up being bought by Bank of 
America, but the CEO who was guiding 
that company ended up leaving with 
$150 million of compensation. This is 
not only an affront to the hardworking 
American people, but it also sets up 
perverse incentives, the wrong incen-
tives, for people who are at the head of 
these firms so that they can’t make 
good decisions and do the right thing 
by American companies. 

The bill also requires financial firms 
with at least $1 billion in assets to dis-
close to Federal regulators any incen-
tive-based compensation structures. 
Federal regulators will then be author-
ized to ban any inappropriate or risky 
compensation practices that pose a 
threat to the financial system and to 
the broader economy. The legislation 
also comes in response to a broad con-
sensus among many leading financial 
experts, including Paul Volcker and 
others, who believe that compensation 
structures played a role in the finan-
cial crisis of last year. 

I also want to talk about investor 
safeguards. One of the things that fi-
nancial reform will bring forward are 
safeguards for people who invest. Now, 
some people might say, you know, I 
don’t trade stocks, but if you have a 
401(k) or if you have a pension, you ac-
tually do so indirectly. As a matter of 
fact, recent events, such as the massive 
$65 billion—with a ‘‘b’’—Madoff Ponzi 
scheme and the $8 billion Stanford fi-
nancial investment fraud, highlight the 
need for comprehensive reforms of the 
regulatory system that failed so many 
investors. 

To better safeguard investors in the 
future, the bill will enhance the SEC’s 
enforcement powers and funding by 
doubling its authorized funding over 5 
years. That means it is going to have 
more people to do the job—more polic-
ing, more cops on the beat. This will 
enable the SEC to obtain the tools 
needed to better protect investors and 
police today’s markets. 

The financial reform bill will also 
create a whistleblower bounty program 
with incentives to identify wrongdoing 
in our securities markets and with re-
wards for individuals whose tips lead to 
successful enforcement actions. With a 
bounty program, we will effectively 

have more cops on the beat for security 
regulation. The failure to detect the 
Madoff and the Stanford financial 
frauds demonstrate deep deficiencies in 
our existing securities regulatory 
structure. The bill also calls for an 
independent, comprehensive study of 
the entire securities industry to iden-
tify reforms and to force the SEC and 
other entities to improve investor pro-
tection. 

The Madoff fraud also revealed that 
the public company accounting over-
sight board lacked the powers it needed 
to examine the auditors of brokers and 
dealers. In addition, it exposed the 
fault of the Security Investor Protec-
tion Act, SIPA, and the law that re-
turns money to customers of insolvent, 
fraudulent broker-dealers. The bill 
closes these loopholes, and it fixes 
these shortcomings. So investor pro-
tection is an important part of finan-
cial regulatory reform—reforming Wall 
Street. 

So whether we’re dealing with too 
big to fail, whether we’re dealing with 
exploitive and abusive predatory lend-
ing practices, whether we’re addressing 
issues with regard to investors or 
whether we’re addressing other mar-
kets and consumer protection in gen-
eral, this financial reform bill is impor-
tant. It is important for people to 
know what good it is going to do them 
and the difficulties that it will present 
in the future for people who want to 
keep the status quo. 

As for the people who want to keep 
the status quo, we have already talked 
about them. There are massive 
amounts of money being spent to stop 
regulatory reform. What we need is 
real reform, consumer protection and 
financial stability. We need a dissolu-
tion authority for too-big-to-fail 
banks. We need executive compensa-
tion reform, say-on-pay. We need inves-
tor protections, and we need something 
called ‘‘regulation of derivatives.’’ 

Now, when AIG first hit the news, a 
lot of people were asking, What is a 
‘‘derivative’’? AIG, American Insurance 
Group, is a huge insurance company. A 
unit of this huge insurance company 
actually was issuing these derivatives 
known as credit default swaps. In sim-
ple language, a ‘‘credit default swap’’ is 
like insurance. It’s not insurance, but 
it’s kind of like it. What it means is 
that you can buy it as sort of like an 
insurance policy if the value of interest 
you expected to receive or the value of 
the bond is not coming back to you in 
the way that you thought. So you 
could buy credit default swaps. If the 
value of this mortgage-backed security 
drops, then I am going to collect on an 
insurance policy that can cover me if 
this happens. 

The only problem is that I say it’s 
like insurance, but it’s not. If it were 
insurance, you would have an insur-
ance regulator who would require that 
the company would have to have 

enough capital in its books to cover 
losses and claims based on losses. 

b 1715 

But in this particular situation, that 
kind of reform was not in place. That 
kind of regulatory control was not in 
place. So when mortgage-backed secu-
rities began to decline and people who 
bought credit default swaps to hedge 
the risk against them, those people 
came to make claims, and AIG did not 
have the money to meet those obliga-
tions, which then put the United States 
taxpayer on the hook, and now we own 
essentially AIG as well. 

This is not a good thing. The market 
is not supposed to operate like that. 
And derivative reform is an important 
part of what we need. Derivatives are 
an important financial instrument. 
They will be traded on an open market; 
and whenever they are not or are not 
amenable to be traded on an open ex-
change, they will be required to be re-
ported to the authorities so that there 
is some transparency and some real in-
formation about what is going on in 
the derivatives market. 

f 

THE FINANCIAL BAILOUT BILL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority 
leader. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Madam Speaker, it 
has been an interesting week. It’s been 
an interesting time. And there are 
things that we agree on between our 
parties. 

I heard my friends across the aisle 
talking about we need to have an audit 
of the Federal Reserve, and that is cer-
tainly something that I agree with and 
everybody on my side I know agrees 
with. We ought to have an audit of the 
Federal Reserve. As Newt Gingrich has 
said repeatedly, if transparency is good 
enough for the CIA, it ought to be good 
enough for the Federal Reserve. We 
need to know what they are commit-
ting us to. We need to know what 
they’re doing, how much trouble are 
they getting us in. Those are things 
that need to be known. So I am de-
lighted to hear my friends across the 
aisle join us in our cry for an audit of 
the Federal Reserve. 

The difference between friends on 
this side and friends across the aisle is 
that my friends across the aisle have 
the numbers, they have the power to 
get an audit done of the Federal Re-
serve. There are a number of things 
that can be done when you control the 
House and the Senate and the White 
House. And even if the White House 
doesn’t agree, which they very well 
may not because of all the shenanigans 
that have been going on in the finan-
cial realm, the Congress still controls 
the purse strings. And there are things 
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that can be done in this House and 
down the hall in the Senate that would 
bring this to a head and would have the 
Federal Reserve crying uncle, uncle, 
all right, we will go ahead and allow 
the audit. It ought to be done. Enough 
of the shenanigans, blaming one side or 
the other. 

Well, the majority party has such a 
massive majority, it’s a real easy thing 
to get done, and I would be delighted if 
we had colleagues across the aisle that 
would come together with us on this 
side and require that audit of the Fed-
eral Reserve so we would know what 
has actually been going on so we could 
set some goals and go about fixing this 
economy, fixing this broken financial 
system so we could get it back on a 
road that makes some sense. 

Now, I have heard my friends across 
the aisle talking down here today and 
as well yesterday evening about the fi-
nancial bailout, and I was rather dis-
appointed. I know some, like my friend 
MARCY KAPTUR, have been adamant 
about the problems going on in the fi-
nancial system going back to the fall 
of 2008. And she and I, there are many 
things we don’t agree on, but we are 
both for complete transparency—she 
has been there all along—and demand-
ing full responsibility and account-
ability in the financial sector. And I 
have been so pleased with things she 
said in the last couple of years on this 
issue since the TARP bailout in Sep-
tember, October of 2008. 

But then hearing other colleagues 
across the aisle talk about Republicans 
are trying to stop financial reform be-
cause Republicans are so closely 
aligned with Wall Street? I mean, that 
theme has been played long and loud 
for years. And the Heritage Foundation 
finally had enough and said let’s see 
what the truth is. So they did some re-
search. And the fact is anybody in 
America can go on Huffington Post or 
look at some of these Web sites where 
you find out who contributed to what, 
and you find out the real truth. And 
the real truth is that Wall Street do-
nates to the Democratic Party and to 
now President Obama about four to one 
over the Republicans. 

Now, you can go to Goldman Sachs 
and find an officer who has made a 
maximum donation to Senator Obama 
and a maximum donation to Senator 
MCCAIN; but you do a little more re-
search and you check that address and 
you find out, well, gee, the wife and all 
the children, though, made maximum 
donations to Senator Obama and to the 
Democratic Party. And you find out, 
gee, there is a financial link here that 
there have been completely misleading 
statements about for years. And the 
truth is now in black and white. Let’s 
forget the misleading statements about 
who is in bed with whom and just fol-
low the money, and that’s all you have 
to do. And you find out in some cases 
some of the Wall Street firms, it may 

be three to one, some it may be five to 
one, but average about four to one do-
nations from Wall Street firms to the 
Democratic candidates, including Sen-
ator Obama, now President Obama. 

So once you know that is the rela-
tionship that exists financially and has 
for years, then it causes you to look at 
all this talk about financial reform and 
making these people accountable. 
We’re going to bring them to bear. 
We’re going to make them account for 
all of these things, and we’re going to 
make it so that they can’t do this and 
they can’t do that. But once you know 
that the people that are doing this so- 
called financial reform, what amounts 
to another bailout bill, once you know 
that relationship, then you have to 
look at the bill being proposed more 
carefully. 

Now, I know we have friends that 
come here to the floor and, just like 
they did on the ‘‘crap and trade’’ bill, 
made statements on the floor that this 
bill will not cause one single person to 
lose their jobs, that this is going to be 
a job creation bill. And they got their 
talking points and they dutifully came 
to the floor, and they talked about how 
the crap and trade bill was going to be 
so wonderful and it was going to create 
jobs. 

And I was able to come to this very 
spot on the floor and pull out that bill. 
Of course, we didn’t get that last 300 
pages until—it seems like it was 
around 3 in the morning or so. And 
then actually we did not have a com-
plete bill when that bill passed. Up 
there at the Clerk’s desk, I kept asking 
for a copy of the full bill assimilated, 
and we found out there wasn’t one. It 
was in the process of being assimilated; 
so nobody on this floor could see a 
complete bill assimilated and know 
what all it meant together. And yet 
that got rammed through. 

But just on the original about a 1,000- 
page crap and trade bill, if you went 
back to 900-and-something in the 
pages, I was able to point out there was 
a fund there created in the bill that ob-
viously my colleagues were not aware 
of because I know they wouldn’t come 
down here and intentionally mislead 
people, but whether it was the liberal 
left wing groups that wrote that bill— 
we know that we had a chairman or 
two that said they didn’t know what 
was in the bill even though it was com-
ing through their committee. Some-
body knew. So since it wasn’t the com-
mittee Chair, the Members of Congress 
that were on the committee, since it 
wasn’t Members on the floor because 
they weren’t sure—they were making 
statements about the bill like nobody 
losing their job that obviously wasn’t 
true because there was a fund created 
that would pay people who lost their 
jobs as a result of that bill. 

So whatever liberal left wing group 
or whatever special interest groups 
wrote that bill for the Members of Con-

gress that was rushed in here, so much 
of it, at 3 in the morning when people 
couldn’t read the assimilated bill, who-
ever wrote that bill knew people would 
be losing their jobs as a result of that 
bill, pure and simple. They were losing 
their jobs. 

There was even a fund in there that 
would provide some remuneration for 
people who lost their jobs as a result of 
the bill and had to move to follow the 
job. But, unfortunately, in that bill, 
the crap and trade bill, there was no 
provision to pay for travel to India or 
China or Argentina or the other places 
that those jobs were going to likely be 
going; so they weren’t going to be able 
to follow the bills. The one good thing 
for those who voted for that disastrous 
bill here in the House is that I still feel 
strongly that once people find out what 
all was in that bill that they voted for, 
then they will lose their jobs. Many of 
them will lose their jobs in here as a 
Member of the House as a result of that 
bill. So it looks like the good news for 
those that vote for the bill and lose 
their job as a result of it is that there’s 
a built-in provision that may provide 
them with some compensation and 
travel expense when they lose their job 
as a result of voters finding out what 
all is in that bill. 

But that is the kind of thing we have 
dealt with here, people meaning well, 
getting their talking points, thinking 
they were telling the truth, coming in 
here and passionately proclaiming 
what was put before them, but not 
reading the bill. That is so important. 
So when we apply this cynicism, once 
you know that the people that are 
pushing this bill are the ones that have 
benefited four to one in contributions 
from these very firms that will be so- 
called ‘‘reformed,’’ then you take a 
more skeptical look at what’s in the 
bill and we get to find out a little bit 
more about what is in it, because obvi-
ously some of my friends have not 
looked at it thoroughly enough to 
know what is in it and to know that 
it’s really not the financial reform bill 
that they thought it was. 

It’s more of a financial ‘‘deform’’ bill, 
more of another bailout bill, or I would 
say perhaps we could rename it the 
Goldman Sachs monopoly bill. A friend 
across the aisle had a blowup of some 
of the monopoly pieces. It applies. 
That’s a perfect, perfect display for 
this financial bailout bill because it’s 
going to allow certain firms to have 
monopolies. This bill is going to create 
some monopolies. 

b 1730 

One of the truths about this bill is 
that there are backdoor bailouts. De-
spite the rhetoric, there are backdoor 
bailouts in this financial deform bill, 
or the Goldman Sachs monopoly bill. 
The Dodd bill from the Senate, it codi-
fies these backdoor bailouts that were 
used by the Federal Reserve to pump 
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money into Bear Stearns. It also was 
used by the Federal Reserve to pump 
money into AIG, into Fannie Mae, into 
Freddie Mac. 

And then this thing that troubles me 
so deeply, systemic risk council. It’s in 
the bill, a systemic risk council. I was 
hoping 2 years ago, as we got into the 
TARP business, and some of us actu-
ally read that disastrous bill and could 
see that this was just not something 
that should be done in America, some 
of us hoped, well, since we have seen 
that Secretary Paulson is completely 
sold out to Goldman Sachs, it’s an ef-
fort to bail out the buddies at Goldman 
Sachs, yes, we are bailing out AIG ap-
parently, he wanted to do that, and lo 
and behold billions of dollars turn 
around and go straight from AIG to 
Goldman Sachs. So it did help his 
friends. But some of us had hoped that 
Mr. Bernanke might be the level head 
in all of this. 

But having been in meetings with 
Mr. Bernanke, and having watched him 
closely on television and read so many 
of his comments, it appears that he has 
been caught up as well in this power 
grab, in this lofty ivory tower he has 
been placed in with this incredible 
amount of power without account-
ability. It was Stalin who said, ‘‘With 
power, dizziness.’’ And we have seen 
some of that dizziness in the way these 
financial markets have been handled 
by people at the top. 

But it appears from the things Mr. 
Bernanke has been saying that he has 
bought in hook, line, and sinker into 
this systemic risk business because he 
could get to say, you know what, this 
is who I’m naming a systemic risk. And 
when the Federal Government says 
this firm or this bank, this company is 
too big to fail, that means the Federal 
Government will not let them fail. 
That means they can go in the red and 
run their competition out of business, 
knowing the Federal Government will 
not let them fail, but their competitors 
don’t have that assurance. 

That’s why you might as well call it 
a monopoly bill, because it’s going to 
allow firms to become monopolies. And 
we saw after the TARP firm, boy, Gold-
man Sachs got to be a bank in addition 
to being everything else to all people. 

One of the things that concerned me 
as I read through the TARP bill, when 
I got toward the end where it said that 
it was raising the debt ceiling by $1.3 
trillion, and we knew that it was a $700 
billion bill, well, why would you need 
to raise the debt ceiling $1.3 trillion if 
it is a $700 billion bill? And of course 
we know there was $100 billion added to 
the bill in order to buy enough votes to 
get it to pass. So it’s an $800 billion bill 
and yet it raised the debt ceiling $1.3 
trillion. Well, there’s a half a trillion 
dollars there for some reason that was 
built into that. 

So I went back through and I reread 
the bill, and I kept pleading and beg-

ging with other colleagues, Please, just 
read the bill. You’ll see we don’t do 
this in America. We don’t give one man 
$700 billion and say, go play with it and 
fix this and make us better. We never 
have done that in America since we’ve 
had a Constitution. With that quali-
fication. 

There was a man in American history 
that had that type of power that was 
given by the Continental Congress by a 
bill that was passed December 27, 1776. 
His name was George Washington. This 
was a humble man. This was a man 
who made the statement, ‘‘People un-
used to restraint must be led. They will 
not be drove.’’ And so like in the Battle 
of Trenton or in that 1755 disastrous 
ambush that the British walked into 
and didn’t listen to Washington, who 
was in his early twenties, we have seen 
pictures over and over painted by those 
there that Washington didn’t do as I 
was taught in the Army, that com-
manders are normally supposed to stay 
at the back and command from the 
back and coordinate things. Wash-
ington in some of the worst battles 
knew he needed to be out front so peo-
ple would see him and do the right 
thing. 

There was one soldier after the Bat-
tle of Trenton that wrote home talking 
about how afraid he was with so many 
people dying. He said, ‘‘But when I saw 
bullets flying around that priceless 
head of our great general, encouraging 
us as he went, sir, I thought not of my-
self.’’ Now that was a leader. Not Hank 
Paulson we’re talking about. That’s 
not a leader. We’re talking George 
Washington. 

And when the Continental Congress 
was afraid that the people who had 
signed up for 6 months’ enlistment 
around July 4th, around the time of the 
Declaration of Independence, when 
their enlistment was coming up, they 
got word these guys may not reenlist. 
So they passed a bill basically giving 
Washington the power to make what-
ever contract, pay whatever he needed 
to pay. We didn’t have a Constitution 
yet. But they knew this man and said, 
‘‘You fix it.’’ And they sent a cover let-
ter that in essence was saying that we 
know you well enough to know our lib-
erty is not at risk. And when you have 
no further need of this power, you’ll 
give it back. And he did, like no man 
has ever done before or since in his-
tory. 

But in 1787 we got a Constitution. 
Since that Constitution we have never 
allowed one man to do what Hank 
Paulson and now Tim Geithner are 
being allowed to do, and with 
Bernanke’s assistance. It’s a disaster. 
Systemic risk council. We are going to 
decide who wins and who loses in 
America? And you want us on this side 
of the aisle to vote for this bill? And 
you call it a financial reform bill? It 
isn’t. This is not reforming things. 
This is taking us away from the free 

market principles from which we have 
been running for far too long. 

That TARP bill took us away from it. 
And some of us prayed that we would 
have a chance to get back on track, 
and we have run farther and farther. 
And it gives no comfort when people on 
the other side of the aisle say, well, 
your President started this with a 
TARP bailout. Yes, and it was wrong 
then and it’s become even worse of a 
nightmare. 

Stop already. Return liberty and 
freedom back to people. I’m not talk-
ing about unregulated financial mar-
kets. We have the regulations. Just 
like we have regulations that would 
have allowed the President, the execu-
tive branch, the administration to 
monitor more carefully what was going 
on in the Gulf of Mexico, to monitor 
more carefully what Madoff was doing, 
what Goldman Sachs was doing, how 
the credit default swaps were allowed 
to be insurance without putting money 
in reserve to insure against that insur-
able event out there they were sup-
posed to be taking premiums for. 

This is not a financial reform bill. 
And to stand here on the floor and say 
Republicans are standing in the way of 
this, you betcha. I don’t want a Gold-
man Sachs monopoly bill being passed 
into law and signed into law simply be-
cause they gave four to one more 
money to the Democratic Party than 
they did to the Republicans. I don’t 
care if they gave four to one to Repub-
licans, it is wrong to give them the 
kind of monopoly that they have been 
given through TARP and in the year- 
and-a-half since. It’s got to stop. And 
this bill is not the bill that will do 
that. 

So don’t come to the floor and talk 
about how this is going to reform 
things and create accountability be-
cause it gives unrestricted leeway to 
give any nonbank financial company 
‘‘too big to fail’’ status. What a dis-
aster for this society, for this incred-
ible gift of a country we have been 
given. 

Now we are not blessed in this body 
and in this country because of what we 
ourselves who stand as elected officials 
today have done. We are not blessed be-
cause of what we have done. We have 
been blessed because of the sacrifices of 
the Founders and those over the years 
that worked so hard to make this coun-
try into the greatest Nation that has 
ever existed in the history of mankind. 
And now we have people that are peel-
ing back the very principles that made 
this such an incredible place to get to 
live in. 

Well, let’s look some more at this fi-
nancial bailout bill, financial deform 
bill, whatever you want to call it. 
There is a 100 percent bailout for credi-
tors in this bill. So a failed firm’s 
creditors and counterparties could re-
coup far more of their investment, po-
tentially 100 percent, than they would 
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if they went through a normal bank-
ruptcy proceeding. 

We have seen enough of the corrup-
tion of the bankruptcy system. The 
provision for the bankruptcy system 
was put into the Constitution by those 
people with such incredible foresight. 
Unfortunately, it was into the early 
1800s before they actually passed laws 
creating the bankruptcy courts that al-
lowed people to avoid debtors’ prisons 
like the financial backer of the Revolu-
tion, Mr. Morris. 

But this bill that’s being touted as 
such a great financial reform bill will 
also allow the FDIC to guarantee debt 
obligations of failing Wall Street firms 
without limitation and without con-
gressional approval. You want us to 
vote for a bill that allows debt guaran-
tees for failing Wall Street firms with-
out this body approving of them and 
you call that a financial reform bill? 

Also under this so-called financial re-
form bill, what’s really more of a finan-
cial deform bill, the Secretary of the 
Treasury is authorized to purchase 
debt without any limit. You know, 
Washington gave back the power as 
soon as the Revolution was won. Four 
years later we got the Constitution, 
and we have never allowed this kind of 
insanity since then. 

And yes, Secretary Paulson under a 
Republican President created this mon-
strosity and bailed out his buddies ef-
fectively, but it’s got to stop. It’s got 
to stop. And this bill is just more and 
more and more of the same. 

On May 5, 2010—for people keeping 
track that is yesterday—Freddie Mac 
requested an additional $10.6 billion in 
bailout funds. Between Fannie Mae and 
Freddie Mac, the taxpayers have al-
ready lost $126.9 billion bailing out 
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. And now 
it appears that is just bottomless. It’s 
got to stop. Don’t ask us to come in 
here and pass another further power 
extension to those who are already 
dizzy with too much power and no ac-
countability. It’s got to stop. 

This financial so-called reform bill, 
this Wall Street future bailout bill is a 
disastrous mistake. And, heaven help 
us, we should not pass this bill. We 
have lost enough rights and power to 
Wall Street already. 

So I hope and pray this Day of Na-
tional Prayer that those who have been 
getting the four to one contributions 
over Republicans from Wall Street 
firms will say, sorry, guys on Wall 
Street, we started playing this game 
and saying Republicans are in bed with 
you. Oh, yeah, yesterday one of our 
friends across the aisle said that, gee, 
these Wall Street firms are having 
closed-door meetings with Republicans. 
They may have been. And you can 
imagine what’s being said. They’ve cut 
their deals with the people that they’ve 
been giving four to one to over Repub-
licans. They’ve cut their deal. They 
know they are going to be sitting so 

pretty, they’re going to have monopo-
listic ability like never before in his-
tory. 

b 1745 

So they want to meet privately with 
Republicans and say, Look, you don’t 
have to worry. We’re really getting se-
rious oversight from these Democrats, 
the ones we give four-to-one over Re-
publicans to. We’re really getting seri-
ous oversight here in this bill. We just 
need you to come on board. No telling 
what kind of things they’re telling Re-
publican Senators behind the scenes to 
try to get them on board with this ter-
rible financial deform bill. 

But let me point out something that 
I did find as I went back through and 
tried to figure out, well, where could 
that other $500 billion, between the $800 
billion designated in the TARP bill and 
the amount that the debt limit was 
raised, what loopholes may be in this 
bill? As I went back through it, one of 
the things I found was this provision. 
The all caps title of this little section, 
title 1, section 101(c)(1), Public Law 
110–343. It says: 

The Secretary is authorized to take 
such actions as the Secretary deems 
necessary to carry out the authorities 
in this act, including, without limita-
tion, the following: 

One, the Secretary shall have direct 
hiring authority with respect to the 
appointment of employees to admin-
ister this act; 

Number two, entering into contracts, 
including contracts for services author-
ized by section 3109 of title 5, United 
States Code; 

Number three, designating financial 
institutions as financial agents of the 
Federal Government. Such institutions 
shall perform all reasonable duties re-
lated to this act as financial agents of 
the Federal Government; 

Four, in order to provide the Sec-
retary with the flexibility to manage 
troubled assets in a manner designed to 
minimize cost to taxpayers, estab-
lishing vehicles that are authorized 
subject to supervision by the Secretary 
to purchase, hold, and sell troubled as-
sets, issue obligations; 

Five, issuing such regulations and 
other guidance as may be necessary or 
appropriate to define terms or carry 
out the authority or the purposes of 
this act. 

Holy cow. What a blank check the 
Secretary of the Treasury received. 
When President Obama nominated 
Timothy Geithner to be Secretary of 
the Treasury, even though he signed 
and certified he would pay the taxes 
that were designated 4 years in a row 
and he couldn’t bring himself to actu-
ally pay those, he is in charge. We were 
told at the time, Yes, but he worked so 
closely with Paulson on the bailout 
that he knows what needs to be done 
and he will be able to continue the 
same thing. Some of us said, That’s a 

reason not to confirm the guy. Good 
grief. But he has all this power. 

Well, is it any wonder that the firm 
that donated four-to-one to President 
Obama and his party had the biggest 
profit year in their history last year? 
That’s right. Goldman Sachs, while the 
rest of America has been hurting and 
struggling, trying to get back on its 
feet, Goldman Sachs is on its feet and 
made a bigger profit than ever, which 
brings me back to this. 

So I have been trying to look for 
things to see, well, they had the big-
gest profit year in history. Could that 
be because the Federal Government is 
paying them all this taxpayer money 
to do the things that the Federal Gov-
ernment told America we will do, but 
actually they farmed it out and paying 
no telling how much money to Gold-
man Sachs to do this stuff? 

Well, I did find one contract here— 
this amended and restated investment 
management agreement between the 
Federal Reserve Bank of New York and 
Goldman Sachs Asset Management. 
The first whereas is: Whereas, the Open 
Market Committee has approved the 
purchase by the System Open Market 
Account of Federal National Mortgage 
Association (Fannie Mae), the Federal 
Home Loan Mortgage Corporation 
(Freddie Mac), and Government Na-
tional Mortgage Association (Ginnie 
Mae). So they approved this deal, and 
in the first paragraph it points out that 
this is between the Federal Reserve 
Bank of New York and Goldman Sachs 
Asset Management, LP, designated as 
manager. 

Then you go through and find out 
they’re appointed to manage, super-
vise, direct the investment portion and 
appointed as the Federal Reserve Bank 
of New York’s agent in fact. It’s just 
amazing what all power they’re given 
on behalf of the Federal Reserve Bank 
of New York. It does point out that 
they’re going to get some nice fees 
here. 

It says that this agent here, this 
manager, can hire firms to help them 
carry out their duties. But you have to 
look at attachment C to see who on ex-
hibit C is authorized to act on behalf of 
this manager, Goldman Sachs Manage-
ment, LP. So you flip over and you find 
exhibit C to this agreement. Well, my 
goodness, there’s Goldman Sachs & 
Company is authorized counterparty to 
act on behalf of Goldman Sachs Asset 
Management, LP. Isn’t that wonderful. 
Because they probably know each 
other. Well, doesn’t that work out 
well? 

Those were good investments they 
made in this last election, and yet peo-
ple still continue to come to this floor 
and talk about how Republicans are in 
the pocket of Wall Street, even though 
the Democrats received four-to-one 
over the amount that the Republicans 
got. 

Well, I know there are people in this 
body—it doesn’t matter what kind of 
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contributions they got—they’re going 
to vote what is appropriate under their 
conscience. Unfortunately, we’ve got 
groups on Wall Street that are awfully 
powerful in their persuasiveness and 
convincing people that giving Goldman 
Sachs their biggest profit year in the 
Nation’s history, in their history, is 
the thing that needs to be done. That’s 
the kind of stuff we’re talking about. 
And Republicans are getting blamed 
for this, for trying to stand in the way 
of more monopolies on Wall Street. 

And if you look at the bailout of the 
automotive industry with TARP 
funds—and the truth is, I signed on to 
all those letters where we said we 
never intended for TARP to be used to 
bailout the automotive industry. I 
signed on to those because I agreed 
that was not the intent. The trouble is 
I read the bill, and so I knew that it 
could be used for whatever the Sec-
retary of the Treasury wanted to use it 
for, basically. Incredible power given 
under that bill. And now we’re going to 
follow that up with this new financial 
deform bill, this new bailout bill. 

That’s why you’ve seen Wall Street 
firms sign on to this business of taking 
out the $50 billion bailout fund. That’s 
been done in the last few days. Why 
would the Wall Street firms sign on to 
that? Well, if you look at the bill, you 
find out why. They’ve still got the po-
tential to be named as systemic risk by 
the Systemic Risk Council, Mr. 
Bernanke leading, and get too-big-to- 
fail status. 

And I heard my friends. I couldn’t 
have agreed more when they said we 
have got to stop this business of cre-
ating too big to fail. AIG should have 
been allowed to file bankruptcy. That’s 
what the bankruptcy laws were for. 
They should have been allowed an op-
portunity to reorganize. Goldman 
Sachs should have been given a chance 
to reorganize under the bankruptcy 
laws, not the way they were perverted 
and destroyed and turned upside down 
with regard to the automotive indus-
try, but followed the way they’re sup-
posed to be. 

It didn’t happen with the automotive 
industry, and it didn’t happen on Wall 
Street, as it should have. The firms 
should have been allowed to go through 
and try to reorganize. The pain would 
have been so much more quickly over 
than when we exacerbate it. But for 
folks to come in and say, I want to stop 
this too-big-to-fail business, that’s why 
we’ve got to pass this bill. They’ve got 
to read the bill. It’s in there. It’s still 
going to allow that to be going on. It’s 
got to stop. It’s in the bill. 

So you wonder why you have Repub-
licans standing in the way of the finan-
cial deform bill. Well, take out the 
Systemic Risk Council, take out the 
too-big-to-fail designation, take out 
the bailout for firms without going 
through regular bankruptcy pro-
ceedings. Take that out. The auto-

motive industry should have showed us 
that this is not what you do. You don’t 
turn the law and the Constitution up-
side down. 

People might wonder, Well, how 
could that have happened? You’ve got 
Congress, the executive branch, and 
you’ve got the judiciary. These are sup-
posed to be checks and balances. But it 
didn’t happen. The checks and balances 
didn’t work. So you had an auto task 
force that was appointed by the Presi-
dent. And then the auto task force met 
in secret and refused to come up here 
and tell Congress exactly what was 
going on in those meetings. They said 
later, Well, we didn’t really pick which 
dealerships would go out of business. 
We just told them, basically, how many 
had to go out of business. Why? Why 
was it their job? 

When a firm, a company, an industry 
goes through bankruptcy, an effort at 
reorganization, you have to have a 
plan. And the debtor can propose the 
plan and you can have creditors come 
in and propose plans. You have secured 
creditors that come in and they get 
first choice. That’s the law. That’s the 
law as allowed under the Constitution. 

We had an auto task force that put 
together this plan, and they said, No, 
we’re turning the law upside down. We 
don’t care what the law says. So we’re 
going to take the secured creditors and 
we’re going to give them pennies on 
the dollar for their secured claims, de-
spite the law saying they get first shot, 
and unsecured creditors may get little 
or nothing. They took the unions and 
said, You know what? You’re unsecured 
under the law. You may get little or 
nothing. And we made them like se-
cured creditors, the auto task force 
did, so they own a big hunk of the com-
pany, just like the Federal Government 
does. 

You say, Well, how could that be? 
Well, bankruptcy judges don’t sit for 
life terms. They depend on the good 
graces of others to appoint them so 
they can continue to be bankruptcy 
judges. And many of them aspire to be 
district judges, where they have life-
time appointments. Who makes life-
time appointments of Federal judges? 
The President does. So if you’re a 
bankruptcy and you want to one day be 
a Federal district judge with a lifetime 
appointment and somebody from the 
White House says, Here, sign this. It 
will save you months of hearings, even 
though the law requires them, and it 
does kind of turn the Constitution up-
side down, but just sign here. Things 
will be good for you in the future. Well, 
that remains to be seen. But it sure 
wasn’t good for the country. 

Despite the head of GM going on TV 
and saying, We paid back our loans, 
with interest, ahead of time, I know ev-
erybody else in America who has loans 
would love to have taxpayers loan you 
money and then take taxpayer money 
to repay the loans. But to some of us, 

that doesn’t really feel like a clean 
payback of this little area because we 
still own a big interest. You hadn’t 
paid back the Federal Government for 
all that was put in there to save this 
so-called company. 

b 1800 
Ruth Bader Ginsburg, bless her soul, 

she put a 24-hour hold on one deal and 
it gave some of us hope that, okay, 
Congress completely failed in its duty 
as a check and balance on the abuse of 
power from the executive branch, but 
maybe the judiciary, that third check 
and balance, they’re coming through. 
Thank goodness Justice Ginsburg did 
that. But then, apparently, the Jus-
tices were persuaded that if you extend 
this stay more than 24 hours the deal 
will be gone and this will all go away 
and everybody will lose their job. You 
can’t extend the stay. 

And I’m betting there are Justices 
who are now saying we should never 
have allowed them to talk us into just 
allowing them to turn the law and the 
Constitution upside down just because 
maybe this deal with Fiat might not go 
through. Fiat had no business owning 
the American company unless they 
could do it properly, without turning 
our laws upside down. So the third 
check and balance went away, and 
nothing protected the Constitution, 
nothing protected the laws as they 
were passed. It’s got to stop. It’s got to 
stop. 

And yet we see a bill brought before 
the House and Senate and, lo and be-
hold, the Federal Government is going 
to take over all student loans. We’re 
taking over the student loan business. 
Well, I am so grateful that my young-
est daughter is graduating within the 
next 2 weeks. We had to do student 
loans to do it. My wife and I cashed out 
all our assets except our home in order 
to run for Congress, so we had to use 
student loans to get our girls through 
college. And to think that anybody in 
this country might have to be beholden 
to whoever is in the executive branch, 
whichever political party is controlling 
the executive branch is who we have to 
hope and pray will be kind enough to 
extend a student loan to us in the fu-
ture? Do Democrats really want to 
have to depend on Republicans for 
their student loans based on who is in 
the White House? Should Republicans 
have to rely on who is running the ex-
ecutive branch in hopes that their kids 
will get student loans? It’s the wrong 
way to go. 

And now with the Federal Govern-
ment having taken over Freddie and 
Fannie, we’ve taken over such a big 
part of the housing, the home mort-
gages, does either party or independ-
ents or tea party or progressive liberal 
party, do you want to be beholden to 
another political party in power in 
order for you to get a home loan or a 
student loan? This is where we’ve 
come. It’s got to stop. 
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I know that in the minority we’re a 

voice crying in the wilderness, but it’s 
got to stop. There are people on the 
other side of the aisle that know that, 
who say this. And to my friends, Mr. 
Speaker, I would hope that they would 
all go back and read these bills, par-
ticularly the ‘‘financial deform bill,’’ 
and find out that it is not as the talk-
ing points have represented. It does 
create the too-big-to-fail problem, and 
it’s got to stop. I hope we will have 
some Democratic friends who will help 
us. It’s tragic. 

I was in a Bible study with a hero of 
mine, Chuck Colson, a little over 1 year 
ago. He pointed out that this society is 
resting on three legs: one is morality, 
one is economic stability, and one is 
liberty. And throughout history, as 
long as you had morality, you could 
have economic stability. But when you 
lose morality, it always leads to eco-
nomic chaos. You have too many 
Madoffs out there that think it’s okay 
to just live high and wild lives off other 
people’s money that they’ve stolen. 
Then you have people get elected that 
think some people have made too much 
money, so I want to steal their money. 
But since I’m in power, I can pass laws 
that allow me to take their money and 
spend it the way I want and it won’t be 
called stealing because we’ll legalize 
the stealing because we have the 
power. And, yes, the power resides in 
this Congress to legalize stealing of 
people’s money. The power rests here, 
but the moral authority does not. 

And when I hear friends say, well, 
Christians ought to be helping those 
who can’t help themselves, helping the 
widows and orphans, Jesus did talk 
about those things, Even as you have 
done to the least of these, my children, 
you have done to me. And we should be 
doing those individually. But He never 
said use and abuse your taxing author-
ity to legalize theft of other people’s 
money so you can give to your favorite 
charity. He was saying, you do it your-
self with what you have. You do it. You 
help individually. Don’t go corrupt a 
governmental system that was put in 
power, as Romans 13 talks about, If you 
do evil, be afraid, because God doesn’t 
give the government the sword in vain. 
The government is not supposed to be-
come a part of doing immoral acts; it’s 
supposed to protect those entrusted to 
its care, and we’ve gotten too far away 
from that. 

During the revolution, so many were 
heard to quote Voltaire—some say he 
said it, some said he didn’t, but he was 
quoted as saying, I disagree with what 
you say, but I will defend to the death 
your right to say it.’’ So many of us 
heard that, learned that in school. 
What a noble, moral concept: I disagree 
with what you say, but I will defend to 
the death your right to say it, even 
though it offends me. And look how far 
we’ve come. 

To some of us who look at the Ten 
Commandments and say, you know 

what? Conduct outside of those, all of 
us are going to break the command-
ments because no one—but I believe 
one—is perfect, but that offends. But 
people here have the right to, in some 
cases, lie, in some cases commit adul-
tery, in some cases some of these 
things are illegal, but that has been 
changing. And we’ve changed this soci-
ety from one in which the Founders 
said, I disagree with what you say, but 
I will defend to the death your right to 
say it, and we’ve turned it into one 
where what you say offends me, and 
not only am I not going to defend to 
the death your right to say it, I’m 
going to force you out of your job, I’m 
going to do everything I can to cause 
you to lose all of your assets, I am 
going to do all I can to make your life 
nothing but misery from now on. How 
did we get so far from the founding 
that we would want to destroy people’s 
lives because what they have said of-
fends? 

When the Pilgrims came over, when 
so many of the groups that came over 
to what they called the New World, 
they were fleeing from the kind of per-
secution that has now started. This 
was a National Day of Prayer, and yet 
we had Franklin Graham—what a 
great, great man—he was uninvited 
from speaking to our military. We had 
Tony Perkins not long ago uninvited 
from speaking to the military at An-
drews Air Force base even though he 
served this country’s uniformed mili-
tary services for 6 years because there 
were some who said in the administra-
tion we disagree with what you say and 
we’re going to ruin you and try to do 
all we can to keep you from speaking. 

The military is fighting for people’s 
right to say what they want, and yet 
we’re denying people the right to come 
speak to the military while they’re 
fighting and dying for the right to 
speak freely under the First Amend-
ment? How did that ever happen? 

From 1800 to 1860, and again inter-
mittently until 1880, there were church 
services held right down the hall, non-
denominational Christian church serv-
ices. I was asked earlier by a CNN re-
porter, how do you reconcile the sepa-
ration of church and state with a group 
reading through the entire Bible in 5 
days over here at the west side of the 
Capitol? Well, I reconcile it because I 
know where the phrase ‘‘separation of 
church and state’’ came from. It came 
from Thomas Jefferson in his letter to 
the Danbury Baptists. 

There was nothing about preventing 
people from having church or having 
religion or praying in Jesus’ name, or 
doing any of those things, or speaking 
to the military. To the exact contrary. 
Thomas Jefferson used to ride down 
Pennsylvania, according to CRS, most 
of the time—the Congressional Re-
search Service, they’ve authenticated 
this—most of the time when he came 
to the church service every Sunday 

here in the Capitol he liked to ride his 
horse down here, down Pennsylvania. 
He’s the one that codified the phrase 
‘‘separation of church and state’’ be-
cause it’s not in the Constitution. It’s 
so unfortunate that so many of our 
judges over the years have been so 
poorly educated about our history. 

And then you’ve got James Madison 
as President who came to church most 
every Sunday he was in Washington 
here in the Capitol, in the House of 
Representatives, but according to CRS, 
he was different from Jefferson. Jeffer-
son liked to ride a horse and usually 
Madison liked to ride in a coach drawn 
by four horses to come to church in the 
Capitol. Jefferson—who coined the 
phrase ‘‘separation of church and 
state’’—sometimes brought the Marine 
band to play hymns for the non-
denominational Christian worship serv-
ice here in the Capitol. 

The Constitution’s First Amendment 
was never about discriminating against 
Christianity as this administration has 
done by uninviting people to speak to 
the military who are fighting and 
dying for the very beliefs that the peo-
ple were denied the right to come talk 
to them about. And yet we have people 
who are so politically correct they’re 
afraid to say that a guy who makes 
very clear about what he screams be-
fore he shoots these other servicemem-
bers, that this is an act of a crazed 
jihadist, Islamic jihadist. 

Thank God that the vast majority of 
Muslims are not jihadists of that type, 
but you need to recognize the ones that 
are and that they’re out there and they 
want to destroy our way of life. And 
you can speak to moderate Muslims— 
many of them are afraid to speak out 
openly because they’ve become tar-
gets—but you speak to moderate Mus-
lims, they know. They’re some of the 
first to be killed when the crazed 
jihadists take over. They don’t like 
moderate Muslims. 

But the Nation was founded on prin-
ciples such that the church, the Chris-
tian church, was at the heart the Dec-
laration of Independence. Over one- 
third of those who signed the Declara-
tion of Independence were not just 
Christians, they were ordained Chris-
tian ministers, had churches. And the 
church was behind the effort to abolish 
slavery because they, just like John 
Quincy Adams, knew it was so wrong. 
And as Adams, for about a year and a 
half, took a young, tall, slender, not 
very handsome man under his wing 
down the hall, as Christians, they be-
came so close in that short time, John 
Quincy Adams affected him so he knew 
as a Christian that slavery had to end 
because we could not continue to be 
blessed by God if we were treating 
brothers and sisters by putting them in 
chains and bondage. 

And he preached that sermon over 
and over and over just down the hall. 
And the churches were preaching— 
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some weren’t, but many were—that 
was the heart of that movement. And 
what was Martin Luther King, Jr.? Dr. 
King was an ordained Christian min-
ister. The church has been behind the 
great movements here in America, and 
now we’re discriminating against it? 
We’re saying what you believe in a 
Christian church so offends us, not 
only are we not going to fight to the 
death for your right to believe what 
you believe and say what you want to 
say, we’re going to destroy you and 
keep you from doing anything publicly 
that you want to do in observing your 
religion. How did we go so wrong? 

b 1815 

How did we go so wrong? Abraham 
Lincoln struggled with this terrible 
war that was going on because he be-
lieved in a just God, and yet this thing 
was going on and so many brothers and 
sisters were dying and it was a terrible 
thing. And that is why he said in his 
second inaugural, How do you reconcile 
this? He said, Both read the same Bible 
and pray to the same God, and each in-
vokes his aid against the other. But he 
goes on and he says, If we shall suppose 
that American slavery, and you might 
substitute in there abortion, American 
abortion, abortion is one of those of-
fenses of which, in the providence of 
God must needs come but which, hav-
ing continued through His appointed 
time, He now wills to remove and that 
He gives to the North and South this 
terrible war as the woe due to those by 
whom the offense came. Shall we dis-
cern therein any departure from those 
divine attributes which the believers in 
a living God always ascribe to Him. 
Fondly do we hope, fervently do we 
pray, said the President, that this 
mighty scourge of war may speedily 
pass away. Yet if God wills that it con-
tinue until all of the wealth piled up by 
the bondsman’s 250 years of unrequited 
toil shall be sunk and every drop of 
blood drawn by the lash, or by the 
abortion doctor’s hand, as was said 
3,000 years ago, so must still be said 
today, Lincoln said, the judgments of 
the Lord are true and righteous alto-
gether, as he quoted scripture. 

We are told it may not be appropriate 
for the military to hear from somebody 
who believes the things that Jesus 
taught. So you have Tony Perkins can-
celled. You have Franklin Graham can-
celled because they believe the things 
Jesus taught. You have others who we 
have been hearing about the last cou-
ple of days who have been uninvited to 
speak to military. And yet I was given 
by my aunt a Bible that was given to 
an uncle in World War II. It has this 
metal front, May the Lord be with you. 
And inside on the first page, it says at 
the top: The White House, Washington. 
As Commander in Chief, I take pleas-
ure in commending the reading of the 
Bible. That is signed by Franklin D. 
Roosevelt. 

We all need to pray that God will 
continue to bless America. 

f 

TAX CUTS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
ADLER of New Jersey). Under the 
Speaker’s announced policy of January 
6, 2009, the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. 
KING) is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the privilege to be recognized 
here on the floor of the House, and I 
appreciate my colleague from Texas 
holding the ground until I come here to 
hold a little ground with him. I always 
stand on the same ground as my friend, 
Judge GOHMERT. In fact, all of the way 
from wading to shore on a free Cuba to 
climbing a mountain in the Himalayas, 
and all that free country in between 
and a bunch of it that is not. 

I came tonight to talk about a couple 
of subject matters. One of them that is 
on the front of my mind is the tax situ-
ation here in the United States. We are 
watching and we watched as the two 
Bush tax cuts were passed over the last 
8 or so years, the 2001 and then the 2003 
tax cuts. May 28, 2003, is when the ef-
fective ones were passed, the reduction 
in capital gains, dividend taxes and a 
series of things. And of course the lan-
guage that is there on the estate taxes 
which are suspended for this year, and 
they go on in full force at the end of 
this year, and nothing has yet been 
done. Something does need to be done. 

I am for a complete abolishment of 
the estate tax, Mr. Speaker, and I am 
for the reinstatement or the extension 
of the Bush tax cuts, if we can get 
them. But we have watched as the 
former chairman of the Ways and 
Means Committee, as he was coming in 
to be the chair, the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. RANGEL), traveled 
around through all of the talk radio 
circuits and the talk television cir-
cuits, and they asked him over and 
over again, Which of the Bush tax cuts 
would you like to preserve and which 
ones would you like to see go away or 
end? 

There never was a definitive answer, 
Mr. Speaker, but the process of elimi-
nation brought people to a conclusion 
over the period of November 2006 until 
about February of 2007 that there real-
ly wasn’t a Bush tax cut that soon-to- 
be Chairman RANGEL would support. So 
we are watching now the eventual sun-
set of those very effective economic 
stimulating tax cuts that went in on 
May 28, 2003. 

Capital understands when it gets 
more expensive and less of it gets in-
vested. When less capital is invested, 
then there are fewer technological ad-
vances and the productivity of the 
American worker goes down and it 
makes us less competitive as a Nation. 
It is awfully hard to measure that, but 
what we can see from that period of 
time of November 2006 until mid- to 

late February of 2007, we saw industrial 
investment go down and the decline in 
industrial investment was precipitated, 
the economic decline that came about, 
about the time that Speaker PELOSI 
first took the gavel. We can see the 
data that indicated that there was less 
capital investment because in part— 
not entirely but in part—Chairman 
RANGEL signaled to the investment 
world that taxes were eventually going 
to go up, and the cost of capital would 
go up. There would be less capital in-
vested, and that means with less cap-
ital invested, it reduces the produc-
tivity of the American worker. Reduc-
tion in American worker productivity 
means we are less competitive as a Na-
tion. That means other cultures, other 
economies, other civilizations would be 
ascending and the United States would 
either slow or diminish its ascent eco-
nomically or decline. And then we saw 
the economic crisis. 

The calamity that goes back into the 
seventies with the passage of the Com-
munity Reinvestment Act and then on 
the heels of that came, with the Com-
munity Reinvestment Act, the effort to 
encourage bankers to make bad loans 
in bad neighborhoods and deal them off 
on the secondary mortgage market to 
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac who had 
underwriting requirements that were a 
little too stringent for some groups in 
the country, particularly a group know 
as ACORN. And so ACORN came to this 
Congress and lobbied for a couple of 
things in the early and mid-nineties 
under the presidency of Bill Clinton. 
They weren’t having a lot of success 
under Ronald Reagan, but under Bill 
Clinton they were successful enough 
that they were able to get the Commu-
nity Reinvestment Act rewritten that 
put even more requirements for the 
lenders to make more bad loans in 
more bad neighborhoods and prop up 
real estate whose asset value couldn’t 
support the mortgage on it. 

While that was going on, ACORN was 
also lobbying here in this Congress, by 
their view successfully, to lower the 
underwriting standards for Fannie Mae 
and Freddie Mac. And they succeeded 
in doing that. Some in this Congress 
wanted to tighten the standards and 
wanted to move them toward complete 
privatization, which they used to be. 
And some in this Congress wanted to 
move Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac to 
complete nationalization. There was a 
debate here on this floor. There were 
several debates on this floor. The one 
that comes to mind for me was October 
26, 2005, when at the time Congressman 
Jim Leach from Iowa had an amend-
ment on the floor to raise the under-
writing requirements for Fannie and 
Freddie, raise the capitalization re-
quirements for Fannie and Freddie so 
that they would become a more viable 
economic institution and to move them 
away from what appeared to be com-
ing, which would be the Federal Gov-
ernment, the taxpayers, eventually 
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