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have here that come and discuss these
issues. And it seems that the major
problem that we have in this country is
that we do not have any checks or bal-
ances. The House, the Senate, and the
administration are all controlled by
Republicans. So if you don’t have any
checks and balances, we will have zero
balance in the bank account.

Mr. SPRATT. As a matter of fact,
our Republican colleagues control the
House. They have a majority in the
Senate, and, of course, they control the
White House. So they cannot escape re-
sponsibility for these fiscal results.

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida.
Thank you for giving me an oppor-
tunity to join you all this evening.

Rubber Stamp Republicans: There is a very
good reason why 77 percent of the American
public does not believe that the United States
Congress represents their interests. Instead of
debating a fair minimum wage bill, tomorrow
we will be debating the Repeal of the Estate
Tax for millionaires!

Instead of dealing with high gas prices, Re-
publicans want to talk about gay marriage. In-
stead of providing the services that the vet-
erans need when they return from Iraq, the
Republicans want to talk about flag burning.

Just last week, seven House Republicans
joined Democrats in supporting an increase in
the minimum wage, but yesterday, when the
measure came up in the CJS appropriations
bill, they suddenly changed their minds, joining
the rest of the Republicans in ignoring the
needs of seven million hard working minimum
wage workers.

So while ignoring the needs of hardworking
low-income workers, House Republicans once
again will vote to reward those who least need
help!

Just as they rewarded Halliburton, they con-
tinue to award big oil companies huge tax
breaks at the expense of hard working Ameri-
cans paying over $3 per gallon!

The White House is collecting our phone
records and tapping our phones, yet has no
interest in investigating the abuse and fraud
by Halliburton in Iraq.

It is high time our country needs a change
in directionl We need new energy policies,
Iraq policy, higher education policy, health
care policy, transportation, national security,
and the list goes on and on and on! And this
needs to be done in a fiscally sound way, not
in a way that puts our children into more debt
than they’re piled in already.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank
you so much, Mr. SPRATT and Ms.
BROWN. We are so glad to have you here
with the 30-Something Working Group.

Mr. SPRATT. Does that mean I get
to join the 30-Something Working
Group?

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. We
will adopt you as a member.

And we would like to remind the
Members, Mr. Speaker, that all of the
charts and documents that we have
talked about tonight are on our Web
site, housedemocrats.gov/30something.

THE STRENGTH OF THE
AMERICAN ECONOMY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KUHL of New York). Under the Speak-
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er’s announced policy of January 4,
2005, the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
KING) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I cer-
tainly appreciate the responsibility
and the privilege to speak to you in
this House and to represent my con-
stituents here.

I came over here to raise the issue on
a number of bits of subject matter. And
as I sat and listened, of course, the sub-
ject changed a little bit as I listened to
the group here on the other side. And I
think that it is important to edify
Americans as to the difference between
Republicans and Democrats. And I am
just really grateful that when I was
born and I was reared in a family, I
began to build a certain attitude about
life. And as that attitude unfolded, I
was taught from the beginning to fend
for yourself. You are going to have to
get out there and make something out
of yourself in this lifetime because no-
body is going to do it for you. Your
ship will never come in. Take control
of your life. So at an early age, I real-
ized that when I was born, my glass
was half full and it was my job to get
out of bed, go to work every day, and
go ahead and fill that glass up.

I was not raised with an attitude and
neither did I gather an attitude that
my glass was half empty. I was always
grateful that I was born here in Amer-
ica. And when I would ask my parents,
what is the best country in the world
to come from? They would always an-
swer, The United States of America is
the best country in the world. Eat your
cold mashed potatoes. There are people
starving in China.

That is kind of the composite of the
upbringing that I had. But grateful for
this Nation, and I would always ask
why, what is the difference? And probe
into these other countries. And, of
course, the people starving in China
part was what we talked about then.
But country after country in the after-
math of World War II, we were the only
surviving industrial nation, and this
Nation that had preserved freedom for
the world, for the entire globe, and had
we not done that, we would not be
standing here today speaking in
English, for example, Mr. Speaker, but
speaking in a free way with free ideas
and having this free exchange.

I stand at the same spot on which
Tom DeLay gave his last speech here in
this Congress. And he made a point
that I think is an important one. And
that is that, yes, there is partisanship
and, yes, we have sharp disagreements.
We have those disagreements because
we have a Constitution that protects
our right to do so. But he made a point
that was, you show me a Nation that
does not have partisanship and I will
show you a tyranny. So when we dis-
agree, we need to be grateful that we
can disagree, and we should base that
on fundamental philosophical dif-
ferences and highlight those.

But there is a difference in human
nature. Part of human nature is like
me that sees our glass half full. Part of
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human nature is like the people on the
other side of the aisle that see their
glass and the glass of their constitu-
ents as half empty. And that is all
right if you look at it from that per-
spective. But then you have to take it
to the next level. And the next level is
those that see their glass half full set
about going to work to fill it, and we
pull each other up the ladder because
we know that as we all go out and work
and produce and market and save and
invest that that helps everyone, that
this economy grows. This is not a zero
sum game. It is not a goose that has so
many golden eggs in it where we can
just simply slaughter the goose and
harvest the eggs. It is an economy that
needs to have inputs. It needs to have
capital investment, both intellectual
capital and real dollars in a real way.
We need to have entrepreneurs. We
need to keep generating new ideas.
This organism of our economy, has a
lot of components in it, and it needs to
be working and churning. And when we
g0 in there and we tap into this orga-
nism of our economy and we start to
take from it and not put into it, then
it slows down the growth of our econ-
omy and it grows slowly.

But this was an economy that when
Ronald Reagan was sworn in outside
this building in 1980, the Dow Jones
was below 1,000. I do not remember the
exact number, but I know it was below
1,000. Today it is at 11,000. That is a
good measure of what has happened
with our economy, and that should be
something that should tell, Mr. Speak-
er, the American people that when
your glass is half full and you go to
work to fill that glass up the rest of
the way and you help your brethren up
the ladder along the way that the sum
total of the size of the pie, which is di-
vided up amongst now 300 million
Americans, gets greater and greater
and greater, and that means when the
pie is bigger, the size of the pieces can
be bigger for each individual that is in-
volved. This is not a matter of taking
from the rich and giving to the poor.
This is a matter which the argument
that I am hearing really slows down
this economy and that when you tax
someone for the labor they do, you
punish them for that labor.

Ronald Reagan also said what you
tax, you get less of.

[ 1830

So we have a first lien on all produc-
tivity in America. The Federal Govern-
ment has the first lien on all produc-
tivity in America. So we tax produc-
tion. We tax earnings, savings and in-
vestment. We tax Social Security, we
tax your pension, we tax your capital
gains, your income tax, your corporate
income tax, your partnership income
tax. Also we tax your earnings on in-
vestments and your Alternative Min-
imum Tax. All those things are taxed.

Well, when there is a tax applied to
anything, it is a disincentive to
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produce. So the first lien on all produc-
tivity in America slows down the pro-
ductivity in America, but it does gath-
er dollars from those wages to run the
Federal Government.

Now, if you think your glass is half
empty and it is not a growing econ-
omy, but simply something, a same
size pie every year that gets divided up
differently depending on who has the
political power, not depending on who
produces into this economy, eventually
what you are doing is you are Kkilling
the goose that lays the golden eggs,
harvesting the eggs and thinking some-
how there is going to be another goose
come along.

Mr. Speaker, it will not. There will
not be another goose come along. This
is the one we are going to have to nur-
ture. This economy that is growing,
the one producing the golden eggs that
are popping out here, it is because peo-
ple have invested capital and taken
risks and put in sweat equity and had
a vision and made a sacrifice with their
time and their dollars, and sometimes
from their families, to make their busi-
nesses run or to go to their jobs to help
their companies operate, or sit in the
basement or up in the attic working
sometimes working on inventions that
become creative inventions that in-
crease and contribute to this dynamic
economy that we have.

So much was said about the national
debt. My glass is half full and I am
going to work to fill it up. Most Ameri-
cans are doing that. That is why Re-
publicans have control of the House,
the Senate and the White House.

Some folks believe their glass is half
empty, and if they sit around with
their tin cup, then let me tell you, that
cup will never be full. You have to take
charge of your life.

Now, that doesn’t mean that we don’t
have compassion. In fact, everybody in
America has access to high quality
health care. We have the highest per-
centage of personal ownership of their
homes ever in the history of the United
States, and, I would submit, in the his-
tory of the world. That home owner-
ship was at 68 percent the last time I
checked. If you go into the poverty re-
gions, you have a higher home owner-
ship there than ever before. This ad-
ministration has been great for people
who are on the lower income side of
this, and I have got a proposal I will
talk about that will make it even bet-
ter yet.

But I want to give everybody hope,
Mr. Speaker. I want to give them all
hope that there is a reason to get out
of bed to go to work and make your life
better.

In fact, to solve the pathologies in
the United States, it is a pretty simple
equation, and that is simply this: For
people who are going to have children,
to get married and stay married, get a
job and keep a job. Statistically that
solves almost all of society’s
pathologies.

It is not a complicated equation. We
need to encourage people to go to
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work. Most do. Out of 300 million peo-
ple in America, there are 7.5 million on
the unemployment rolls. Those num-
bers have been actually inching down
as new jobs have been created.

There is about another 4.3 million
that are on welfare, and another 5.3
million that have exhausted their un-
employment benefits that are still
looking for a job but are not tech-
nically listed on the unemployment
list.

That as a percentage of America isn’t
particularly large, but altogether, be-
tween the ages of 16 and on up through
retirement, there are 77.5 million non-
working Americans in this society. We
have a large labor force there that we
can go to when we need that labor
force. But we have made good progress
with the unemployment lists also
there.

We haven’t reached the lowest unem-
ployment. I would point out that when
people say we are at full employment
at b percent unemployment, or 4.7 per-
cent unemployment, I don’t accept
that number. The lowest unemploy-
ment that I can find statistically
throughout, at least the last 100 years
or so that we have kept records, is 1.2
percent unemployment, and that was
during World War II. So I qualify that
statement.

But that was when we had all hands
on deck. If we really get in trouble, we
can be all hands on deck again. We
haven’t needed to do that. So, we do
have a large labor force that is here
and we can draw from that.

But as I listened to the Members on
the other side of the aisle, the group
that has consistently been down here
using the word ‘‘Republican” as if it
were a four letter word, I don’t know
how to spell it with only four letters,
but I know how they say it when it
sounds like a four letter word. They
talk about the national debt, they talk
about a balanced budget and they talk
about the balanced budget under Bill
Clinton.

I can tell you, Mr. Speaker, there was
a balanced budget under Bill Clinton,
but there were budgets that were sent
to President Clinton that were vetoed
because he sent them back and de-
manded more spending, over and over
again.

This government was shut down by a
veto of Bill Clinton, not because he was
insisting that we should balance the
budget. He was insisting that he want-
ed more money. That was the issue
here back during the Clinton years. I
will admit that there was a partisan di-
vide going on during that time, and I
will say that the Republicans in this
Congress presented those first balanced
budgets that we had seen in decades,
and they insisted that the budgets be
balanced, and that is what happened. It
wasn’t because Bill Clinton was
ponding on his podium asking for bal-
anced budgets. He was demanding more
spending.

Now, a decade later, I hear Members
of his party come here on the floor it
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take credit for the balanced budget
during the Clinton years, when, yes, he
signed them all right, he did not have
a lot of choice, but this Congress, this
Republican Congress, made him bal-
ance the budget. In fact, they balanced
the budget and they required him to
sign it.

Then, in the aftermath or in the lat-
ter months of the Clinton administra-
tion, we had this thing going on called
the dot.com bubble. I don’t know if we
realized it was a dot.com bubble until
it burst. But when you think about it,
it had to happen. In fact, my instincts
were telling me that it was this; that
we had technologically, because of
great inventions by Americans and the
stimulation that we have here and the
structure that rewards productivity,
invented the technology that allowed
us to store and transfer information
more effectively, more efficiently and
cheaper than ever before.

It was an amazing ride to see that
dot.com bubble go up in our stock mar-
kets, because the people were investing
in these dot.com companies on the an-
ticipation that there would be a finan-
cial reward on the other end that
would be in proportion to our ability to
store and transfer that information
more cheaply than ever before.

Well, it didn’t work out quite that
way, Mr. Speaker, because information
has value, but it isn’t measured just by
the amount of information. It is meas-
ured by its commercial value, and in-
formation as a commercial value has
to allow you to produce a good or serv-
ice and that deliver that good or serv-
ice more efficiently than before, other-
wise as a business you don’t have an in-
terest for paying for that information.

In the case of the Internet would be
a good example, it is also marketable
that you can get people to pay for their
Internet service so that they can have
recreational information on the Inter-
net service. So you can use that Inter-
net for business purposes and you will
pay for that, and people also pay for it
for recreational purposes. That is the
only two ways that information has a
value in the marketplace. So we over-
speculated on our ability to store and
transfer information more cheaply and
more efficiently than ever before, and
that was the dot.com bubble.

Well, the lawsuit on Microsoft I be-
lieve was the lance that pierced the
dot.com bubble. It would have burst
anyway, because it was a growing bub-
ble that was speculation. But when
that lawsuit came and the lance of the
lawsuit against Microsoft pierced the
dot.com bubble, then we saw the stock
market begin to contract. In fact, a lot
of us will say we were moving into a re-
cession, and I will say we were, and
that was at the end of the Clinton ad-
ministration.

On top of that, we inaugurated Presi-
dent Bush out here on the West Por-
tico. When that happened, he was in
the middle of this bursting of the
dot.com bubble and the decline in our
stock market and our economy.
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We hardly got a handle on what was
happening there, and along came Sep-
tember 11, the terrible damage to our
financial institutions in the heart of
New York City at ground zero, the
Twin Towers, and, of course, the at-
tacks on the Pentagon and the crash of
the plane in Pennsylvania. That was an
attack on our financial centers that
sent it into a further downward spiral.

So we had two things working
against this economy: The formerly
balanced budget, running into the
dot.com bubble that shut down the rev-
enues here and dramatically reduced
our revenues here in the Federal Gov-
ernment, and on the heels of that came
the September 11 attack and the im-
pact on our financials in the United
States of America was dramatic.

Then on the heels of that we had to
create a Homeland Security Depart-
ment, that spent billions of dollars to
protect 300 million Americans, and has
done so very effectively. We have not
been attacked on our own soil since
that time in any effective way. And ad-
ditionally, we had to appropriate
money because we went to war in the
global war on terror.

All of those things stacked against
this economy, and, do you know, we
are growing back out of this thing, be-
cause there was vision on the part of
President Bush, there was vision on the
part of his financial advisers and vision
on the part of the leadership in this
Congress, Mr. Speaker, that had the
fortitude to come to this floor and pro-
pose tax cuts that stimulated this
economy.

If President Bush had not had the vi-
sion and the courage to do that, if this
Congress hadn’t had the vision and
courage to step forward and propose
and initiate these tax cuts, the Bush
tax cuts, as we know them now, we
would have seen a depression, not just
a recession, but a depression in this
economy, Mr. Speaker, and that would
have been the price we would have paid
if we would have stuck with, I will say
the philosophy that we have heard over
here on how we ought to be running a
balanced budget.

The people on the other side of the
aisle, if they had been in the majority
in this Congress, Mr. Speaker, would
have proposed tax increases. They
would have said, well, first of all, let’s
not take on these global terrorists.
Let’s figure out a way that we can curl
up into a national fetal position, and
perhaps we could have just put enough
guards at every school and every bus
stop and every theater and every
church and maybe even every home
and turned America into one great big,
huge Israel, and somehow or another
cowered away and apologized to the
terrorists, and maybe they wouldn’t
have attacked us again. But they
would have. They attacked us in the
first place, didn’t they?

So under the leadership of the other
side of the aisle, there would not have
been a proactive tip-of-the-spear effort
in Afghanistan, there would not have
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been a proactive tip-of-the-spear effort
in Iraq. They would have turned the
United States into one huge Israel, and
that would be a defensive posture with
enemies all around, wondering where
they are going to come from next.

That is not the way I want to live,
Mr. Speaker. I refuse to live that way.
I insist that we exercise our rights to
live in freedom, and freedom requires
risk, it requires sacrifice, and there is
danger involved. But it is worth it. It is
worth it from the time Patrick Henry
articulated it so well, it is worth it
from the time that it has been articu-
lated so well by my colleagues on this
floor on this side of the aisle, Mr.
Speaker, and I am honored just to be a
part of that.

But we took on the war on terror.
And it is interesting to me that before
our troops went into Afghanistan,
there was much objection to the fool-
hardy nature of mounting a military
operation in a country that had never
been invaded successfully and occupied
before in all of history. And yet that
took place successfully on the part of
our United States military, working
with our coalition forces, many of our
coalition forces.

They said it couldn’t be done. They
said it was another Vietnam. They said
the passes in the mountains would be
impassable, and no one could sustain a
military operation through there be-
cause they would be ambushed over
and over again, and that the people in
Afghanistan couldn’t handle freedom.
They had never had that freedom be-
fore. They had never voted there be-
fore. This wasn’t the kind of people
that could handle freedom.

Well, they were right about one
thing, Mr. Speaker. They had never
voted there before. But there were
American soldiers and American Ma-
rines that were on the ground guarding
the travel routes to the polling places,
guarding the polling places, and I am
very proud of the Iowa National
Guardsmen that were there at that
time on that soil that provided an op-
portunity for the Afghani people for
the first time in the history of the
world since Adam and Eve to go to the
polls and choose their leaders and di-
rect their national destiny of 25 million
people, a huge accomplishment when
that liberty bell rang across the globe.
And the inspiration that comes from
that carries over to the issue of Iraq,
Mr. Speaker.

Now, this issue with Iraq, it is the
same size country; 256 million people in
Afghanistan, 25 million people until
Iraq. The complaint I hear on the other
side of the aisle is that Secretary
Rumsfeld and President Bush didn’t
listen to the military advisers because
the people on the other side of the aisle
found a general that disagreed. I don’t
know if it was a Sunday afternoon or
Monday morning quarterback, but they
found a general that disagreed.

Well, I understand there are about
9,000 generals in our military, and if
you can find one that disagrees, in fact,
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I saw six that disagreed, and it takes a
long time to gather those kind of peo-
ple.

I will bet that some of those people
will show up in the campaigns for the
Presidency working for candidates by
the year 2008. I expect I will see some
of those generals that claim that they
counseled for the opposite, working
with and for Presidential candidates,
for Democrats on the other side of the
aisle. I am not suggesting that they
have a motive, I am just suggesting
that they have a different philosophy
about the future of America, even
though they are generals and even
though they are literally a handful out
of the 9,000 generals that we have.
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But the advice that the President fol-
lowed and the advice that Secretary
Rumsfeld followed was the same people
advising in Afghanistan for the most
part as advised in Iraq. The same num-
ber of people, Mr. Speaker, 25 million
people in Afghanistan, 25 million peo-
ple in Iraq.

We heard the same arguments:

It’s another Vietnam.

It’s a quagmire.

You never can do that.

No one could go into Iraq and invade
and occupy that country.

We didn’t, really. We liberated them.
We had an armored column go across
Iraq to Baghdad in less time than ever
in the history of the world. Baghdad,
itself, was the largest city ever in the
history of the world to be invaded and
occupied by a foreign power. Abso-
lutely a true statement. Berlin was the
next largest that I could find, and that
was far smaller than Baghdad.

But they only occupied it for a split
second as they erroneously put up the
American flag and then realized, This
is the wrong message to send to the
Iraqi people. We’'re here to liberate
you. And they ran the Iraqi flag back
up the flagpole. You haven’t seen an
American flag fly around there since
then because the Iraqi people are liber-
ated. They give me smiles, and they
give me thumbs up when I go to that
country because they are still grateful.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
that has been on the floor so many
hours here in the last couple of weeks,
he finds a different view. You can find
whatever it is that you want to support
your argument, Mr. Speaker. But in
this case, I stand with our soldiers. I
stand with our marines. I stand with
the judgment that said, go to Iraq.
And, in fact, there have been some an-
nouncements today that I could take
up in a little bit.

I am very happy at this time to yield
so much time as he may consume to
my friend Mr. EHLERS for any remarks
he may choose to make.

Mr. EHLERS. I thank the gentleman
from Iowa for yielding.

I didn’t want to interrupt your beau-
tiful soliloquy, it was fascinating, but I
came to the floor because I heard those
who were speaking before you, and I
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couldn’t believe what I was hearing.
They were members of the other party
describing in great detail how horrible
Republicans are.

Now, I don’t know who they were
talking about. They weren’t talking
about you. They weren’t talking about
me. They are not talking about any of
my other Republican colleagues here.
But you would literally think the
world was ending.

I have to tell you, Mr. KING, how re-
freshing it is to come to the floor and
hear you give this beautiful speech
without condemning the other party,
but simply outlining where you are
coming from in a very careful,
thoughtful way. I really, truly appre-
ciate your expression of your beliefs
about where the country should go and
what is happening, without throwing
rocks or mud or condemning anyone
else, but simply outlining very beau-
tifully what you believe.

Now, if I may, I would just like to
add a few comments. You live in north-
west Iowa. I was born in southwest
Minnesota, just a few miles from there.
I think we have come from the same
framework. Maybe that is another rea-
son why I appreciate so much what you
have been saying.

You said when you were born, your
glass was half full. Mine actually was
about one-eighth full, simply because 1
grew up in a family with considerable
poverty, poverty of money, but great
richness of persons, of my parents and
my siblings, great richness of faith.
Frankly, that has always meant more
to me than money. I am not a rich
man. I never had very high incomes.
The highest income I ever received is
from the Congress of the United States.

My point is that there is more than
money to this life. That is what you
were illustrating as well. My cup was
one-eighth full, also, because I had se-
rious illness, and I wasn’t ever able to
go to school. I was home-schooled be-
fore there was such a thing as home
schooling. Through the love of my fam-
ily, the encouragement of my family
and friends, I survived that situation,
and I did well in college, I did well in
graduate school, and I ended up getting
a Ph.D. in nuclear physics and teaching
physics until I ended up in the political
arena.

So even though the glass was one-
eighth full, it is overflowing and has
been overflowing most of my life be-
cause of these circumstances.

If T may add one final thought in re-
sponse to the comments you made
about the dot.com bubble. There is no
question about it. That dot.com bubble
really was a tremendous economic
boom to this country. If you look back
over the past 50 years, most of the eco-
nomic growth has come from our in-
vestment in science and in scientific
research. The dot.com bubble is a good
example of that. Development of the
Internet. It is amusing because I was
using the Internet before the rest of
the world knew it existed. It was a
wonderful thing. But we were using it
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as scientists to transmit voluminous
amounts of data back and forth around
the world. And then someone gets the
bright idea, hey, I bet the public would
like to use this, too, and that was the
start of the dot.com boom.

As a scientist, I believe it is abso-
lutely essential for our Nation to con-
tinue supporting research, the basic re-
search. In the old days of monopolies,
AT&T had Bell Labs. They could do the
research. IBM had their labs. They did
research. In today’s globally competi-
tive world, that is not possible. The
government has to do the basic re-
search, and from that industry devel-
ops the products that become very,
very useful to us.

And so I appreciate the point you
made about that. I just want to empha-
size, let’s support the research that
will continue having this country be
the leader throughout the world in de-
veloping these products. I often find
people saying, what do you need that
research for? I remember when I was a
graduate student, one of my colleagues
at Berkeley developed nuclear mag-
netic resonance. It was a wonderful
thing to investigate matter with. That
is what he was doing. But, lo and be-
hold, that is the basis of the MRI ma-
chine which has been the most power-
ful diagnostic tool that medicine has
ever seen. Similarly with the CAT
scan, developed out of some work we
were doing at Berkeley. X-rays, discov-
ered by a physicist. All basic research
with very direct, practical implications
for the world today.

I know this is a sidetrack from the
point you were making, but this is
what makes America great: the cre-
ative ability that we have. We worry
about losing jobs to other countries,
but our creative instinct is what is
going to help us win that battle. We
don’t have the low wages they do. I am
glad we don’t. But the point is because
of our creative juices in this country,
we come up with these great ideas. The
greatest country that this planet has
ever seen, the greatest ideas of freedom
for everyone, and the creative ability
to meet the challenges and meet the
needs of the people of this world today.

I thank you for yielding some time. I
just wanted to add those few thoughts
to your beautiful comments. Thank
you very much.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Thank you, my
friend, Mr. EHLERS. I appreciate your
input on that. I would say with regard
to that, that I believe that there is a
unique American character, a unique
American culture; there is a vibrancy
within this overarching American cul-
ture that causes us to sometimes chal-
lenge the rules, sometimes look into
the science, sometimes wonder why
cannot that be, why can’t we accom-
plish that. There is a creativity that
comes within this culture, this vi-
brancy that we have, and it is based
and rooted in our freedom and in our
property rights and in the reward that
comes from that, when, say, a Bill
Gates comes up in our lifetime and in
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a matter of a couple of decades turns
himself into the richest man in the
world. And what a thing he has done
for the standard of living and the qual-
ity of life for everybody on this planet.

Mr. EHLERS. If I may, if the gen-
tleman will yield.

Mr. KING of Iowa. I would yield.

Mr. EHLERS. I would just like to add
a little comment to that because I
speak to a lot of high school students.
Of course, as you know, they look down
on nerds. And so I start out by asking
them, What type of person is the rich-
est man in the world? That comes out.
I say, He’s a nerd. I say, And I'm a
nerd.

Isn’t there a message here? Nerds can
succeed in this world. And then I tell
these high school kids, look, it is very
important to think about the courses
that you are taking in high school, be-
cause that is going to determine your
life. And then the coup de grace, and,
of course, I am partial to this. I used to
always tell them, If you aren’t a nerd,
you’re going to end up working for a
nerd. So I tell them to get busy, study
their math and their science, and they
will be successful in this life, too, in
many ways.

Thank you very much.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming my
time, you and Mr. Gates both are giv-
ing nerds a good name.

Taking up from there, the issue of
the balanced budget by the people on
the other side of the aisle. I spoke to
what happened here in the nineties to
balance the budget and what happened
to the economy when the dot.com bub-
ble burst and the 9/11 attacks came,
and we had to invest billions and bil-
lions into homeland security and in-
vest billions and billions into the over-
all global war on terror. Things will go
fast on you in a hurry when you have
got to do quick reaction, but the tax
cuts have brought a lot of that back.
We are moving in the right direction.

I am willing to balance this budget.
The people on the other side of the
aisle are willing to balance the budget
if they can raise somebody else’s taxes,
not their constituents’ taxes, but per-
haps my constituents’ taxes. But I
would balance this budget. It is a sim-
ple equation. And we always should
know what it takes to balance the
budget and know whether we are will-
ing to do so or not and have a debate
here on this floor, Mr. Speaker. That
really hasn’t happened a lot of times.

But I would submit that if we were to
balance this budget, this one that we
are in the process now with doing our
appropriations bills for the 2007 fiscal
year, what it would take is, we have
the entitlement spending for Social Se-
curity, for Medicare and Medicaid.
That goes on. Unless we change the
policy there, those expenses are al-
ready locked in, and they grow year by
year. Interest is something that as
long as there is debt, there will be in-
terest. That is also locked in, and it
will grow. Those are the entitlements,
the automatic spending, if you will. We
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also have defense spending, which is
necessary.

I would take that defense spending
off the table as far as something that I
am willing to cut. I want to make sure
that our military have all the best
equipment, the best training, the best
protective devices, and that they are
properly taken care of and well fed and
well housed. I believe we are doing that
better than any military ever in the
history of the world.

So what is left is called discretionary
spending, these items where we could
actually go in and cut some of this
spending, this spending that is not on
autopilot, and what it would take to
balance the fiscal year 2007 budget,
when you take mnondefense discre-
tionary spending, and that is that
smaller piece of the pie, and I have for-
gotten exactly the percentage that is,
but take what we spent in 2006 and cut
it 5 percent. If we simply spent 95 per-
cent of the money that we spent on
nondefense discretionary spending,
that part that we can actually control,
if we cut that 5 percent and spent 95
percent of what we spent in 2006 for
2007, we would have a balanced budget,
Mr. Speaker. In fact, we might have a
balanced budget with a little bit less
than that because our revenue has been
coming in more than we anticipated,
significantly more, because the econ-
omy is doing better than we antici-
pated. That is part, also, of the climate
that we are working in. And part of it
is also because the dynamics of the
Bush tax cuts. The two rounds of Bush
tax cuts are the reasons why the econ-
omy is going better than we antici-
pated.

So we will get there over time. I
think we should be more aggressive in
cutting our spending. I have been
working to do that. Many of us have.
We don’t have the votes in this Con-
gress to do that. But the people on the
other side of the aisle are not willing
to cut a dollar anywhere. They are
only willing to raise taxes on somebody
else’s constituents. And then they say,
Give me a balanced budget. That equa-
tion doesn’t work, Mr. Speaker.

The equation that will work is cut
the spending. It is the spending, not
the taxes. If you raise the taxes, you
lower the overall revenue because peo-
ple will stop doing business. What you
tax, you get less of. That is the equa-
tion.

And the concern about the national
debt, let’s get to this balanced budget.
In fact, let’s get to a surplus budget,
and let’s start paying down the na-
tional debt. We did some of that in the
middle nineties. If we can do that, we
can work this national debt down. It is
not a matter of the difference so much
of which country that might be holding
that United States paper. You see that
on the map that Japan holds a lot,
China holds a lot, but that is not the
issue so much as it is the size of that
debt and the willingness to pare down
our spending, and the willingness to
stop creating new programs and elimi-
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nate the programs that are no longer
necessary and get rid of this unneces-
sary funding for the programs that
would embarrass a person to have to
vote for them and rolling them up into
an omnibus spending bill or into a con-
ference report without having a chance
to strike them out by line item.
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Those are the things we need to do,
Mr. Speaker, and so we can get to a re-
duction of our national debt. We are
going to have do that with a dynamic
economy and reducing the growth in
our spending.

I would submit also that we need to
do some overhaul in Medicare and Med-
icaid and in Social Security, and this is
another way that we get a handle on
this budget. Otherwise, Social Security
grows and becomes out of control. It
was not the people on this side of the
aisle, Mr. Speaker, that pulled down
the effort to overhaul and reform So-
cial Security and give people control of
some of their own retirement funds. It
was the people on that side of the aisle,
and that is another reason why we do
not have control over this budget. But
it is not imminent, and if it is not in
imminent threat, that means that poli-
tics and this democracy as some call it,
I call it a constitutional republic, will
not operate unless there happens to be
an imminent need and urgency to get
that accomplished.

Let me also, Mr. Speaker, speak
about the balance of trade, and we have
a negative balance of trade. A year ago
it was a minus $617.7 billion. We got
the report out near the end of February
this year, and I do not have the exact
number in front of me, but it was in
the neighborhood of minus $725 million,
growing at the rate of about 20 percent
a year increase in the negative balance
of trade, meaning that we are buying
more goods from other countries, goods
and services from other countries, than
we are selling to them.

We are to the point even where agri-
culture, which always used to be a big
surplus for us, is narrowing down to
where there is hardly a margin at all
for agriculture, and the way it is going
it is probably going to be a trade im-
balance. It could be in the red just for
agriculture in a few years at the rate
that it is going.

But if we are down to minus $725 bil-
lion a year in this balance of trade,
that means that we are buying $725 bil-
lion more of goods and services from
foreign countries than we are selling to
them, and that has got to be turned
around. That is a sign that we are not
manufacturing as much as we should,
we are not marketing as much as we
should, and it should tell us that we
need to do some things with our tax
structure so that we can adjust our
taxes and provide those incentives to
be able to produce and market in for-
eign countries in a more competitive
fashion.

Perhaps, Mr. Speaker, I will come
back to that in a little bit, but before
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I had the colloquy with Mr. EHLERS, I
was talking about Iraq and about Af-
ghanistan and Iraq and the global war
on terror. I would like to take us back
to that, that global war on terror, and
specifically the battlefield, the theater
of Iraq, which is a major component of
that. We know that that is the central
battle in the war on terror.

We know that Zarqawi wrote a letter
a couple of years ago that was about 17
pages long, as I read it, and he said in
there that they were having a great
trouble, that Iraq was essentially their
last need out; that they did not have
mountains or forests to hide in; that
they had to find a way that they could
hide in the homes of the Iraqi people;
and that the Iraqis that were willing to
take them in, the terrorists, the al
Qaeda that had been operating in Iraq
now since liberation of Iraq, the Iraqis
that were willing to take them into
their homes, which is the only place to
hide, you do not hide so well out there
in the desert, were as rare as red sul-
fur. Mr. Speaker, as rare as red sulfur.
Now, I am going to have to do some re-
search sometime to determine how rare
red sulfur is, but I expect that is quite
a rare commodity and the Iraqis who
would take them are rare.

Well, they are even more rare today
than they were then when Zarqawi not
too long ago, a couple of weeks ago,
was sent to meet his Maker by two
bombs from two different F-16s. When
he was sent to meet his Maker in the
rubble of the so-called safehouse, now
there is an oxymoron is it not, Mr.
Speaker, a safehouse that Zarqgawi was
hiding in turned out to not be so safe
because intelligence had gotten infor-
mation to our military and our mili-
tary had targeted the house and
dropped a couple of bombs in on him,
killed Zarqawi. In the rubble were com-
puter hard drives and paperwork and a
lot of intelligence, and a lot of intel-
ligence has led us to other intelligence,
and a lot of other intelligence that we
had were dots out there that got con-
nected by the intel that was within
this so-called safehouse that was
turned into rubble.

From all of that intelligence, the
body of that intelligence as it has been
released to the public and our intel-
ligence people have pored down
through it, the body of that intel-
ligence says that al Qaeda and the ter-
rorists in Iraq are in a very difficult
situation. They are having trouble re-
cruiting fighters. They are having
trouble getting military supplies and
munitions. They are having trouble
with their communications. Their op-
erations are being disrupted, and that
the effectiveness of the coalition
forces, and I will say in particular
American forces, and especially the ef-
fectiveness of the Iraqi troops that are
now in uniform defending Iraqis and
taking on these terrorists in the midst
have al Qaeda in disarray.

All of the information that came, all
of the data came, all of the intelligence
that came, all pointed to the same
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thing. This is a desperate enemy and a
desperate condition with a very limited
amount of supplies to work with, a lim-
ited amount of recruitment ability to
be able to recruit troops and a limited
ability to affect life in Iraq.

We are winning, Mr. Speaker, and it
has become very clear as the intel-
ligence unfolded.

I would point out also that Saddam’s
trial is nearing its end, and we are
going to see a verdict in Saddam Hus-
sein pretty soon, and it has been drug
on now for about 8 months. That is
plenty long, but in the meantime, Mr.
Speaker, I would submit that we are
going to get a verdict. I happen to
know that if he is found guilty of
crimes against humanity that in that
section of the Criminal Code of the
Iraqi law, and I have actually sat there
with the judges in Baghdad and dis-
cussed this with them, and they spoke
English to me so I could understand it
directly and not be dependent upon an
interpreter, but in that section of Iraqi
law, crimes against humanity only pro-
vide for one penalty. If you are guilty,
there is only one penalty, and that pen-
alty is death.

Now, there have been three of
Saddam’s attorneys that have been
murdered throughout the process of
this, and some of the other people in-
volved in this have been as well, but
the punishment that may come if Sad-
dam is found guilty is only one punish-
ment. He has been, of course, an active
person there, I will say, since there is
a case before the court in Irag. We
know the evidence, Mr. Speaker, and I
am going to let the evidence speak for
itself at this point.

But I would say that Iraq is coming
along. They are making good progress.
They now have a sovereign govern-
ment. They now have a full cabinet.
They now have a prime minister. When
you get a sovereign government, they
can make decisions. They can make de-
cisions about like what to do if Saddam
is found guilty, whether they will bring
another trial for other crimes against
humanity, whether they will mete the
punishment should he be found guilty,
what they should be doing for their
citizens.

I hope they do this: open a bidding
process globally so they can bring in
oil companies that have the capital and
the technical ability to sink more
wells into the vast oil fields in Iraq and
build some pipelines and some refin-
eries and get more oil coming out of
that country so they can get cash com-
ing in.

It is a shame to have $70 oil in a
country that is starved for cash and
that has o0il sitting underneath its
sandy desert and not having that turn-
ing into cash at $70 a barrel for them.
I want to see that happen. This was not
American blood for oil, but this was
American blood, coalition blood and
Iraqi blood for freedom, for freedom,
Mr. Speaker, and they will have the
freedom to do with their oil as they
choose and to cash the checks for that
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oil, and they need to get it flowing out
of there. That would be the first order
of business besides the security issues
that come before this government, if I
were the prime minister or in the par-
liament of Iraq.

So this military security situation is
making good progress, and the intel-
ligence that we have gathered and after
the death of Zarqawi, their leader, and
they have taken on a number of their
leaders in the first and second tier who
were very close to Zarqgawi, but after
that, all the intelligence says they are
in desperate condition.

Now, why would we do what has been
proposed here on the other side of the
aisle, why would we pull out? Why
would we cut and run? Why would we
want to redeploy to the horizon, Mr.
Speaker, when this war is making
progress and we have people who have
this opportunity to be free?

I sat down with Benazir Bhutto
shortly after the September 11 attacks,
and she happened to be giving a speech
in my district at the Buena Vista Uni-
versity in Clear Lake, my hometown.
Benazir Bhutto is the former prime
minister of Pakistan. She served at
two separate segments of time there in
Pakistan and is a very respected leader
of the Pakistani people and has a sound
judgment, which is the reason that she
has been able to be in power in Paki-
stan.

I asked her a question and I was try-
ing to understand at the time our
enemy, how do we conduct a war that
we could finally get to the point where
we can declare victory, what would vic-
tory look like and how do we get to
that point so we could declare victory.
We need to define it and we need to get
there.

We were talking about radical
Islamists, that perhaps 10 percent of
the Muslim world are lined up against
Muslims, as well as Christians and
Jews and an attack on Western civili-
zation to some degree, and how do we
finally defeat them. Her answer was,
this hatred comes out of having no
hope. It comes out of not having an op-
portunity to build a better life for their
families, for their homes and their
communities. She said, you have got to
give them freedom; you have got to
give them a chance at, she used the
word, democracy.

If they have that freedom, like we
have here, then they turn their focus to
hatred and murder and barbaric
slaughtering like they did of our two
soldiers a couple of days ago in Iraq.
They turn that hatred over, and they
put their efforts towards their families,
their community, their churches, their
mosques, their countries. When that
happens, that energy that is within all
of us is used for a constructive good.
There is a culture change. That culture
of hatred that breeds terror that is in
the heart of poverty and hopelessness
that is in many of the cities, especially
in the Arab world, can be replaced by
freedom and hope and prosperity.

That is the definition for victory, Mr.
Speaker. That is the definition that
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was given to me in a very private con-
versation, without any reservations I
would add, by Benazir Bhutto. I appre-
ciate that from her. I respect that from
her, and I think she laid that out in a
way that indexes in, links in very well
with the Bush doctrine.

President Bush understands this. He
came out with this philosophy within
weeks of September 11, and he stuck by
this philosophy all along. He has de-
fined victory. He is leading us to vic-
tory. We need to stand with him on
that issue, and I do, and standing with
the President also stands with our sol-
diers and marines, and it stands with
them and it stands with their mission.
Those two things, Mr. Speaker, are
linked together.

If you are going to support your ma-
rines, you also have to support the mis-
sion that they are on because some of
them have given their lives. Some
more of them will give their lives for
global freedom and for the freedom and
safety of the American people. They
have to believe in their mission. I be-
lieve in their mission. The President
believes in their mission. The Amer-
ican people believe in their mission,
and some of the people on the other
side of the aisle do not, and they claim
that they can support the troops and
oppose the mission.

I would think that there is not a sol-
dier in this country that would say
send me off on a mission that you do
not support but tell me you support
me. No one could be asked, and you
cannot ask anyone to put their life on
the line for a mission that you do not
believe in. That is the crux of this de-
bate: Do you support the troops and
the mission. And that is not nego-
tiable.

Then, as I talked about balancing
this Federal budget, there is also this
imbalance in trade that I was talking
about, $725 billion imbalance in trade.
What we need to do with that, Mr.
Speaker, is fix that. We need to fix that
by changing the tax policy. The tax
policy that we have now taxes all pro-
ductivity in America. I spoke about
that a little bit earlier, and in fact, we
can change that around totally and ut-
terly.

I came to this conclusion in 1980 after
the IRS had audited me one too many
times in a row. When they did that, I
went back to work after 4 days of pull-
ing papers out of my files and handing
them over to the IRS and sitting there
throughout this audit. When it was fi-
nally done, it cost me some money, and
I believe to this day I did everything
exactly legally and technically correct.
It was my intent to do so, but they I
believe had to justify their 4 days in
my office. So they made a Monday
morning quarterback decision, and I
had to accept the result of that if I
were going to stay in business because
I could not take anymore capital out of
my business or anymore time away
from our productivity to go fight the
behemoth system of the Federal Gov-
ernment.
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So I went back to work, and as I went
back to work I began to start with this
conclusion: I would like to eliminate
the Internal Revenue Service. I would
like to eliminate the IRS code. I would
like to see to it that no one has to go
through what I went through ever
again.
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I would like to have people have a
voluntary tax system so that they can
decide when they pay their taxes. And
as I worked this system out, Mr.
Speaker, and I really put together a
fairly complete proposal on my own as
I was sitting in the seat of a bulldozer
meditating for 10 or 12 hours a day, and
there is plenty of time to think there,
I thought about this policy, and this
policy today is called H.R. 25, The Fair
Tax.

Now, I couldn’t find anybody that
knew anything about this issue in 1980,
but as I worked my way through that,
throughout that decade, I found a little
more information and a little more in-
formation, and by about 1991, I found a
book written by Daniel Pilla, a former
IRS agent, called Fire the IRS. He had
worked for the IRS for years, and in
that book he had done the data, had
pulled the data together and done the
research that supported the conclu-
sions that I had drawn just simply
from working my way through this pol-
icy. I didn’t do the math, but he did. He
did the analysis, and his analysis fit
my philosophy.

We linked together at that point. I
don’t know if Daniel Pilla ever recog-
nized that, but I want to thank him for
the work he did on that book. It was
inspiring to me and confirmed my con-
clusion and helped move me into public
life.

I believe that we should take all tax
off of productivity. I think as a funda-
mental change, if we do that and put it
on consumption, then people can vol-
unteer to pay taxes. They will do that
when they make a decision to pur-
chase. We take all the Federal tax off
of all productivity. That means you get
to keep all the money you earn, with
the exception of whatever State taxes
might be there.

People in America would get another
56 percent more into their paycheck. If
they got a $1,000 check for that week,
they would have $1,560 more they would
get to take home. If it was a $100 check
that week, it would be $156 more they
would take home. That extra money,
that 56 percent more, is money that
would be saved and some would be
spent, but people would make a deci-
sion on paying their taxes themselves
without having the IRS stand there, or
more figuratively Uncle Sam standing
at the time clock on Monday morning.

You know, America gets up, takes a
shower, shaves, goes to work, and
walks through to punch the time clock,
and as soon as they punch that time
clock, Uncle Sam’s hand goes out. He’s
going to take every dollar that you
make that day until he is satisfied.
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When he is satisfied, he puts that
money in his pocket, Mr. Speaker, and
then you can go to work for the State
for a little while. They put that in
their pocket, and then you are on your
own for the rest of the day.

But we can change that entire dy-
namic where Uncle Sam is no longer
standing there. The image won’t be of
Uncle Sam by the time clock any
longer, it will be the image of your
being able to get all the money you
earn and then be able to decide when to
pay taxes with it.

Alexander Tyler said, when a major-
ity of the people figure out that they
can vote themselves benefits from the
public Treasury, on that day democ-
racy ceases to exist. Well, we are very
close to that because 44 percent of
Americans don’t pay any income tax
right now.

I heard a number the other day, and
I have to qualify it because I haven’t
verified it yet, but it was that 3 per-
cent of the people pay 97 percent of the
taxes. I don’t know if that is true, but
the philosophy is there. A small per-
centage of people at the top of the in-
come bracket are paying a large per-
centage of the income tax on the other
side. And many, many people, millions
of people are absolved from tax liabil-
ity whatsoever.

They are not paying taxes, but they
are voting, and they are writing letters
to their Congressmen and putting de-
mands on government to provide them
services. So their incentive is to push
people to grow government and to lay
back and use more government serv-
ices, rather than have the incentive be
to go out and go to work and grow the
size of their own pie, fill their cup, so
to speak, feed the goose that lays the
golden eggs.

That is what we need to do, Mr.
Speaker. We are underproducing in this
country. What kind of a Nation would
be having a debate about an immigra-
tion policy that would take in, they
are saying with a straight face, 10- to
12 million people?

I remember when under the Clinton
administration, prior to the 1996 elec-
tions, they accelerated the naturaliza-
tion process for a million people, a lot
of them in California. Some of them
made their way to Iowa, and some of
them made it clear what they thought
their agreement was, and I will speak
about that another time perhaps, Mr.
Speaker, but a million people came in
prior to the 1996 Presidential elections.

I was appalled that a million people
could come into the United States like
that, without having a real policy es-
tablished here in this Congress, but
just simply let across the border, natu-
ralized, legalized, and given an oppor-
tunity to vote. But we are, and as ap-
palled as I was by a million people in
1996, the United States Senate now is
speaking openly about 10- to 12 million
people, and I think they know what I
believe and what my senior Senator be-
lieves, and that is that the number is
not 10- or 12 million, it is more like 20-

June 21, 2006

or 22 million, or a number greater than
that. And we are talking seriously, Mr.
Speaker, about legalizing all of those
people that are here in the United
States, or all but a relative handful of
the people here in the United States il-
legally.

Now, the justification for it would be
because we don’t have enough Ameri-
cans that are willing to do the work
that needs to be done. Mr. Speaker, I
object to that kind of thinking and
that kind of talk. It is an insult to the
hard-working Americans that are out
there, those that took pride, like Mr.
EHLERS, who grew up with his cup one-
eighth full. I said mine was half full,
and not because of wealth, because we
weren’t well off, but because of family,
and because of our work ethic, and the
culture that I grew up in was a tremen-
dous head start to be anchored in that
way.

But here we sit now with the argu-
ment that Americans won’t do this
work. Well, they may not do it for 4
bucks an hour. No, Mr. Speaker, in
fact, they may not do it for $5.15 an
hour. But there is supply and demand
in the labor force, and the labor in this
country has been altered and distorted
by 10- or 12- or 20 million people in this
country. And all of them are not work-
ing, it is a percentage of them. That
number is somewhere over 50 percent,
or about seven-twelfths would be one
way of looking at that.

All of them are not working, but per-
haps 6.3 to 7 million, according to a CIS
study, are working. And so let’s say it
is 7 million people. I referenced earlier
in my remarks, Mr. Speaker, that
there are 7.5 million unemployed in
America. There are another 5.3 million
that have exhausted their unemploy-
ment benefits that are still looking for
a job. So you get up there to 12.8 mil-
lion. That is already more people on
unemployment, at least by the statis-
tics the Senate is dealing with, who are
here illegally. It is almost two to one
for those working that are here ille-
gally.

And then, if we look at those who are
on welfare, there are about 4.3 million
of those. If we take a look at teenagers,
and teenagers need to be busy. One of
the good things about raising kids is if
you can keep them busy, if they have
energy and you keep them busy, they
will be all right, but you have to work
them a little to do that. And so of
those between the ages of 16 and 19,
there are 9.3 million of them who are
not in the workforce in any way, not
even part time, not even flipping burg-
ers down at the hamburger stand or
picking up a check whatsoever. 9.3 mil-
lion. Some of them presumably could
be hired to do some of the work they
claim Americans aren’t doing.

Then if you look at the, I will say the
young senior citizens, between the ages
of 656 and 69, there are about 4%2 million
of those. Some of those would like to
be working, but we have a few disincen-
tives in place so that they do not. That
is a universe to go and hire from; 7.5
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million and 5.3 million and 9.3 million,
and then the 4.5 or so million that are
the young seniors.

But in between the ages of 20 and 64,
that real working age, none of those
people have been addressed yet, except
for the welfare folks that I am talking
about. There are 51 million not work-
ing Americans there.

But even if I pare this down and take
those that are over 70, actually I
haven’t spoken to those at all, but
those over 70 out of it, those over 65
out of it, and if we go down and take
those under the age of 16 out of this
equation, and we roll this all back to-
gether and think what is the universe,
what is the size that we hire from for
our workforce, that force, Mr. Speaker,
that workforce is about 61 million.

That is a reasonable number to look
at. And we are trying to hire perhaps 7
million people to replace? If we did
that, we would hire maybe one out of
nine of the nonworking people that are
of primary working age in the United
States. We surely should be able to do
that.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, we could also
replace some of these jobs with tech-
nology, but we will not do that as long
as there is a very cheap labor supply to
g0 to. Cheap labor causes employers to
de-adopt technology, and that is a ret-
rogression of our economy when that
happens. We need to be driving tech-
nology not de-adopting technology.
That technology would reduce some of
the demand for that labor.

No one, no one I know of, has ad-
dressed the subject of how much of this
7 million people that are doing this
work, which is only 2.2 percent of the
gross domestic product, in other words
the illegals are about 4.6 or 7 percent of
the workforce, and they are about 2.2
percent of the productivity, that work-
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force is not all necessary work, Mr.
Speaker.

I will conclude this statement on an-
other evening, but I appreciate the
privilege to address the House, Mr.
Speaker.

——————

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 5638, PERMANENT ESTATE
TAX RELIEF ACT OF 2006

Mr. PUTNAM (during Special Order
of Mr. KiNG of Iowa), from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 109-517) on the
resolution (H. Res. 885) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 5638) to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 to increase the wunified credit
against the estate tax to an exclusion
equivalent of $5,000,000 and to repeal
the sunset provision for the estate and
generation-skipping taxes, and for
other purposes, which was referred to
the House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

————

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 4890, LEGISLATIVE LINE
ITEM VETO ACT OF 2006

Mr. PUTNAM (during Special Order
of Mr. KiNG of Iowa), from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 109-518) on the
resolution (H. Res. 886) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4890) to
amend the Congressional and Impound-
ment Control Act of 1974 to provide for
the expedited consideration of certain
proposed rescissions of budget author-
ity, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.

H4403

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. MCDERMOTT) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. CLYBURN, for 56 minutes, today.

Mr. EMANUEL, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, for
5 minutes, today.

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. BERKLEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. LEE, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, for 5 minutes,
today.
Mr. McDErRMOTT, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. FILNER, for 56 minutes, today.

Ms. MCKINNEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. MCCARTHY, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida, for 5
minutes, today.

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

Mr. POE, for 5 minutes, June 28.

Ms. HARRIS, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BisHOP of Utah, for 5 minutes,
today.

———

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 25 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until Thurs-
day, June 22, 2006, at 10 a.m.

——

EXPENDITURE REPORTS CONCERNING OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL

Reports concerning the foreign currencies and U.S. dollars utilized for speaker-authorized official travel during the
fourth quarter of 2005 and the first and second quarter of 2006, pursuant to Public Law 95-384 are as follows:

(AMENDED) REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, HON. MIKE THOMPSON, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 26 AND JAN. 30, 2006

Date

Name of Member or employee

Arrival Departure

Per diem !

Transportation

Other purposes Total

U.S. dollar
equivalent
or US.
currency 2

Country Foreign

currency

Foreign

currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent
or US.
currency?

U.S. dollar
equivalent
or US.
currency?

U.S. dollar
equivalent
or US.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

Foreign
currency

Hon. Mike Th 1/26
1/28

1729

1/28
1/29
1/30

Committee total

Kuwait 812.00

812.00

Iraq

Germany 304.00

304.00

1,116.00

1,116.00

Lper diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

3Military air transportation.

MIKE THOMPSON, Chairman, May 23, 2006.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, HON. MIKE THOMPSON, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 26 AND JAN. 30, 2006

Date

Name of Member or employee

Arrival Departure

Per diem !

Transportation

Other purposes Total

U.S. dollar
equivalent
or US.
currency 2

Country Foreign

currency

Foreign

currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent
or US.
currency 2

U.S. dollar
equivalent
or US.
currency?

U.S. dollar
equivalent
or US.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

Foreign
currency

Hon. Mike Tt 1/26
1/28

1729

1/28
1/29
1/30

Kuwait 812.00

812.00

Irag
Germany

304.00
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