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million. That is the figure that is pro-
duced by the Center for Disease Con-
trol, that shows that when you add the
new taxes into my State and all the
money that gets added up on the taxes
that would be collected in Iowa, and
then you subtract from it the extra
grants that would go into Iowa to take
care of raising the SCHIP from 200 of
poverty to 300 percent of poverty, from
$561,625 for a family of four, up to $77,430
for a family of four, you do that math,
extra taxes taken out of the State,
grants for SCHIP coming back in, the
net, not a net gain for Iowa, Governor
Culver, I hate to tell you this, it is a
net loss of $226 million. So, it isn’t even
fiscally prudent for Iowans to engage
in this.

There are other states that have a
net loss as well, according to the Cen-
ter for Disease Control. The title of
this is SCHIP Expansions, Winners and
Losers, Net Impact on States New
Grants.

This is, Madam Speaker, the look of
the map that is produced here, and this
is the data that has been delivered by
the Center For Disease Control. The
map is produced by one of our Members
of Congress, I believe.

But, at any rate, Iowa loses $226 mil-
lion. Our neighbors in Wisconsin, $330
million. Missouri, our neighbors to the
south, $496 million. Florida loses $703
million, Madam Speaker. That might
be of particular interest to you. $703
million. South Carolina, $239 million.
North Carolina, $5636 million. This list
goes on and on. Kentucky, $602 million.
Indiana, minus $517 million. Ohio,
minus $426 million.
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So there are winners and losers.
There is a transfer of tax dollars and a
transfer of wealth that takes place
with this SCHIP legislation. The trans-
fer of wealth just shows what an eco-
nomic boondoggle it is for some States.
It shows also that some States, their
leadership is clamoring for this SCHIP
increase. I haven’t noticed Republican
Governors clamoring for SCHIP in-
crease. I haven’t noticed Republican
candidates for the Presidency clam-
oring for an SCHIP increase. They rec-
ognize that this increase to 300 percent
of poverty, that the attempt to take it
to 400 percent of poverty, this attempt
to talk kids off of private health insur-
ance, is the cornerstone for
Hillarycare, for socialized medicine
and lays a foundation for the Presi-
dential debates that will be unfolding
from this point until November 2008.

It sets it as the central issue for the
Presidency in the event that
MoveOn.org and the get out of Iraq at
any cost pacifists can’t make that
issue stick. If they lose that debate, as
said by the Democrat whip, that is a
big problem for Democrats if there is a
good report from General Petraeus.

Well, the report he delivered to us
was honest and objective. It was deliv-
ered by a patriot. It was delivered by a
man who I believe knows more about
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Iraq and our military operations as
well as the political and economic op-
erations there than anybody in the
world. It was objective. It was deliv-
ered prudently, carefully and factually.
And yet, as John Adams said, facts are
stubborn things.

Whatever we might choose to do, we
can’t escape the result of the facts. The
facts support a continuing improve-
ment in Iraq. The facts indicate that
this debate that is going down this
path on SCHIP is not a debate about
getting health insurance to kids. This
is a debate about laying the corner-
stone for socialized health care in the
United States.

I think it is utterly wrong and under-
mines our free market economy. I
think it takes away the freedom of the
American people. If you take away the
freedom of any people, you undermine
their productivity and you take away
their spirit. If you are a Nation that
provides, if you become the nanny
state and you provide everything that
people want, and FDR created those
freedoms, some of these are constitu-
tional, two of them were extra-con-
stitutional, freedom from want and
freedom from fear.

This SCHIP plan fits into that idea
that people should be free of want and
free of fear. They shouldn’t fear not
having health insurance for their chil-
dren, and they shouldn’t want for any-
thing. This has gotten so bizarre in this
Pelosi Congress that we have a farm
bill that came to this floor and is
passed over to the Senate now that has
increased the food stamps, the nutri-
tion component of the bill, by 46 per-
cent. Even though the proponents of
that bill could not find a statistical ar-
gument that there were components of
Americans that were suffering from
hunger or malnutrition, in fact they
had to admit that people were getting
their past meals and they knew where
their next meals were coming from, but
they stated that people had food inse-
curity, I'll call it food anxiety. And so
because sometimes they weren’t sure
that some of those meals down the line
might not be there, they ate more.

Madam Speaker, I think it is an ap-
propriate thing to get me down to this
closing here because it is ironic to
quote from the testimony that came
before the Agriculture Committee.
This would be testimony by Janet
Murguia, March 13, 2007, representing
LaRaza testifying on food stamps
about food insecurity. This is a quote:
“There is also mounting evidence that
the overweight and obesity trends in
the United States are due in part to
high levels of food insecurity.”

In other words, food anxiety, food in-
security cause people to overeat. They
become overweight and if we give them
more food from the taxpayers’ dollar,
then they would eat less and be more
healthy and slender and all would be
wonderful.

Yes, I guess if you are committed
that tax increases and more govern-
ment responsibility and less personal
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responsibility are the solution to ev-
erything, you can even include the idea
that if you give them more food
stamps, they would eat less as part of
your rationale. It is no more rational
here to take SCHIP and take it up to
300 or even 400 percent of poverty. The
only rationale I see here is socialized
medicine. Lay the cornerstone for so-
cialized medicine, lay the cornerstone
for the Hillary campaign for the Presi-
dency.

Pick up this speech from September
of 2003, ‘“‘Move Ahead Into Socialism.”

—————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

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

Ms. KILPATRICK (at the request of Mr.
HOYER) for today after noon on account
of official business.

——————

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:)

Mrs. CAPPs, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. CUMMINGS, for 56 minutes, today.

Mr. HALL of New York, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. YARMUTH, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. MICHAUD, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. McDERMOTT, for 5 minutes,
today.

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California,
for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. KELLER of Florida) to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:)

Mr. POE, for 5 minutes, October 9.

Mr. McCOTTER, for 5 minutes, Octo-
ber 3.

Mr. JoNES of North Carolina, for 5
minutes, October 9.

Mr. WoLF, for 56 minutes, today.

Mr. WELDON of Florida, for 5 minutes,
October 4.

Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina, for 5
minutes, October 3.

Mr. KELLER of Florida, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. CASTLE, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. SHAYS, for 5 minutes, today.

————

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. KING of Iowa. Madam Speaker, 1
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 20 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Wednesday, October 3, 2007, at
10 a.m.
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