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has also played an important role in
one aspect of meeting the challenge of
this current situation, and that is an
element of the housing problem that he
has been particularly instrumental in
dealing with.

Mr. COHEN.
YARMUTH.

Tomorrow we will have a vote in this
House on a housing bill, and many have
said that not only do we have to have
confidence in our economy to have it
come back, but we have to cure the
housing problem first, which has been
one of the main problems in causing us
to go into this economic recession and
the malaise that some say the economy
is in and, indeed, it is.

One of the things we are doing to-
morrow with the bill is to permanently
make FDIC insurance for banks and
credit unions $250,000. That was some-
thing that we proposed in the first
TARP and we were able to get that
passed temporarily.

That permanent amount of money
will secure American investors’ depos-
its in banks and assure people they
have confidence which they need to
have and will have in the banks to
know that their money is safe. That’s
important for our banking system to
make it solid and for our constituents’
deposits to make them secure.

The bill will also change and allow,
for the first time, something that has
been long in coming, the opportunity
for people who might have to file chap-
ter 13, bankruptcy, not a pleasant sub-
ject, not an easy subject, not an easy
process but an ordeal where one has to
go and show to the bankruptcy judge
their need for help, all of their assets,
their expenses, and be put on a plan for
approximately 5 years on how they
would have to spend their monies. And
they have to have approval from the
court over their finances.

In that process one can have the
loans that they have made on a second
home, on a farm, on a family farm, on
an airplane, on a Yyacht, just about
every type of property, modified by a
bankruptcy judge to make it affordable
to the person going into chapter 13
bankruptcy. The judge can reduce the
principal down to the secured amount,
can extend the terms, can lower the in-
terest rate, but the judge has not been
allowed, since 1978, because of an act of
Congress, to modify a person’s prin-
cipal residence, which is their most
valuable possession—maybe not in a
monetary fashion but generally it is, at
least in a spiritual way.

And in this particular crisis, to allow
people to modify their mortgages on
their personal residences, is similar to
what people can do with secondary
homes, vacation homes, yachts, air-
ports, family farms, et cetera. We allow
people to stay in their homes to solid-
ify their neighborhoods, to keep houses
on the tax rolls, to keep neighborhoods
solid where if your mneighborhoods
aren’t solid, you have increased crime,
increased vermin, increased problems,
and maintain hope for people in their
neighborhoods and in their homes.

Thank you, Mr.
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This will be a first-time activity. We
have worked with all elements in this
Congress to come about with amend-
ments, there will be a manager’s
amendment tomorrow, to make it to
where it is a last resort, to guarantee
that the monies, the people won’t be
allowed to enter into the bankruptcy
or have their mortgages changed unless
they meet very strict criteria and pro-
vide that relief that we need to help
this housing market succeed.

So we help the banks tomorrow and
our financial security, really not the
banks but the individual depositors
with the $250,000 FDIC insurance, and
we help individuals in their homes with
the opportunity to stay there and help
neighborhoods.

I think this is landmark legislation,
and I know that it’s been extended to
Vermont and Kentucky as well. 1
thank the anchor of our hour and the
former president of this class, the dis-
tinguished and honorable gentleman
from the former Conference U.S.A.
city, Louisville, Mr. YARMUTH.

Mr. YARMUTH. I thank my col-
league and thank him for his work on
this very important piece of legislation
that we will be dealing with tomorrow,
which will be another important com-
ponent to get the ship of state back on
course and to get our economy moving
again.

It gives me great pleasure to wel-
come and recognize our distinguished
colleague from Vermont (Mr. WELCH).

Mr. WELCH. Thank you. I have been
listening to some of your comments,
and I just want to make a few remarks
about the budget. We all know that we
have an economy that’s facing the big-
gest challenge since the Great Depres-
sion, and what this budget is attempt-
ing to do, and a lot of work getting
from where we are to where we need to
be, is, I think, very simple. It’s about
trying to revive the middle class.

You know, when you think about the
recent history of America in the 1960s,
when LLBJ took on the challenge of try-
ing to eliminate poverty and was suc-
cessful in reducing it substantially, it
was the right goal. The middle class
paid.

And in the past 10 years, and even
more, the policy has been, essentially,
to lower taxes for very high-income
folks, also provide deregulation for cor-
porations, and it has resulted in a sig-
nificant transfer of wealth. The top 1
percent of our country has enjoyed the
greatest explosion of wealth since the
1920s, and, in fact, who paid for that? It
was the middle class.

So the middle class paid for the pro-
grams that are essential, and I support
it, that benefit the poor. The middle
classes paid for the programs that were
very, very generous to the quite
wealthy, and it’s the middle class who,
in the end, is getting squeezed. This
country has always done its best when
it has had economic and political poli-
cies that have given an opportunity for
people who are poor to move their way
up into the middle class and for the
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middle class to sustain itself and to
grow and prosper.

And what the Obama budget at-
tempts to do is redirect our energies
and our policies towards rewarding
work and rewarding and enhancing the
middle class.

Now, if we are going to be successful,
we actually do have to pay attention to
deficits, and it’s a contradiction, so it
seems, that on the one hand because of
our fiscal situation we have to invest.
We also have to commit ourselves to a
health care policy that’s going to make
health care affordable, and to an en-
ergy policy that embraces the chal-
lenges of a new energy economy as
something that can create jobs much.
And we, as Democrats, who are sup-
porting a middle class budget also have
to embrace the absolute commitment
to root out any waste and any exces-
sive spending.

Mr. YARMUTH. I thank my col-
league for his contribution.

I would like to conclude this hour of
discussion from the Majority Makers,
the class of 2006, that as this Congress
proceeds and as we work with the
Obama administration to set a new
course for the country, to lay a founda-
tion for growth and prosperity, a re-
turn to prosperity in this country, we
look forward to further discussions.

And I think the most important
thing we can say in closing is that to
repeat the words of Prime Minister
Brown this morning, who said, who
kept mentioning, ‘‘faith in the future.”
That’s what we are about, restoring
faith in the future for the American
people, and this will be our main mis-
sion over the next 2 years as we pro-
ceed to help every American realize his
or her ambition for a better life.

——
OPPOSE OVERSPENDING

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

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the honor to address you here
on the floor of the United States House
of Representatives, and it is always an
honor to address you, Mr. Speaker.

I have spent some of the last hour lis-
tening to my colleagues, whom I appre-
ciate voicing their opinions as well. 1
would like to take up some of their
issues at the beginning, and then I will
roll it into the subject matter of this
next hour that I have.

But first of all, when a statement
was made by the gentleman from Ten-
nessee that Rush Limbaugh wants
Obama to fail, he didn’t say that, Mr.
Speaker. He can’t be quoted anywhere
as he wants Obama to fail or President
Obama to fail. It wasn’t his intent at
all. You have to listen to what he actu-
ally said.

He said he wants his policies to fail.
That was a message that’s clear. It’s
been reiterated over and over again
across the media and this country, Mr.
Speaker. So I have to come here and
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raise the issue in the beginning that
that was a statement that was made,
Mr. Speaker. Rush Limbaugh said that
he wants President Obama’s policies to
fail so that we can go forward and pre-
serve and protect and enhance our free-
dom and our liberties and our free mar-
ket economy and perhaps, and I hope
it’s not so, perhaps our national de-
fense as well.

I will stand with him on that. I have
opposed these policies of overspending.
I opposed the stimulus plan, and I op-
posed the bailout plan that came in the
previous administration.

It was clear from where I stood that
you simply cannot take money from
the producers of this country and pour
it into a void without a plan or a strat-
egy and how it’s going to emerge. Still,
the U.S. Treasury couldn’t tell us the
results that would come from a $700
billion bailout plan. The President of
the United States can’t tell us the re-
sults that will come from hundreds of
billions of dollars, and, actually, more
than $1 trillion when you add the inter-
est stimulus plan.

And so without a definable goal here,
except the idea that spending is stim-
ulus—and I disagree with that philos-
ophy, spending is not stimulus. But,
believing that, then the people on this
side of the aisle have said, well, this is
a comprehensive proposal, it’s well
thought out. We are going to have a
more responsible budget than George
Bush had, and in the end we are going
to have this economy that is going to
grow to the point where we will be able
to do this magnificent thing called
“‘cut the deficit in half”’ by the begin-
ning of President Obama’s second term.
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I heard that over here, too, although
he really said by the end of his first
term, which I think is more likely if
they keep going down this path.

So the words ‘‘cut the deficit in half”
echo to me. That was a goal that was
laid out by President Bush. So it seems
to me that President Obama, Mr.
Speaker, is following at least one of
the patterns of President Bush.

And I will tell you I was not particu-
larly moved by the idea that we could
cut the deficit in half in 4 years or 5
years or whatever that might be. I
didn’t come into this political life with
half of a goal. I'd want at least a whole
goal. So if we can cut it in half in 3%
years or 5 years or whatever the case
may be, why couldn’t we just eliminate
it? Or maybe we could just double that
period of time. If we could cut it in half
in 4 years, maybe we can cut it in half
again in another 4 years, and then we’ll
be down to only 25 percent of this huge
deficit that we have now.

But, Mr. Speaker, this deficit is
breathtaking. We are looking at the
current administration’s budget of a
deficit of $1.75 trillion. And we heard
him speak to us of having to construct
one leg of a multi-legged stool to get us
out of this economic crisis that we are
in. Well, the one leg, you have to add
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the bailout money from last fall and
the $1.1 or 2 trillion from the stimulus
plan from just a little over a week ago,
package that together, and without
many of these things that got poured
into by administrative action, you’re
at a $2 trillion leg for one stool of
what, according to the President, is a
multi-legged stool. So if a leg costs $2
trillion and it’s multi-legged, I know
it’s not a milk stool. That would be a
one leg. It’s not a two-legged stool. I've
never seen one of those. It’s not a
three-legged stool or he would have
said so. So I have to presume that this
stool that’s going to be the rebuilding
architecture of this formerly free mar-
ket economy is going to be at least
four legs at $2 trillion a leg, which
nearly doubles our national debt.

I remember the President’s media
personnel speaking on the morning of
the President’s address here in the
joint session, Mr. Speaker, and he said
our national debt is 10 percent of GDP,
that we have to do something about
that. It’s too high.

Well, his current budget, the one
that’s just been defended by my col-
leagues from the other side of the aisle,
takes that share to more than 12 per-
cent of our GDP. In fact, it’s 12.3 per-
cent of our GDP. That’s the current
President Obama budget. So this 10
percent of GDP that is national debt
today becomes a 12.3 percent of na-
tional debt if this budget is enacted
into law, and a lament that comes from
his spokesman is we’ve got too high a
percentage of our GDP in our national
debt.

Well, Mr. Speaker, I think there’s an-
other number that we should be con-
cerned about. I'm concerned about
that. I'm concerned about the daily in-
terest rate, that if all of this is enacted
into law, the American people will be
paying $1 billion a year just in interest
alone, $1 billion a year.

Now, I hearken back to 1992 when
President Clinton was elected. He was
elected under the belief of the Amer-
ican people that we were in a recession,
and he convinced the American people
we were in a recession, and you might
go back and look at the definitions and
parse that so that it was, I'll say, mar-
ginally true. But President Clinton
came to this Congress, Mr. Speaker,
and he asked for a $30 billion, that’s 30
billion with a ‘“b,” economic incentive
plan, and that was supposed to put
money out into the hands of people so
they would spend it because the belief
was that spending is stimulus. It was
going to create, though, jobs like the
AmeriCorps is today and put this $30
billion into this, and it was going to
bring us out of this recession that was
defined during the presidential cam-
paign of 1992. President Clinton
brought that argument to this Con-
gress, $30 billion. And this Congress,
being a Democratic Congress, debated
the $30 billion, chopped it down from
$30 billion, finally got it down to $17
billion, and then decided, well, we’re
not going to do it after all. So they
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threw the idea of the stimulus plan
over the side in 1993, after having
taken a $30 billion idea and reduced it
to a $17 billion idea, and they pitched it
overboard because it wasn’t a good
enough idea. Well, today we have budg-
ets that are proposed by the President
of the United States that brings us to
the point where we’ll be paying $1 bil-
lion a day, not $17 billion in an eco-
nomic stimulus plan like 1993 but $1
billion a day. So, for example, when the
fiscal year Kkicks in—let me say the
calendar year. That’s a little easier
thing to think about, Mr. Speaker. But
when the calendar year kicks in, if you
want to keep track from the day you’re
watching your bowl games on how long
it takes for the Federal Government to
spend as much money on interest as it
would take to have paid for the entire
Bill Clinton stimulus plan, well, from
January 1, 2, 3, 4, on up to the 17th of
January, boom, you’d be done. That
would be economic stimulus freedom
day, the 18th of January, if you're pay-
ing this at the rate of this stimulus
plan we have today.

Now, compare that 17 days at $1 bil-
lion a day to pay for the entire Bill
Clinton stimulus plan to just the inter-
est that we’ll have here in the Federal
Government if we let this all go for-
ward that’s being proposed out of the
White House today. That’s $365 billion
just in interest. That’s not a stimulus
plan, I’'ll suggest, Mr. Speaker. I will
suggest that’s anything but a stimulus
plan. It works against us. It drains cap-
ital from the private sector. It drains
capital from the productive sector of
this economy.

So Rush Limbaugh didn’t say he
wants President Obama to fail. He said
he wants his policies to fail because
he’s about freedom. And I'm about free-
dom. And we ought to be about quoting
people correctly. Maybe if the gen-
tleman from Tennessee actually lis-
tened to the words that Rush
Limbaugh said, maybe he wouldn’t
have been so outraged. Maybe he would
have just said, well, we have a legiti-
mate philosophical disagreement, que
sera. It would be okay. But that’s not
what’s happening. They are seeking to
criticize a high-profile individual in
America in order to demonize him so
that that individual can be put up as a
poster for the things that they want to
claim is wrong with their predecessors.

Well, here’s the problem, Mr. Speak-
er. This has been a Democratic Con-
gress for more than 2 years. The 110th
Congress was all in the control of
Speaker PELOSI. She received the gavel
up here in January of 2007. There’s no
Federal spending in America that
doesn’t start in this Congress by Con-
stitution. So any of the spending that’s
been initiated since that day has been
initiated right here on this floor in the
end in the House of Representatives.
And our budgets and our deficits be-
come the budgets and the deficits of
the Democrats that are in charge.
That’s Speaker PELOSI. That’s Leader
HoOYER. That’s the committee Chairs
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and the people who have been handed
the gavel by the Speaker.

And the American people need to un-
derstand that this isn’t something
that’s driven by the minority today.
The minority that we have here today
has always driven for balanced budgets,
fiscal responsibility, strong national
defense, strong personal responsibility,
strong families, defended the rule of
law, protected the borders.

So we are today with a President
that’s going to cut the deficit in half
by the beginning of his second term,
but he’s got to create this huge deficit
in order to cut it in half. So if you go
out and start biting off chunks of the
GDP and grow from a 10 percent deficit
of GDP to a 12.3 percent deficit of GDP,
if you have a President’s budget that’s
being proposed that takes a greater
and greater share of the GDP of Amer-
ica, it isn’t just the deficit that counts
here. The share of the gross domestic
product that was being consumed by
the Federal Government at the begin-
ning of the Depression in the early
1930s was 3.4 percent, Mr. Speaker. By
the time the New Deal had been imple-
mented by Franklin Delano Roosevelt
and we got into the Japanese attack on
Pearl Harbor, which essentially ended
his New Deal, the Federal Government
was by then taking over 12 percent of
our GDP. It went from 3.4 percent of
GDP at the beginning of the 1930s, and
under FDR it went to over 12 percent of
GDP before you factor in the extra
spending that had to take place in the
Second World War.

Now, FDR had a significant utility to
this country in leading us through the
Second World War. I do not take that
away from him. I applaud him for that
stolid leadership that he provided. But
he didn’t solve the economic problem.
And anybody that can come to this
floor and engage in this debate and
point out for me some data that shows
that the New Deal, which was prof-
ligate spending, unprecedented growth
in the Federal Government role, con-
suming from 3.4 percent of GDP up to
12 percent of GDP, and not having any-
thing to show for it, there’s not a le-
gitimate debate on the other side. The
New Deal did not get us out of the
Great Depression.

To be charitable, it may have, and I
emphasize ‘‘may have,” diminished the
depths to which we might have other-
wise fallen. I’'m not convinced of that,
but I will just concede that that could
be the case. The data may show that if
you didn’t pour enough government
spending in, maybe, maybe things
would have completely collapsed and
we would have had to build up from al-
most nothing or nothing as opposed to
building up from almost nothing plus
one. So maybe the New Deal programs
diminished the depths to which we
might have otherwise fallen. It cer-
tainly provided some soup kitchens and
some WPA programs and CCC camps,
and the Federal Government stepped in
and hired a lot of people, competed di-
rectly with the private sector, by the
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way. That’s what happened with the
New Deal. And the recovery process
that was needed to take place when
capital was willing to take the risk
again, when entrepreneurs were willing
to take the risk again, that recovery
took place through the Second World
War.

This is where I don’t see it quite the
same way either as the President does,
Mr. Speaker. I don’t take the position
that the Second World War got us out
of the Great Depression. I take the po-
sition that the Second World War
started our recovery from the Great
Depression. It brought about a massive
growth in production in America in our
industry, and it positioned us that by
the end of the Second World War, we
were the world’s industrial power be-
cause we had ramped up our industrial
production here to meet the demands
of the world in the Second World War.
And at end of the war, we were essen-
tially the only industrialized country
that had maintained our industrial
base without its being destroyed by
war. So we had a comparative advan-
tage, as Adams Smith would say,
against the rest of the world. And our
economy grew, and America built more
things and sold more things both do-
mestically and abroad. And by 1954 the
stock market had recovered to where it
was on the day that it crashed in Octo-
ber of 1929. It wasn’t the New Deal that
got us out of the Great Depression. The
Second World War gave us a very good
start, as tragic as that world event
was, but the recovery required another
9 years just to get back to where we
were when the stock market crashed in
October of 1929. Franklin Delano Roo-
sevelt had been dead for 9 years before
the stock market got back to where it
was. So it’s not his achievement nec-
essarily. I think that it actually slowed
our recovery.

And now we have, Mr. Speaker, a
President who believes that the New
Deal was a good deal, that FDR essen-
tially lost his nerve and was too con-
cerned about spending too much
money. So he’s concerned that FDR es-
sentially backed down, and if he had
just kept spending more and more
money, then he would have been able
to have this Keynesian effect, a real
stimulus effect that would have
brought us out of the Great Depression
before the Japanese attacked us on De-
cember 7 of 1941. Well, the world will
never know. That isn’t what happened.

But the world also knows that there
is no historical model for bringing
about an economic recovery by taxing
your citizens to death and transferring
that wealth to other people and paying
people not to work and by asking peo-
ple to go forward and spend money that
you hand to them. That’s a temporary
stimulus, if at all. And we tried that
early last spring, a $150 billion tem-
porary stimulus plan. And you can
look for the blip in that. What hap-
pened to the consumer spending? What
happened to jobs? It didn’t even show.
In fact, about 70 percent of those $150
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billion that were injected into the
economy in rebates were saved or used
to pay off debt. They didn’t stimulate
the economy. So some of it was tax re-
lief and to that extent it was good, but
on balance it wasn’t a stimulating
plan. This is a huge plan based upon
the same philosophy. Spending is stim-
ulus is what President Obama has said,
Mr. Speaker.
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I looked back and I read through
some of the documents written by John
Maynard Keynes. This is pure Keynes-
ian economics. It was Keynes that said
I can solve the world’s unemployment
problem. We will just do this. We will
go out to an abandoned coal mine and
I will take U.S. currency and we will
bury it in these holes around this aban-
doned coal mine. Then we fill the coal
mine up with garbage, and then we’ll
turn the entrepreneurs in the country
loose to go around and dig it up and be
able to pick up this cash and take it
out and spend it.

He said he can solve all of the unem-
ployment problem in the country if
you just give him enough cash and
they could drill these little holes
around in abandoned coal mines and
then fill the coal mine up with garbage
and then let the people dig through it.
That would give them a job, of course,
digging up the cash, and then they
would take the cash out and spend it,
and that would solve the economy.

Mr. Speaker, we are not going to
solve an economic crisis until we
produce. We have to provide incentives,
which means getting government out
of the way and reducing taxes so that
people will produce. If they produce
something that has value, they will
take it out and market it and sell it
and our economy will grow. And that is
how you stimulate the economy, by in-
creasing production, not by increasing
spending. And it needs to be competi-
tive production that gives people a
comparative advantage against the
rest of the world.

Innovations in the area of tech-
nology, for example, entrepreneurs
that start businesses, people that are
trading, buy, sell, trade, make gain,
produce market, be smart about it, but
do not punish the productive sector of
the economy, or you will wait a long,
long time for a recovery. We know that
they waited a long time for the recov-
ery of the Great Depression, from 1929
to 1939 to ’49 to ’564. All of that time, a
complete and entire more than a gen-
eration before they saw the recovery
that was brought about by two things,
the Second World War and by the in-
dustrial productive might that we de-
veloped and the effect of that on the
world’s economy.

So, if you create, as a President of
the United States, Mr. Speaker, a huge
deficit, and then you say, oh, by the be-
ginning of my second term in office I
am going to cut my deficit in half, how
would that be? It would be like the
family budget, if I would go out and
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spend, let’s say $2,000 more per month
than I make, I would have a $2,000 a
month deficit. And that would then be
a $24,000 a year deficit.

But I could make my pledge to my fi-
nancial advisor that I am going to cut
that deficit in half and just cut it down
to $1,000 a month. And if I needed to
really bite the bullet and say, well, I
am going to have to do more than this,
I could maybe increase my spending to
$3,000 & month or $4,000 a month, and
then next year it would be easy
enough, I would just cut it back to
$2,000 a month and say I cut my deficit
in half. I am still spending the same
amount I was, and I still have the same
kind of deficit I had.

That is the kind of smoke and mir-
rors language that is coming out of the
White House today, and the American
people, Mr. Speaker, are sitting there
accepting it. They are accepting the
idea that if you spend a couple trillion
dollars, if the White House spends a
couple trillion dollars appropriated
here, out of the beginning of the spend-
ing into the House of Representatives,
and that $2 trillion in the stimulus
plan is going to, get this language, save
or create 3.5 million jobs.

All right. Have we lost our senses?
Don’t we see through that clearly? I
mean, this isn’t any kind of blurry,
opaque lens we are looking through.
This is crystal clear in focus. Save or
create 3.5 million jobs. Not new jobs,
not defined jobs, not in any particular
sector. Not create jobs. Save or create.

So, I guess I could go back to a pret-
ty low educational level and ask maybe
one of our children, figure this out. If
you are going to save or create 3.5 mil-
lion jobs, and if you have got a work-
force of about 142 million here in the
United States, let’s just say that it is
really clear that President Obama is
going to accomplish that objective. I
can guarantee that President Obama
will accomplish the objective of saving
or creating 3.5 million jobs, because,
first of all, they aren’t new jobs, and
second of all, if you don’t create a sin-
gle one and you still have 3.5 million
jobs left in America, you have met
your promise.

These are carefully parsed words and
pieces of language. This isn’t some-
thing he is speaking off the cuff and
bouncing around in between other
meetings. It isn’t like he was ambushed
by the press. This is the speech writers
carefully putting this language to-
gether. It has been repeated over and
over again.

As far as I know, the press hasn’t
said, Mr. President, isn’t it true that if
there are 3.5 million jobs left in Amer-
ica, you will have kept your promise?
That is what the promise is, Mr.
Speaker.

There are also many other promises.
One of them is we are going to have a
carbon tax. So we are going to tax en-
ergy. Well, everything that we have in
America takes energy to produce or de-
liver. A cup of coffee takes energy to
heat it. It takes electricity to fire up
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the coffee pot. It takes energy to trans-
port it. Everything we have takes
transportation. It takes trucks, it
takes rail, it takes trains. All of that
burns energy. Almost all of it takes en-
ergy, hydrocarbon energy that comes
from petroleum.

So if we are going to tax the carbon
that is petroleum, if we are going to
tax that we are taxing everybody in
America. They are going to tax your
light bill and your gas bill. That is
your heat bill. Your gasoline bill as
well. And this tax isn’t going to be
something that is put on your invoice.
It is going to be something insidious. It
is going to be something that creeps
and sneaks into your bills so you don’t
see it. It will be immeasurable.

I can just guarantee you if this hap-
pens, there won’t be any study done in
this Congress or anywhere else that is
official at least by government that
will tell you what it costs you to pay
this carbon tax. But it is so far meas-
ured at $646 billion, the carbon tax.

We are going to pay a tax on carbon.
Why? Because we have some scientists
who have decided that they want to
tell us all that we are suffering from
global warming. Climate change now is
the word. And I will just say, pay at-
tention to language. We have gone
from global warming, well, actually we
have gone from ice age. I remember ice
age in the seventies. There was one sci-
entist that was a lead scientist on pre-
dicting that we had a coming ice age,
and he has now shifted over to the
other side. Now he says no, the Earth is
in global warming and we should back-
pedal from that as it was as we can.

But we have gone from ice age to
global warming, and now global warm-
ing is kind of hard to hold because the
Earth has been cooling for the last 10
years, so we have to change the lan-
guage to climate change.

Now, if you have to fix the climate
change problem, you will be able to do
that forever. In fact, we always com-
plain about the climate changing on us
on a regular basis, wherever we come
from. In Iowa, the climate is changing
all the time. Just wait 5 minutes, it
will change, we say. I talked to a fellow
in Mississippi this morning. He says
the same thing.

Climate change is going on all over
America in little microcosmic ways.
But you can address that and say we
are going to fix it with government. We
are going to fix it with a carbon tax.
We are going to tax your energy.

If you tax our energy, you are taxing
every single component of America’s
economy. You can’t turn on your com-
puter without taking energy. You can’t
light up your Blackberry. You can’t
make a cell phone call. You can’t turn
on your lights. You can’t get in a taxi-
cab or on the Metro or drive your car.
I suppose you can’t ride your bicycle or
go out to the farm and pitch a couple
bales. But they have already figured
out it takes energy to do that, and
they are measuring against ethanol. A
farm worker takes 4,000 calories a day
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to go out there and do the work. Now,
I think he is overeating just a little
bit. But they have measured it. Cal-
ories are energy. Human consumption
of food is energy. Everything takes en-
ergy. Energy is based on carbon, and
they want to tax carbon to the tune of
$646 billion. Then, to make sure it real-
ly goes to the right place, the White
House wants to tax oil and gas di-
rectly, $31.5 billion dollars.

And, by the way, if you thought you
made a pretty good living and maybe
jumped through all these government
hoops and were able to establish an es-
tate, then we have it set up so we were
seeking to get completely rid of the
death tax. But President Obama is con-
vinced that they are going to come
back with the death tax and eliminate
the loopholes, so now you can’t even
hope to die for free.

That is all going on. And on top of
that, we are in two wars, Mr. Speaker.
Two wars. There is still a conflict
going on in Iraq, and I am
transitioning into that, and there is
clearly a conflict in Afghanistan which
President Obama has ordered a surge.

Now, it seems a little odd to me that
the President of the United States
would not admit that the surge worked
in Iraq, but he would order one in Af-
ghanistan, even though they are two
different countries, I agree, and it is a
tough battle going on in Afghanistan,
and I am going to stand with him on
the orders he has given.

There are many more components to
it, and I trust the White House is going
to build out the State Department side
of this, the economic side of this, and
the strategic neighbors, and hopefully
put together a more cooperative ap-
proach to this so that we can have a
broad and complete solution in Afghan-
istan. I will stand with him on that, as
tough as it is.

I will not walk away from our mili-
tary. Not our military. I stand with
them and I stand with their mission.
Their mission has been in Iraq, and ev-
erybody serving there in the last few
years not only volunteered for their
branch of the service, but they volun-
teered knowing that they would be
likely called up to go to Iraq. Many of
them volunteered for that mission.
That is our military; selfless, noble,
self-sacrifice, bravery like the world
has never seen. The best trained, the
most disciplined, the best equipped, the
best armed military the world has ever
seen.

Yet on the floor of this Congress, Mr.
Speaker, in the 110th Congress, the pre-
vious Congress, there were more than
40 votes brought to the floor that were
designed to unfund, underfund, or un-
dermine our troops while they are at
war under orders to face the enemy.
And they face them in a way that was
a 360 degree battlefield. You never
knew when they were going to be hit,
there was no one that was in a safe
zone, some safer than others.

Yet in all of this, President Bush
took a look and decided he did not
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want to capitulate to the other side.
And even though the advice that he
was getting from many of his top mili-
tary officers was essentially we are not
in a position to win this war, Mr. Presi-
dent, and the implication was that he
should just simply order a withdrawal,
let me put it this way, a cynic would
say declare victory and leave, but you
can never declare victory and leave and
call it a victory in a war.

In a way it is like a street fight. The
person that is standing there when it is
over is the one that wins. And if you
don’t occupy the territory you fought
over, you don’t get to say we won that
war, we just got tired of it and left and
when home. The world knows that, his-
tory knows that, President Bush knows
that.

That is why he had the vision and the
leadership to give the order for a surge.
It was a well-researched strategy that
had many components to it, not just
the military tactical, but many the
other components to it as well. And as
that strategy was put together, and I
made a number of trips over there and
met with our top officers while this
was being put together, I was sold on
the strategy before it had a name, I
was sold on the strategy before it was
actually shaped. But we see now what
has happened.

President Bush ordered the surge and
we swelled the troops up to over 150,000
there. He made the order. And, of
course, our troops nobly complied and
they carried out their mission in a
fashion that still amazes more than
half of this Congress, most the country
and even more of the world.

But, today the Pelosi Congress has
established 18, 18 benchmarks that
needed to be achieved in Iraq before
they would be willing to support the ef-
forts and the spending that is going on
there. I took this in the middle of those
40-plus votes that were designed to
unfund, underfund or undermine our
troops, I took those benchmarks that
were essentially imposed upon the Iraq
effort to be setting the bar so high that
it could never be achieved because so
many were invested in defeat in this
Congress.

Yet of the 18 benchmarks, 17 of the 18
benchmarks have been wholly or sub-
stantially achieved in Iraq. And I don’t
have that list in front of me, but I can
tell you the one that is not yet been
achieved, and that is the benchmark
that requires the Iraqi Security Forces
to be completely independent from
U.S. military support.

So, that would be that the 613,000
Iraqi Security Forces that are in uni-
form today that have been trained and
equipped by our military, standing up a
military from a beginning takes years,
but of those 613,000, by that 18th bench-
mark they would all have to be able to
operate independent of U.S. commu-
nications, U.S. logistical support, U.S.
training, U.S. intelligence, the list goes
on of all the things that we are pro-
viding them and helping them with
today.
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I think that is a generation away be-
fore they reach that level. I think the
18th  benchmark was completely
unreachable, although they have made
substantial progress. But I won’t say it
has been substantially completed or
wholly completed at this point. So 17 of
18 benchmarks, and the remaining one
is an independent Iraqi Security Force.
Seventeen of 18 benchmarks have been
achieved, Mr. Speaker.

I am introducing, I have today intro-
duced a resolution that addresses this.
The resolution is a resolution that ac-
knowledges and recognizes the achieve-
ments there. Seventeen of 18 bench-
marks have been achieved. That is one
point.

Another is American casualties in
Iraq. Since the 30th of June, 2008, we
have lost more of our military to acci-
dents than we have the enemy; more to
accidents than we have the enemy, Mr.
Speaker. That is a measure too of a
war that is going in the right direction.

The civilian deaths in Iraq have gone
down by 90 percent and the ethno-sec-
tarian deaths in Iraq have dropped by
98 percent.
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There’s a long period there where you
had no sectarian deaths, where statis-
tically so low that they were not re-
portable.

And yet, I remember, some of my col-
leagues over here and some of our Sen-
ate friends saying the war in Iraq is
lost. It can’t be won. We’ve been de-
feated. It’s a civil war. There are sec-
tarian deaths. It’s out of control, and
we need to get out people out right
away, just maintain enough of a rear
guard so that they don’t get shot in the
back as they retreat from Iraq. That’s
essentially the message that came
from a good number of people over on
this side of the aisle, Mr. Speaker, and
a number of them in the Senate as
well, and that was part of the debate
on these 40-plus votes that were de-
signed to unfund, underfund or under-
mine our troops.

But what’s happened is there has
been substantial achievement in Iraq.
We have achieved a definable victory in
Iraq. And I’ve introduced a resolution
today that lays out the history on how
we got there, the authority that was
invested in the President of the United
States by this Congress to engage in
military action if he saw fit, and the
responsibilities that he accepted and
that our military accepted, as well as
the things that went wrong, and then
the things that went right.

But three elections almost, the last
election was so successful there wasn’t
a single significant security event in-
volved in the last election in Iraq in
the last weekend of January, this year.
And so they ratified a constitution.
They’ve had three successful elections,
they have an effective central govern-
ment. And Maliki has become a power-
ful and influential leader that had the
courage and the temerity to order his
own troop actions to go down into
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Basra last year, and that turned out to
be something that seemed to be ten-
uous but turned out to be successful,
and it was a key component in estab-
lishing Baghdad and the central gov-
ernment as being in charge in the
country of Iraq.

So however we measure this, by any
complete objective measure, there has
been a definable victory achieved in
Iraq.

That’s what this resolution does, Mr.
Speaker. And it thanks and honors our
military for their sacrifice of life and
limb and blood and treasure and time
away from their homes and having
their destiny changed. No one served in
that country without having the des-
tiny of their life turned in one way
other. Some of them lost their lives.
Some of them lost their limbs. All of
them were affected in a way that it
changed them, in a small way some
perhaps, and in a very large way, oth-
ers. It caused the breakup of some fam-
ilies. There were divorces because of
the long deployments. There was a
price paid by wives and husbands and
children.

And yet, in this country, we bicker
here trying to undermine an effort.
And now, this Congress has a chance to
say thank you for all of that sacrifice.
This Congress has a chance to ratify
this resolution and put it into the
RECORD, in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
for all time.

And some of the language in this res-
olution, Mr. Speaker, follows like this:
The United States House of Represent-
atives extends its gratitude to all those
within the military and civilian de-
partments and agencies of the United
States Government who were respon-
sible for directing the implementation
of the surge strategy, including Gen-
eral David Petraeus and Ambassador
Ryan Crocker.

The U.S. House of Representatives
recognizes the importance and signifi-
cance of victory in the Iraqi theater of
the larger global struggle against rad-
ical Islamic jihadists terrorists.

And the United States House of Rep-
resentatives commits itself to working
with President Obama and his adminis-
tration to continue the progress that
has been made on the ground in Iraq
since the surge strategy was imple-
mented, recognizing that a definable
victory has been achieved in Iraq, and
that history will judge President
Bush’s successor by his ability to
maintain his predecessor’s victory.

That’s what’s been achieved in Iraq
today, Mr. Speaker. And I stand with
President Obama in maintaining and in
building upon the achievements that
have been made in Iraq.

This resolution is about honoring the
accomplishments to this point. And it’s
about asking and actually challenging
all of us to stand with those who have
sacrificed so much so that price has
meaning, so that the destiny of Amer-
ica, the destiny of every individual
that served there was changed by their
experience there. The destiny of Amer-
ica then needs to be changed also, as
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the benefit from the price that’s been
paid.

The destiny of America can be de-
fined by the course of liberty and the
course of freedom. And we have
watched freedom be expanded around
the world. I’ve watched it in a number
of ways. Sometimes we’ve just fought
them to a draw, and sometimes we ex-
panded freedom dramatically. Free
market capitalism expanded freedom
around this world probably more than
any war that there ever was. But those
things fit in conjunction with each
other.

The Second World War expanded free-
dom. If it hadn’t been for that, we
would have been either under the con-
trol of the imperial Japanese or the
Nazis. And yet, we defended freedom.
We expanded freedom.

Still, February 11, 1945, at Yalta,
Winston Churchill, Franklin Delano
Roosevelt and Joseph Stalin drew a
line on a map, and the line on the map
was the line west of which people
would live in the free world and east of
which they would live in the slavery of
communism. When that Iline was
drawn, February 11, 1945, that set the
destiny for people for more than a gen-
eration to come, 2 generations to come.

But by November 9, 1989, the Berlin
Wall came down. This Cold War that
we’d fought for all of those years, along
that line that was drawn at Yalta by
Stalin, Franklin Delano Roosevelt and
Winston Churchill, that line fell, that
was the Iron Curtain. It came down lit-
erally with a crash, beginning Novem-
ber 9 when the Berlin Wall started to
come down. And freedom echoed for a
time, all the way across Eastern Eu-
rope, all the way across Asia, all the
way to the Pacific Ocean. That was the
result of this victory in the Cold War.

And the Yeltsin era came in, in Rus-
sia, and the satellite states for the So-
viet Union declared their independ-
ence, and most of them are essentially
independent today. But freedom has di-
minished back across that vast land of
Russia. It’s not what it was during that
era. Most of the institutions of freedom
have been diminished or eliminated by
the Putin era within Russia.

But we advanced freedom, we ad-
vanced it in the Second World War dra-
matically. But the line was drawn,
drawn between the east and the west,
the line of the Iron Curtain. Then the
Cold War was won and the Iron Curtain
came crashing down, and hundreds of
millions of people breathe free that
would not have otherwise.

We found ourselves, though, in a con-
flict in Vietnam, which was the last di-
rect military conflict between freedom
and communism.

Now, the problem with losing your
nerve and losing your will when it
comes to foreign policy cannot be
measured in, well, it’s no longer con-
venient to support a war in Iraq. I'm
unhappy and uncomfortable with the
cost or the casualties that are there, so
I'll make an objective decision to ra-
tionalize and pull out. That’s some-
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thing that was going on. That was
some of the thought process that’s
going on by many of the people that
are on staff today at the White House.

But there is a destiny of the free
world that America leads that has to
be attended to. It’s our duty and it’s
our charge, and so, I’'ll submit this, Mr.
Speaker, that America was viewed as
the superpower of the world. We viewed
the Soviet Union as the other super-
power. We called them that. But much
of the rest of the world saw us as the
only superpower in the world. And we
had never lost a war. The world didn’t
expect us to lose a war.

But when I picked up this book, this
is a book, Vietnam’s top military
strategist tells how we won the war by
General Vo Nguyen Giap. This is the
general that commanded the North Vi-
etnamese military during the Vietnam
War. And General Giap, G-I-A-P, he
writes in here some things that are il-
luminating.

Now, this isn’t a very good book, and
I don’t recommend, Mr. Speaker, that
people go out and buy it. I can give you
the essence of it here in just a little
phrase. And again, the title of the book
is How We Won the War. The com-
mander of the North Vietnamese, and
he says here that the U.S. had already
begun its decline from the position as
the only superpower. This book is
copyrighted in 1976, so it was written
right after the fall of South Vietnam.
General Giap said the U.S. had already
begun its decline from the position as
the only superpower. He viewed us as
the only superpower in the 1970s and in
the 1960s. That’s one way to look at it.
But he said the U.S. failure to win in
Korea was the turning point.

So, Mr. Speaker, here’s the lesson.
We had a Korean War, and we nego-
tiated a settlement rather than press
for an all out victory. I'm not com-
menting on what was the right thing to
do then from a military tactical stand-
point. I am commenting on this: Set-
tling for a negotiated settlement in
Korea resulted in an inspiration for the
North Vietnamese, that America didn’t
have the will to press for a victory in
Vietnam, so they fought a war of attri-
tion. They fought a war of attrition
that went on for more than a decade.
And the price for that was 58,000 Amer-
ican lives, hundreds of thousands of
North Vietnamese lives. And this Con-
gress voted to shut off all funding, not
just to support American troops who
had already been pulled out of South
Vietnam. If you remember Vietnamiza-
tion. The Vietnamese were taught and
trained and equipped to defend them-
selves, and they had stepped up, and
they were doing that.

This Congress shut off all funding.
And I went back and read the legisla-
tion. And it says, no money, none of
these funds or any funds heretofore ap-
propriated shall be spent in Vietnam,
North Or South Vietnam actually, and
in Cambodia or Laos, on the skies over-
head or the seas beside these countries.
In other words, whatever money was in
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the pipeline to go help the Vietnamese
boys defend themselves, as I think that
was the language that they used at the
time, that money was shut off too.
Money that I was already appropriated
by a previous Congress and already
sent by a Commander-in-Chief was shut
off by this Congress, along with any
other appropriations. When that hap-
pened it starved the defense of South
Vietnam. No wonder they capitulated.
They didn’t have anything to fight
with. And the legacy is left that the
United States walked away from one of
our friends and our allies.

Well, it started with Korea, a nego-
tiated settlement, and we got to Viet-
nam.

And then, Mr. Speaker, I find myself
sitting in a hotel in Kuwait City, wait-
ing to go into Iraq the next day. The
date was June 11, 2004. And I didn’t
know at the time, I don’t think, about
General Giap’s look at Korea as his in-
spiration. But I was watching Al
Jazeera TV, and I couldn’t understand
what they were saying, but they had
English closed-caption. And I heard
this, I think, in Arabic, come out of the
mouth of Muqtada al-Sadr, who said, if
we Kkeep attacking Americans, they
will leave Iraq, the same way they left
Vietnam, the same way they left Leb-
anon, the same way they left
Mogadishu. And I wrote those notes
down when I heard that. But it also
was branded into my memory, Mr.
Speaker.

Our enemies in Iraq and our enemies
around the world are inspired if they
see lack of resolve. General Vo Nguyen
Giap was inspired when he identified
lack of resolve in a negotiated settle-
ment in Korea. And our subsequent en-
emies in places like Lebanon and
Mogadishu were inspirations as well to
Mugtada al-Sadr and our current en-
emies that we have. These are all the
terrorists worldwide. They talk about
this. I mean, this is not something that
is an original thought of Muqtada al-
Sadr. This is something that’s being
voiced around the world to encourage
and recruit our enemies.

And T'll say, America didn’t, they
couldn’t win in Korea. They couldn’t
win in Vietnam. They pulled out of
Lebanon. They pulled out of
Mogadishu, and they will pull out of
Iraq, is what they were hoping.

0 1915

Well, Mr. Speaker, there is no mili-
tary tactical reason to pull out of Iraq
to avoid the conflict that’s there, be-
cause much of our enemy has been
mopped up by U.S. and Iraqi forces
working in conjunction with coalition
forces that are still there.

We must maintain this victory that
has been achieved. I have defined it to-
night, Mr. Speaker, for you. We must
maintain it because this is the point
where we turn the destiny of America
again at the price of the destiny of
hundreds of thousands of military who
have served in that country. Now we
can turn the destiny of America toward
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the positive side again, and we can
hand to the next generations the
world’s only superpower, who may have
lost its will in Vietnam, who should
not have pulled out of Lebanon in the
stage that it was in, who should not
have left Mogadishu, but who did stick
it out in Iraq and who did ensure that
the Iraqi people had their chance at
freedom, that they had their chance at
liberty, that they had their chance to
be as they are quickly becoming: a
moderate Muslim state that is our ally
in the Middle East in an ideal strategic
location for them to influence the Mid-
dle Eastern part of the world and in an
ideal tactical location.

The Iraqi people on our side are un-
derstanding this: We didn’t ever go
there for their oil. We didn’t ever go
there to occupy. We went there to end
the dictatorship of Saddam Hussein,
and that happened.

Whatever you argue about whether
the full spectrum of all of the reasons
were intact or not, the fact remains
that the President had to make a deci-
sion based upon the information he
had. He made that decision. Once it
was made, we stood with our troops
and with their mission. Their mission
has been wholly or substantially com-
pleted and will be, but we’ve got to re-
member that this is a fragile definable
victory that has been achieved, and we
cannot squander it, and we need to
honor the Commander in Chief who
gave the order of the surge, and we
need to honor the people who brought
it about. That does include the Iraqi
people. It includes the Sunni awak-
ening. It includes the commitment by
them in understanding that, again, we
didn’t go there for their oil, and we
didn’t go there to occupy. We went
there to give them a chance at free-
dom. They have their chance, and they
will continue, and they’re actually
reaching harder and stronger than
maybe they have the capability of
doing.

When I sit in these briefings, I get
this, and this wouldn’t be a classified
component. It’s a concern that the
Iraqis have maybe a little more con-
fidence in their military capability
than they actually have. Well, that’s
the right place for them to be, to be
stretching and pushing this thing and
to be asking for as much of their own
military autonomy as we can give
them. We’ve given them much. We’ve
given them at least all of the security
in at least 14 of the 18 provinces and
maybe more, and I might have missed
one or two. We handed over to them
Anbar province, a place where 2% years
ago I couldn’t go because it was too
dangerous, a place where, in downtown
Ramadi, there was not a building that
was not shot up. It was a rubble. It was
a city of rubble that had been fought
over so many times—a city of death.

I went shopping in downtown Ramadi
and, additionally, in Fallujah where
I’'ve been several times. By the way,
the mayor of Ramadi sounds like the
mayor of Peoria. He says, ‘‘Get Bagh-
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dad to send me a little more money
down here. I need more sewer, water
and lights. We’re rebuilding this town.
We’ve got to get everybody off the
dime. Why is it stuck? We need to go to
work.” That’s what they’re doing and
what they’ve done.

In Fallujah, the mayor of Fallujah
says, “We are a city of peace, and we
are going to repair every building in
this city so there’s no sign of war.”

If Fallujah is going to be known as
the ‘“‘city of peace,” well, Mr. Speaker,
that’s what has been accomplished over
the last number of years and especially
since the surge was ordered.

This resolution that I introduced
today is a resolution that calls upon
this Congress to recognize that and to
honor the price, the sacrifice, the ac-
complishments, and the achievements.
It also asks the President: Hold this to-
gether. Nurture this along. Let’s not
make a political decision on the de-
ployment of troops out of Iraq because
it’s a promise that you made 3% years
ago when you were a State Senator.
Let’s make sure that this is a tactical
decision and also a political decision
and an economic decision and a stra-
tegic decision. If you’re going to make
decisions like that, when you make an
announcement that all of the combat
troops are going to be out by the last
day in August in 2010, as a Commander
in Chief, you’ve fenced yourself in po-
litically. What’s the point? You can
order those troops to be deployed out
of this and can have all of our combat
troops out by the last day in August of
2010 without having to tell the world.
Just start that progression.

We’ve already started it, and it
makes some sense to do that. It may
even make a lot of sense to do that. It
just should never, ever be a political
decision, and there is no need to an-
nounce it. Then also to announce that,
by the last day of 2011, all of our mili-
tary will be completely out of Iraq,
that’s actually what the Status of
Forces Agreement says, but it also
says that we can renegotiate this.

So, Mr. Speaker, I'll submit that
we’ve accomplished a lot in Iraq. We
have accomplished so much that we’ve
achieved a definable victory there.
This Congress needs to celebrate the
achievement of the definable victory in
Iraq. We need to applaud everyone who
has served there in uniform and espe-
cially those who have given life and
limb and their families. It is a noble,
noble act by a noble, noble people.

It is best expressed, I think, at the
Korean war memorial where it says,
“This Nation honors our men and
women who answered the call to serve
a country they never knew and a peo-
ple they never met.”

It has happened over and over again
from the United States of America. It
has happened again in Iraq. It’s hap-
pening in Afghanistan. We need to pre-
serve those precious victories. We need
to end this legacy of not having the
will to complete the task that we’ve
started. We need to end this propa-
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ganda that’s coming out of the mouths
of our enemies that says, well, we’ll
leave Iraq the same way we left Viet-
nam, Lebanon and Mogadishu. We can’t
have Osama bin Laden sitting in his
cave up there in Pakistan, saying,
“Well, they will leave Afghanistan the
same way they left Vietnam, Lebanon,
Mogadishu, and Iraq.” If that happens,
we’ve got a much larger enemy that we
have to face and a much more deter-
mined enemy that we have to face.

They know they’ve lost in Iraaq.
They’ve said so. It says so in this reso-
lution. We have quoted some al Qaeda
leaders in this resolution that they
have recognized they have lost
tactically the war in Iraq. They don’t
have the ability to engage in any kind
of an organized military way. They can
cause some trouble, yes. There are a
few of them left in pockets, particu-
larly in Mosul, and they’re being
mopped up as we speak, but there has
been a tremendous amount that has
been accomplished.

If the President can make the charge
that he inherited a $1 trillion deficit
and somehow then the responsibility
for this economic crisis that we’re in
all falls back on his predecessor be-
cause he has inherited a $1 trillion def-
icit, never mind he has offered a $1.7
trillion budget—but if he can take that
position over and over again that he in-
herited a $1 trillion deficit and this
economy, by implication, is all going
to be on the shoulders of George W.
Bush, then at least, Mr. Speaker, he
can accept the responsibility of Iraq
and the state that it’s in and can pre-
serve the definable victory that has
been achieved.

That’s what this resolution does.
That’s what it asks for. It’s what, I
think, the will of this Congress ought
to be. I'm going to be asking the
Speaker to allow this to come forward
to the floor.

Right before I close, Mr. Speaker, 1
would yield to the gentleman from Ne-
braska so much time as he may con-
sume of which I don’t think there’s a
lot.

Mr. FORTENBERRY. I thank the
gentleman from Iowa, and I always ap-
preciate your passion and your willing-
ness to engage in the most profound
issues facing our country. I didn’t
mean to interrupt. If you were con-
cluding, I was hoping you would yield
time to me for about 6 or 7 minutes on
another topic that I'd appreciate your
listening to.

Mr. KING of Iowa. I'd be very happy
to yield the balance I have.

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you.

Mr. Speaker, today, the Prime Min-
ister of the United Kingdom, Gordon
Brown, spoke strongly and eloquently
before this body of our Nation’s
specialness of our shared history, tradi-
tions, as well as our values. He also
spoke of the past, present and future
challenges confronting our partnered
nations.

I respect this long, historic relation-
ship that Prime Minister Brown laid
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out. There were many principles of his
speech with which I deeply agree, such
as the defense of human rights world-
wide, nuclear security, a sustainable
energy future, and human rights in ad-
dition to the fact that he also proposed
a broad, vast, new array of new ideas
that can help bring about a new day
and mantle of leadership in this essen-
tial area of need for our world’s poor.
However, he also proposed a ‘‘global
new deal,”” a new deal that is not clear-
ly defined but that is pointed toward a
vast, new, international arrangement.

With regard to the current financial
difficulties in our developing global
economy, it is indisputable that our
economic challenges affect the rest of
the world. America has a long history
of meaningful trade with other nations,
especially with our partner Great Brit-
ain, but America also has an entangled
relationship pertaining to our national
debt. We have borrowed from the
United Kingdom, China, Japan, and
from numerous countries in the Middle
East to finance our burgeoning debt
and to accommodate our deficit spend-
ing. Much of this has been discreet and
out of the public eye, but the implica-
tions of foreign ownership of Federal
debt instruments are greatly signifi-
cant.

Approximately half of the total pub-
lic debt is in foreign ownership. At
some point, Mr. Speaker, global inves-
tors may grow weary and may decide
not to take the risk of buying our debt.
We would consequently be faced with
the choice to stop borrowing to finance
our deficit spending or to raise interest
rates in order to attract investors. If
any of these countries chose to quickly
sell their U.S. holdings, a tumultuous
devaluation of the dollar could quickly
ensue.

As Prime Minister Brown said, we
are all seeing how certain ‘‘financial
instruments have spread contagion
throughout the world.” This is cer-
tainly true, and I appreciate the Prime
Minister’s calls for further trans-
parency and accountability. However, 1
challenge his presupposition that a
greater global consolidation of finan-
cial systems is in our national or in the
international community’s best inter-
est.

Financial consolidation, extreme vol-
atility and speculation in world mar-
kets, reckless use of exotic financial
instruments, liberalized credit have
certainly contributed to the current
collapse. The global scale of the credit
crisis and confidence should give us
pause to consider that our profound
economic connectedness may actually
cause more problems instead of pros-
perity. The increasing concentration of
wealth assets into fewer and fewer fi-
nancial institutions will increase our
financial vulnerability. One of our
greatest concerns right now is how to
stabilize banks and financial entities
that are deemed ‘‘too big to fail.”

Well, Mr. Speaker, I believe we need
a paradigm shift, a new paradigm. We
should be asking: Are these financial
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systems too big to succeed? Now is the
time to reconsider an essential compo-
nent of Western philosophy—the great
potential of the individual in solidarity
with one’s community. I believe that
America, the United Kingdom and the
other strong financial powers in Eu-
rope should take this time to empower
individuals and communities to pro-
vide for themselves through a network
of strong local and regional economies.

As the Prime Minister added, Amer-
ica is a nation of extraordinary capac-
ity, and to spur growth, I believe it is
imperative that our government’s ef-
forts be targeted toward helping small
business entrepreneurs whose successes
will be the bellwether of economic
progress.

Recent data from the Commerce De-
partment shows that small businesses
have generated 60 to 80 percent of new
jobs over the past decade. By enacting
good commonsense initiatives to ben-
efit entrepreneurial growth, we may
create local jobs and new opportunities
to stem the tide of economic difficul-
ties in our communities, our State and
nationwide.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that it is local
financiers and local businesses who
best know the needs of their commu-
nities and who are, in the very essence,
more transparent and accountable.
This is the motto we should return to,
and it is the proper motto for us to
help lead in building sustainable local
economic connectedness for the world’s
developing nations.

I thank the gentleman for the time.

Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the gen-
tleman, and I would yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

————
[ 1930

A NEW PHILOSOPHY OF RECOVERY
AND RENEWAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr.
FORTENBERRY) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Mr. Speaker,
again, the gentleman from Iowa was
kind enough to allow me to borrow
some of his time. And I appreciate,
again, his passion and his focus on the
essential issues of the day. But I'd like
to continue, just briefly, the discussion
that we were engaging in at the mo-
ment regarding the Prime Minister of
the United Kingdom’s address before a
joint session of Congress today.

And let me add, Mr. Speaker, that
Prime Minister Brown rightly warned
us earlier of the dangers of protec-
tionism. But in no way is it protec-
tionist, I should add, to want to con-
solidate our economic recovery efforts
on Main Street. More than any bailout
crafted by Washington or Wall Street,
it is a return to our hard-fought Amer-
ican ideals of responsibility, discipline,
entrepreneurship and stewardship that
will actually help Americans build a
more just and secure future for our-
selves, as well as for the world’s poor.
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Mr. Speaker, the United Kingdom has
been a stalwart friend of ours through-
out our modern history. And after two
centuries of partnership, it can be said
that we have no greater ally. In no way
do I seek in these comments to under-
mine that. Our two nations will be for-
ever grateful for our aid to one another
during times of both war as well as
peace.

The United Kingdom is our greatest
ally in preserving our long-standing
commitment to the inalienable human
rights, especially for vulnerable popu-
lations. I deeply value the Prime Min-
ister’s words that when the strong help
the weak, it makes us all stronger. And
this certainly rings true with regard to
the pursuit of international policies
that recognize the inherent dignity and
rights of the human person, which are
essential to preserve liberty and justice
in the world.

However, Mr. Speaker, let me make
this clear: we should give long pause
before becoming more intertwined in
an internationalist, industrial finan-
cial model for the future. Let us con-
tinue our strong relationships of com-
merce with the United Kingdom and all
other nations, but let us not find our fi-
nancial wellbeing entangled in com-
plex, poorly understood, exotic, inter-
national economic alliances. Instead,
let us embrace a new philosophy of re-
covery and renewal based on the time-
honored principles and notions of indi-
vidual responsibility, entrepreneurship
and community.

I yield back the balance of my time.

———————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

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

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois (at the request
of Mr. HOYER) for today.

—————

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 Ms. WOOLSEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. BERKLEY, for 56 minutes, today.

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. KAPTUR, for 56 minutes, today.

Mr. HoLT, for 56 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. FOXX) to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material:)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. POE of Texas, for 5 minutes,
March 11.

Mr. JONES, for 5 minutes, March 11.
Mr. FLAKE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. DUNCAN, for 56 minutes, today.
Mr. CHAFFETZ, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. Foxx, for 5 minutes, March 5.
Mr. GOHMERT, for 5 minutes, today.
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