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up in the mountains and get a little bit 
cooler so we can stay alive when this 
heat hits us. 

But it’s not happening in Texas today 
because, quite frankly, ordinary folks 
can’t afford to load up their pickup, 
put gasoline in it, and drive the dis-
tance it takes to get to the mountains. 
And they’re concerned about it, and 
they’re worried about it. And they 
want to know if they are having to 
take the heat, why can’t this House 
stand the heat and stay here until we 
have resolved this issue of offshore 
drilling and drilling in other parts of 
the country. 

f 

RENEWABLE ENERGY AND EN-
ERGY EFFICIENCY EXPO AND 
FORUM 

(Mr. COSTA asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, what the 
American people want is for us in a bi-
partisan effort to come together and 
use all the energy tools in our energy 
tool box to, in fact, solve America’s en-
ergy problems. Such an effort is being 
sponsored today in part by the House 
Renewable Energy and Efficiency Cau-
cus, of which I am a member. 

Renewable energy and energy effi-
ciency are important tools for reducing 
our reliance on imported oil and ad-
dressing climate change. In my home 
State of California in 2007, 23.5 percent 
of our electricity came from renewable 
resources such as wind, solar, geo-
thermal, biomass, and hydroelectric fa-
cilities. We’ve made a lot of progress. 
The Fresno-Yosemite Airport near my 
district recently installed solar panels 
that provide 40 percent of the airport’s 
need for electricity. At my alma mater, 
Fresno State, we’ve built shaded park-
ing using solar panels that provide over 
20 percent of the energy necessary for 
the university. We also have dairy 
farmers and utility companies 
partnering together to generate elec-
tricity through methane gas. 

This is the kind of partnership and 
cooperation and collaboration we need. 
This is an exciting time for renewable 
energy and energy efficiency. I encour-
age all to visit this very important 
expo and forum in the Cannon Office 
Building. 

f 

HONORING MICHAEL DEAN RAMBO 

(Mr. MARCHANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor Michael Dean Rambo of 
Colleyville, Texas. 

Michael was an outstanding husband, 
father, and scout master for Troop 28. 
Michael was always looking for an op-
portunity to give back to the commu-
nity in which he lived. He loved his 
family and friends, and they loved him. 

Michael always had a childlike won-
der and awe of the world around him 

and a thirst for knowledge. His exam-
ple and enthusiasm made those around 
him want to learn more and do more. 

Michael was always up for a chal-
lenge and always willing to lend a 
hand. He was the cubmaster for Pack 
254 before taking the lead role for 
Troop 28. Michael was the guiding light 
for Troop 28 for 12 years and helped 
them earn Colleyville’s first service 
award. 

Among Michael’s many accomplish-
ments, he earned his Eagle Scout at 
age 13. He earned a select student in 
science and math degree from Stephen 
F. Austin University, and he went on 
to earn a master’s degree from UT Ar-
lington. His favorite people were his 
sons, Patrick Rambo and Aaron 
Rambo, and his wife, Mary Margaret. 

Michael Rambo selflessly served the 
community. He loved his family and 
friends, and he enjoyed life to the full-
est. He was a role model of superior 
citizenship who had a tremendous im-
pact on our lives. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 1338, PAYCHECK FAIR-
NESS ACT 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, by 
direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 1388 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1338) to amend 
the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 to pro-
vide more effective remedies to victims of 
discrimination in the payment of wages on 
the basis of sex, and for other purposes. The 
first reading of the bill shall be dispensed 
with. All points of order against consider-
ation of the bill are waived except those aris-
ing under clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI. General 
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall 
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Education 
and Labor. After general debate the bill shall 
be considered for amendment under the five- 
minute rule. It shall be in order to consider 
as an original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment under the five-minute rule the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Education 
and Labor now printed in the bill. The com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute shall be considered as read. All points 
of order against the committee amendment 
in the nature of a substitute are waived ex-
cept those arising under clause 10 of rule 
XXI. Notwithstanding clause 11 of rule 
XVIII, no amendment to the committee 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
shall be in order except those printed in the 
report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution. Each such amend-
ment may be offered only in the order print-
ed in the report, may be offered only by a 
Member designated in the report, shall be 
considered as read, shall be debatable for the 
time specified in the report equally divided 
and controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent, shall not be subject to amendment, 
and shall not be subject to a demand for divi-
sion of the question in the House or in the 

Committee of the Whole. All points of order 
against such amendments are waived except 
those arising under clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI. 
At the conclusion of consideration of the bill 
for amendment the Committee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted. Any 
Member may demand a separate vote in the 
House on any amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the 
committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions. 

SEC. 2. During consideration in the House 
of H.R. 1338 pursuant to this resolution, not-
withstanding the operation of the previous 
question, the Chair may postpone further 
consideration of the bill to such time as may 
be designated by the Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from New York is recognized 
for 1 hour. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for 
the purpose of debate only, I yield the 
customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida, a member of the 
Rules Committee, Mr. DIAZ-BALART. 
All time yielded during consideration 
of the rule is for debate only. I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. I 
also ask unanimous consent that all 
Members be given 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on House Resolution 1388. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 

House Resolution 1388 provides for con-
sideration of H.R. 1338, the Paycheck 
Fairness Act, under a structured rule. 
The rule provides 1 hour of general de-
bate controlled by the Committee on 
Education and Labor. The rule makes 
in order six amendments which are 
printed in the Rules Committee report, 
and the rule also provides one motion 
to recommit with or without instruc-
tions. 

Mr. Speaker, our great Nation re-
cently celebrated the 160th anniversary 
of the 1848 Women’s Rights Convention 
in Seneca Falls, New York. This 
groundbreaking convention was dedi-
cated to the key principle in the Dec-
laration of Independence that we are 
all created equal. Women have had a 
hard time to recognize that because it 
took more than 70 years for us to pass 
legislation giving women the right to 
vote. 

But in the years since Seneca Falls, 
generations of courageous women have 
made great strides towards equality. 
From securing a woman’s right to vote 
in 1920 to serving our country in World 
War II, American women have come a 
long way. In this Congress alone, we 
have much to celebrate. Speaker 
PELOSI is the first woman to lead this 
esteemed body. And Senator CLINTON 
made ‘‘18 million cracks’’ in the Na-
tion’s highest glass ceiling as the first 
woman to run a formidable Presi-
dential campaign. 

Yet as we celebrate these important 
milestones and look back on all we 
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have achieved since 1848, we know full 
well that our journey toward gender 
equality is not complete. Despite the 
strong leadership of several genera-
tions of women, we are still struggling 
to achieve equality in the workplace. 
Among the most distressing disparities 
is the significant gap in pay between 
American men and women as they 
work side by side doing the very same 
work. 

Mr. Speaker, 45 years ago President 
John F. Kennedy signed into law the 
Equal Pay Act to address the uncon-
scionable practice of paying women 
less for the same job. That was 45 years 
ago and we still struggle. At that time 
when this bill was signed, women were 
earning 59 cents for each dollar earned 
by a man in a comparable job. While 
the wage gap has narrowed, today the 
working women in America still earn 
only 77 cents for every dollar earned by 
men. In other words, let me put it this 
way, 18 cents more has been achieved 
in the past 45 years. 

According to the Department of 
Labor, which maintains data on over 
300 job classifications, men are paid 
more in each and every category. This 
is so important, I’m going to say it 
again. The Department of Labor says 
in 300 job classifications, men are paid 
more in each and every 1 of them. Even 
in what they call the female-dominated 
industries where women comprise 70 
percent of that labor force, women earn 
20 percent less than their male cowork-
ers. 

Experts estimate that the average 
woman worker will lose anywhere from 
$200,000 to $2 million over her lifetime 
as a result of the wage gap. Over time 
women earn significantly less than 
men, and lower wages translate into 
less income that counts in calculating 
pensions and in some cases Social Se-
curity benefits. Closing the wage gap 
will have a long-term impact on the 
women’s economic security, especially 
in retirement. 

To all the cynics who dismiss equal 
pay as just another women’s issue, I 
want to point out that the wage gap 
not only hurts women, it hurts fami-
lies. It hurts children being raised by 
single moms who have to work two 
jobs to make ends meet when one 
might suffice were she to be paid equal-
ly with her male coworkers. It hurts 
families with two working parents who 
are struggling as one partner makes 20 
percent less than her male colleagues. 
Currently, single women who are heads 
of households are twice as likely to be 
in poverty as single fathers. Again, 
currently single women who are heads 
of households are twice as likely to be 
in poverty as single fathers. That is a 
fact that we must face here and rem-
edy. And we know that pay equity for 
women is closely linked to eradicating 
poverty. For families who live below or 
near the poverty line, the equal pay for 
women will make a significant dif-
ference to the well-being of American 
families. And after all, Mr. Speaker, 
isn’t that why we are here? 

Despite these statistics and shocking 
data that indicates that men make 
over 20 percent more than their female 
colleagues on average, the Supreme 
Court dealt a blow to working women 
last year when it decided Ledbetter v. 
Goodyear. In that case, former Good-
year employee Lilly Ledbetter, an em-
ployee of 28 years, sued the company 
after she left the company after discov-
ering she had been paid significantly 
less than male employees doing the 
same job during her nearly two decades 
of employment. And remember, Mr. 
Speaker, that the Equal Pay Act of 
1963 was in effect at that time. Though 
Ms. Ledbetter was clearly treated as a 
second-class employee, although she 
got wonderful ratings and compliments 
on her job, the Supreme Court let 
Goodyear off the hook on what I think 
is a misrepresentation of the law. 

The Supreme Court ruled that in 
order to enforce her right to be paid 
fairly, Ms. Ledbetter would have had to 
file a wage discrimination complaint 
within 180 days of when the discrimina-
tion began. Now, imagine that. You’re 
new on the job. You’re happy to be 
there. You’re learning your job. And 
you have no idea what other people are 
paid or whether you’re being discrimi-
nated against. That shows you the 
grave mistake made by the Supreme 
Court. But since pay practices typi-
cally take place in secret, it would be 
impossible for a woman to discover dis-
crimination within a 180-day window 
that she has to file a claim. 

Justice Ginsberg, the only woman 
serving on the Court, wisely noted that 
the Ledbetter decision essentially gut-
ted legislative protections against dis-
criminatory pay practices. Again, that 
would have been the law of 1963. In its 
Ledbetter ruling, the Supreme Court 
has all but endorsed gender discrimina-
tion in employment by robbing women 
of a legal remedy to enforce equality. 
One certainly understands that we 
need more women on the United States 
Supreme Court. 

To overcome these efforts to nullify 
the Equal Pay Act, we must redouble 
our efforts to insist that Lilly 
Ledbetter and the countless hard-
working women like her in America 
are compensated fairly. 

Earlier this month I was proud to 
join Speaker PELOSI, Senator CLINTON, 
ROSA DELAURO, Lilly Ledbetter, and 
many of my colleagues at an event in 
support of the Paycheck Fairness Act. 

b 1045 

This legislation we are debating 
today prohibits employers from retali-
ating against employees who discuss 
salary information with coworkers. 
Can you imagine that in most compa-
nies that is against the rules? It puts 
gender-based discrimination sanctions 
on equal footing with other forms of 
wage discrimination by allowing 
women to sue for compensatory and 
punitive damages, and it will help pre-
vent future pay disparities by requiring 
the Department of Labor to expand 

outreach to employers and to continue 
to collect and share wage information 
based on gender. 

Finally, it creates a grant program 
to strengthen the negotiation skills of 
girls and women to help our daughters 
fight for the compensation to which 
they are entitled. 

Today, we have an historic oppor-
tunity to stand up for the women of 
America and say, You deserve equal 
pay for equal work. Today, we have an 
opportunity and an obligation to stand 
up for our mothers and daughters and 
sisters and nieces who are making less 
than their male counterparts for the 
exact same work. 

Today, even though it is late in the 
day, we have an opportunity to secure 
the promise of America so that tomor-
row our daughters and sons and grand-
daughters and grandsons will all have 
equal opportunity to achieve the Amer-
ican dream. Until we do, we will never 
reach the gender equality that women 
and men present at the 1848 Women’s 
Rights Convention aspired to achieve. 

Mr. Speaker, it is our responsibility 
to the working women in our lives and 
to the generations of hardworking 
women who came before us to support 
this legislation. It is my sincere hope 
that this bill will soon become law, and 
I implore my colleagues to vote for it. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 

Florida. I thank my friend, the distin-
guished chairwoman, Ms. SLAUGHTER, 
for the time. I wish her the best today, 
and all those who participate in this 
debate. 

I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, no worker should ever 
be subjected to discrimination because 
of gender or any other reason. Anyone 
who commits such discrimination must 
be stopped and punished for reprehen-
sible behavior. Discrimination has no 
place in the workplace. 

For that reason, Congress has passed 
two major laws that prohibit an em-
ployer from paying an employee a dif-
ferent wages or otherwise discrimi-
nating in any term or condition of em-
ployment on the basis of gender. These 
prohibitions against discrimination are 
provided in both title VII of the Civil 
Rights Act and the Equal Pay Act of 
1963. 

The underlying legislation, H.R. 1338, 
seeks to further prevent gender dis-
crimination in the workplace. The leg-
islation has raised some concerns on 
how it seeks to achieve the goal. For 
example, in a letter from the Secretary 
of Labor, Ms. Chao, to Chairman MIL-
LER, the Secretary expressed concerns 
that the legislation would allow for un-
limited compensatory and punitive 
damages, and she also expressed oppo-
sition to changes in the establishment 
requirement. Under current law, em-
ployees whose pay is being compared, 
must work in the same establishment. 
In the underlying legislation, that 
would change to mean workplaces in 
the same county, and it also allows 
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that change to be defined even more 
broadly. But, without doubt, Mr. 
Speaker, this legislation deals with a 
very important subject. 

Mr. Speaker, later this week, the 
House of Representatives is scheduled 
to take a 5-week recess so Members can 
return to their districts but, unfortu-
nately, without having considered com-
prehensive energy legislation. A few 
days ago, I held a town hall meeting 
with constituents. One of them asked 
very clearly and emphatically that we 
stay in session until we consider com-
prehensive energy legislation that 
would reduce the price of gasoline and 
reduce our dependence on foreign en-
ergy sources. That was no isolated 
statement. Each and every time I 
speak to my constituents these days, I 
hear their frustrations and concerns 
with one specific issue, one specific 
problem facing the Nation, the unac-
ceptably high price of gasoline. 

I understand my constituents’ frus-
tration with the majority’s unwilling-
ness to act. They are upset and they 
want us to take action. I agree with my 
constituents that we should not leave 
until we have provided them, the Na-
tion, comprehensive energy legislation. 

I explained in that meeting that the 
minority each and every week has at-
tempted and continues to attempt to 
bring a number of energy proposals be-
fore the House of Representatives for 
debate. However, the majority consist-
ently blocks all attempts at a com-
prehensive energy debate. 

The majority’s constant attempts to 
block energy debates was even men-
tioned in a publication that covers 
Capitol Hill, The Hill. That newspaper, 
in an article a few days ago, stated, 
‘‘Democrats have consistently put en-
ergy bills on the suspension calendar to 
block Republicans from offering any 
alternatives at all. They have also shut 
down the appropriations process for the 
year to avoid possibly losing votes on 
energy bills.’’ That sort of obstruction 
is unacceptable, especially when the 
American people are calling for Con-
gress to act. 

The majority’s obstruction, Mr. 
Speaker, is not limited to energy legis-
lation. It extends to virtually every 
bill, including the underlying legisla-
tion. 

Yesterday, the majority on the Rules 
Committee passed a restrictive rule 
that blocked an open and fair debate. A 
total of 15 amendments were submitted 
to the Rules Committee, four majority 
amendments and 11 minority amend-
ments. Continuing its obstruction of an 
open debate, the majority on the Rules 
Committee made every majority 
amendment in order, while allowing 
only two minority amendments. The 
majority got 100 percent of their 
amendments made in order, while the 
minority got 18 percent of their amend-
ments made in order. 

This isn’t the first time that has hap-
pened. Just last week, the majority on 
the Rules Committee did the same 
thing with regard to a bill, allowing 

every majority amendment while 
blocking an overwhelming number of 
minority amendments. 

So what happened to the majority’s 
promise of an open and fair debate? I 
think it was well described by a recent 
article in another publication that cov-
ers Capitol Hill, called Politico, in an 
article on the Speaker. It read, ‘‘After 
promising fairness and open debate, she 
has resorted to hard-nosed parliamen-
tary devices that effectively bar any 
chance for Republicans to offer policy 
alternatives.’’ 

I think it’s unnecessary and unfair, 
Mr. Speaker. I think it’s unfortunate 
and sad. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from the Rules Committee and also 
from Florida (Ms. CASTOR). 

Ms. CASTOR. I thank the chair-
woman for yielding time and thank her 
for her career of championing non-
discrimination and equal rights for 
women in the workplace. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to rise today 
in strong support of the Paycheck 
Fairness Act and this rule and take an-
other important step towards equality 
for all Americans. During the 230 plus- 
year history of our great Nation, the 
march towards equality under the law 
for all of our citizens has sometimes 
been slow, but it has been steady. 

Over time, the Congress has outlawed 
discrimination in the workplace based 
upon a person’s race, gender, age, na-
tional origin, religion, and disability, 
because when it comes to employment 
and hiring and firing and promotion 
and compensation, decisions are right-
ly based upon a person’s qualifications 
and job performance. 

These are the values we share as 
Americans; that if someone works hard 
and plays by the rules, and if they 
share the same job, duties and respon-
sibilities, no matter that they are a 
man or a woman, they will receive 
equal pay for equal work. Unfortu-
nately, that does not always happen, 
and sometimes women are paid less 
just because they are women and the 
boss can get away with it. The wage 
disparity over time can cost women 
over $400,000 to $2 million in lost wages. 

This Paycheck Fairness Act address-
es that disparity by providing more ef-
fective remedies for gender-based wage 
discrimination and ensuring that if a 
case goes all the way to a jury, that 
the arbitrary and outdated caps on 
damages will be addressed. 

Thank you to Congresswoman ROSA 
DELAURO. She introduced this legisla-
tion 11 years ago, but she never gave 
up. Congresswoman DELAURO, we are 
not going to give up just because the 
President has threatened to veto the 
measure. I’d also like to thank Speaker 
NANCY PELOSI, Chairman GEORGE MIL-
LER, and Chairwoman LOUISE SLAUGH-
TER for their leadership and commit-
ment to equality under the law for all 
Americans. 

Passing this historic Paycheck Fair-
ness Act will bring our Nation closer to 

our promise of equality for all Ameri-
cans. It is a hopeful day for working 
women and families, and I urge a ‘‘yes’’ 
vote on their behalf. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, we reserve. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 3 minutes to a member 
of the Rules Committee, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. SUTTON). 

Ms. SUTTON. I thank the distin-
guished Chair of the Rules Committee 
for her leadership on this issue and for 
the time. I also want to thank Speaker 
NANCY PELOSI and Representative ROSA 
DELAURO for their commitment and 
dedication to bringing this forward 
over hurdle past hurdle past challenge 
past challenge. Thank you so much. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of H. Res. 1388 and the underlying legis-
lation, the Paycheck Fairness Act. Mr. 
Speaker, fairness is something we 
strive for in all aspects of our lives. 
From an early age, we try to instill in 
our children the importance of fair-
ness, fair play, and equality. But, 
sadly, while we preach fairness, on av-
erage, women today earn a deplorable 
77 percent of what men earn and, unfor-
tunately, the wage gap in my home 
State of Ohio is even more substantial 
than the national average. 

According to the National Women’s 
Law Center, Ohio ranked 30th in the 
ratio of women’s earnings to men’s 
earnings. The Center gave Ohio, along 
with 46 other States, a failing grade. 
That is simply unacceptable. 

I have read and heard the stories of 
wage discrimination. We have all heard 
the story of Lilly Ledbetter, the work-
er who was a victim of systematic pay 
discrimination for 19 years. These are 
the stories of women who have dedi-
cated decades upon decades of their 
lives to their employers, only to find 
out that they are compensated at a 
fraction of the rate of their male coun-
terparts. 

With every paycheck these women 
deposit, they and their families are 
being held back, their earning poten-
tial limited by a factor over which they 
have no control, their gender, and a 
factor that has no affect on their job 
performance. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to read to 
you a letter my office received on this 
issue from a college student at the Uni-
versity of Akron. She wrote, ‘‘Ever 
since I started working, I have become 
more knowledgeable of the fact that in 
most cases men receive a higher pay 
than women do for the same amount of 
work.’’ 

We need to send a message to the 
young women in our country that the 
status quo is not acceptable. We need 
to respond to the concerns of our fu-
ture leaders and show them that we are 
willing to stand up for their right to 
earn equal pay for equal work. 

This young woman went on to say, 
‘‘Equal pay for equal work is a simple 
matter of justice for women.’’ I 
couldn’t say it better myself. The Pay-
check Fairness Act will update and 
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strengthen the Equal Pay Act. This bill 
will close numerous loopholes in the 45- 
year old law that has allowed employ-
ers to avoid liability for discrimina-
tory practices. 

b 1100 

The American people expect their 
government to stand up for fairness 
and justice. The Paycheck Fairness 
Act is not only about changing the way 
we treat our working women. It is 
about paying rent, putting food on the 
table, and paying for college tuition. 
We must return to the founding prin-
ciples of our Nation and what has 
moved us forward in difficult times. 
Fairness has been at the heart of all 
that makes America strong, and this 
Congress cannot turn away from that. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
this rule and this incredibly important 
bill. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. I reserve my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the au-
thor of this legislation, an outstanding 
Member, the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO). 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of this rule. I commend 
Speaker PELOSI, the majority leader, 
Chairman MILLER, and as well Chair-
man SLAUGHTER and the entire Rules 
Committee, for bringing this important 
legislation to the floor. 

With this resolution, we take up an 
effort that began more than 150 years 
ago when visionary women came to-
gether to stand up for women’s rights, 
to better the status of women in our 
society. In this tradition, more than 11 
years ago I first introduced the legisla-
tion that we consider this morning, the 
Paycheck Fairness Act, and I cannot 
help but think of all the Aprils we have 
commemorated Equal Pay Day without 
legislative movement. But, today, the 
legislative inertia we have experienced 
for years comes to an end. I could not 
be more proud. 

We have made some important 
strides during the last quarter century. 
Women now make up a majority of the 
workforce, own 6 million small busi-
nesses and are more likely to hold an 
advanced degree than men. But for all 
of our successes, women continue to be 
stymied when it comes to equal pay. 

The wage gap is real. Over the course 
of her lifetime, a female high school 
graduate will make $700,000 less than 
the young man she graduates with. 
Compared to a man, a female college 
graduate stands to lose up to $2 million 
in the course of her career. This is true 
across the board. As the National Com-
mittee on Pay Equity tells us, the 
wage gap today finds that women earn 
about 77 cents for every dollar men 
earn. 

By now, we are all familiar with the 
case of Lilly Ledbetter, the woman 
whose pay discrimination case against 
Goodyear Tire and Rubber Company 
went all the way to the Supreme Court. 
In her testimony before the Education 

and Labor Committee, she said, ‘‘Good-
year acknowledged that it was paying 
me a lot less than the men doing the 
same work, so I was actually earning 20 
percent less than the lowest paid male 
supervisor in the same position. What 
happened to me is not only an insult to 
my dignity, but it had real con-
sequences for my ability to care for my 
family. Every paycheck I received, I 
got less than what I was entitled under 
the law.’’ 

Clearly, the marketplace alone and 
even our court system will not correct 
this injustice. We need a legislative so-
lution. The Paycheck Fairness Act 
would make modest, commonsense re-
forms to the Equal Pay Act by closing 
numerous loopholes in the 45-year-old 
law that has enabled some employers 
to evade liability. 

It would clarify the ‘‘any factor other 
than sex’’ defense so that an employer 
trying to justify paying a man more 
than a woman for the same job must 
show that the disparity is not sex- 
based; that it is job related and nec-
essary for the businesses. It would pro-
hibit employers from retaliating 
against employees who discuss or dis-
close salary information with their co-
workers. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman has expired. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield an addi-
tional 30 seconds. 

Ms. DELAURO. Of course, employees 
such as human resources personnel who 
have access to payroll information 
would not be protected if they dis-
closed workers’ salaries of other work-
ers. And it would strengthen the rem-
edies available to include punitive and 
compensatory damages. 

Pay equity is not just another ben-
efit to be bargained for or bargained 
away. It is part of something bigger, 
part of a promise in which we all have 
a role, giving women the power to gain 
economic security for themselves and 
for their families. I urge a yes vote on 
this resolution. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, we continue to 
reserve. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from California (Mrs. CAPPS). 

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague from New York for her 
leadership in the Rules Committee 
bringing this important bill to the 
floor, I thank my colleague ROSA 
DELAURO for her stunning work in 
bringing this legislation into print, and 
I rise in strong support of H.R. 1338, the 
Paycheck Fairness Act. 

Last week, I was fortunate enough to 
participate in a rally with several of 
my female colleagues in the House and 
Senate and our hero, Lilly Ledbetter. 
Lilly’s personal experience is a testa-
ment to the Equal Pay Act, which 
guarantees equal pay for equal work, 
needs some work of its own. H.R. 1338 
closes some existing loopholes so that 
employees can fight for their deserved 
wages without fear of retaliation. 

As we discussed these issues at the 
event last week, I was inspired and 
comforted to see such a crowd of young 
women, many of whom are recent col-
lege graduates just starting out in 
their careers. They can be sure that 
with the passage this legislation, they 
may not face the same barriers that 
women from their mothers’ and grand-
mothers’ generations faced. 

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor 
of this important legislation. Help us 
secure a better economic future for our 
daughters, our granddaughters and 
their friends. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I reserve my 
time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ). 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr. 
Speaker, in 1963 President Kennedy 
signed the Equal Pay Act in order to 
address the wage gap, and yet 45 years 
later, more than my entire life, women 
still make on average only 77 cents for 
every dollar earned by men for the 
same work. 

Last summer I had the opportunity 
to meet Lilly Ledbetter during a House 
Judiciary Committee hearing. When 
she worked for Goodyear, she had no 
proof of pay discrimination until some-
one anonymously slipped payroll 
records into her mailbox. When Lilly 
took her case to court, the Supreme 
Court failed her, telling her she should 
have known all along she was being 
discriminated against, even though 
Goodyear’s payroll records were secret. 
This bill lifts the cloak of secrecy that 
allows these kinds of unfair pay prac-
tices to fester. 

I urge my colleagues today to sup-
port eliminating discriminatory pay 
practices. Let’s create an America 
where our next generation of daughters 
get paid for their worth equally, re-
gardless of their gender. 

My congratulations to Congress-
woman DELAURO and Chairman MILLER 
for their leadership on this issue. The 
Paycheck Fairness Act is a bold step 
forward in righting the wrong of pay 
discrimination. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I reserve my 
time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the distinguished 
chairwoman of the Rules Committee. 
Her presence on the Rules Committee 
is evidence of the struggle, but yet the 
progress, and the reason why we stand 
here today. I thank the long-standing, 
committed Member of Congress, ROSA 
DELAURO, and I certainly thank the 
leadership for recognizing as we ap-
proach a very important time of year, 
August 26th, 2008, that will reflect on 
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the movement of women arguing not 
for special preferences, but simply 
equality, that this Paycheck equality 
legislation must pass today! 

So the Paycheck Fairness Act is cru-
cial to that equality, because it clari-
fies the ‘‘any factor other than sex’’ de-
fense that kept Ms. Ledbetter from 
knowing and being able to petition for 
more money, is clarified to show that 
the disparity is not sex-based, is job-re-
lated, and necessary for the business. 
Do people realize that Ms. Ledbetter 
worked and toiled for years without 
understanding that she was not being 
paid a fair day’s wage for a fair day’s 
work? How tragic in America. 

May I ask the Members to support 
this legislation, because it is real, it is 
needed now! 

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to thank Con-
gresswoman DELAURO for this important legis-
lation as well as the Chairman and Ranking 
Minority Member of the Committee on Edu-
cation & Labor for working together to see that 
gender equity is not just something we talk 
about, but something we are actually willing to 
put into action. 

This legislation is intended to combat the 
wage gap that still exists today between men 
and women in the workplace. It is an impor-
tant step in addressing the persistent wage 
gap between women and men by updating the 
Equal Pay Act—passed more than 45 years 
ago. 

The reality is the Equal Pay Act needs to be 
strengthened and improved for all women to 
combat wage discrimination and eliminate 
loopholes in the current law. The Paycheck 
Fairness Act creates meaningful penalties 
against employers whose pay practices are 
proven to have been discriminatory. The bill 
will also protect workers from retaliation by 
their employers when employees discuss their 
pay with coworkers. 

Earlier this year the House passed H.R. 
2831, legislation reversing last year’s Supreme 
Court decision in Ledbetter v. Goodyear Tire 
and Rubber Co., in which the court ruled, 5– 
4, that workers filing suit for pay discrimination 
must do so within 180 days of the actual deci-
sion to discriminate against them. 

The Paycheck Protection Act is also needed 
to stop discriminatory pay practices by em-
ployers against our mothers, wives, daughters, 
and granddaughters that do the same job as 
their male counterparts. 

The Paycheck Fairness Act, which currently 
has 230 cosponsors, will strengthen the Equal 
Pay Act—passed more than 45 years ago— 
and as a result improve the law’s effective-
ness, and help to address the persistent wage 
gap between men and women. The Paycheck 
Fairness Act would: 

Clarify acceptable reasons for differences in 
pay by requiring employers to demonstrate 
that wage gaps between men and women 
doing the same work are truly a result of fac-
tors other than sex. 

Deter wage discrimination by strengthening 
penalties for equal pay violations, and by pro-
hibiting retaliation against workers who inquire 
about employers’ wage practices or disclose 
their own wages. The bill’s measured ap-
proach would ensure that women can obtain 
the same remedies as those subject to dis-
crimination on the basis of race or national ori-
gin. AAUW would strongly oppose any efforts 
to add such caps. 

Provide women with a fair option to proceed 
in a class action suit under the Equal Pay Act, 
and allow women to receive punitive and com-
pensatory damages for pay discrimination. 

Clarify the establishment provision under the 
Equal Pay Act, which would allow for reason-
able comparisons between employees to de-
termine fair wages. 

Authorize additional training for Equal Em-
ployment Opportunity Commission staff to bet-
ter identify and handle wage disputes. 

It will aid in the efficient and effective en-
forcement of federal anti-pay discrimination 
laws by requiring the EEOC to develop regula-
tions directing employers to collect wage data, 
reported by the race, sex, and national origin 
of employees. 

It will require the U.S. Department of Labor 
to reinstate activities that promote equal pay, 
such as: Directing educational programs, pro-
viding technical assistance to employers, rec-
ognizing businesses that address the wage 
gap, collecting wage-related data, and con-
ducting and promoting research about pay dis-
parities between men and women. 

More importantly for our young ladies going 
into the workforce, it will establish a competi-
tive grant program to develop salary negotia-
tion training for women and girls. 

As a Member of the Women’s Caucus and 
former President of the Black Women Lawyers 
Association of Houston, I have been fighting 
for pay equity for American women since be-
fore I arrived here as a Representative in 
1995, and I believe that equal pay for equal 
work is a simple matter of justice. Wage dis-
parities are not simply a result of women’s 
education levels or life choices. 

In fact, the pay gap between college edu-
cated men and women appears first after col-
lege—even when women are working full-time 
in the same fields with the same major as 
men—and continues to widen during the first 
ten years in the workforce. 

Further, this persistent wage gap not only 
impacts the economic security of women and 
their families today, it also directly affects 
women’s retirement security tomorrow. Now is 
the time for additional proactive measures to 
effectively address wage discrimination and 
eliminate loopholes that have hindered the 
Equal Pay Act’s effectiveness. 

I urge my colleagues, both men and 
women, to support equality in rights and pay 
for all Americans by supporting the Paycheck 
Fairness Act, and vote ‘‘no’’ on the motion to 
recommit. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Vermont (Mr. WELCH), a 
valued member of the Rules Com-
mittee. 

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Madam 
Chairman, I salute you for the work 
you have been doing on this issue and 
the issue of equality for women and the 
issue of equality for all people, and I 
salute Chairman MILLER for his work 
in Congress, for being on the verge of 
passing this legislation. 

You know, it is truly shocking that 
we have a situation where there is a 
difference in pay depending on whether 
you are a man or a woman. You have 
heard the statistics. But what is even 

more shocking is we had a Supreme 
Court that probably when history is 
written, its most shameful decision 
will be denying relief to a woman on 
the basis of a claim that she did not 
know existed. The Supreme Court said 
that when this person had been dis-
criminated against for years and didn’t 
know about it, it was the burden on her 
to know about something that was ac-
tively being hidden from her by her 
employer. It is a shocking decision by 
our United States Supreme Court, and 
this Congress has an opportunity to 
overturn that. 

H.R. 1338 is going to address that 
loophole. The wage gap that strikes 
women immediately upon entering the 
workforce is bad, and it gets worse. 
Ten years after college, women earn 
only 69 percent of what men do. The 
wage gap adds up quickly over the 
course of a career, $400,000 to $2 million 
over a lifetime. This discrimination 
can cost women security and retire-
ment. Older women are less likely than 
older men to receive pension income, 
and when they do, they only receive 
about one-half the benefits that men 
do. It can cost a woman half their pen-
sion that would be comparable for a 
man. 

Because of the wage gap, more 
women than men experience poverty or 
teeter on the edge of poverty. Seventy 
percent of older Americans living in 
poverty are women, and that is di-
rectly as a result of wage discrimina-
tion. 

The hope of the American Dream is 
that people who work hard will get 
ahead regardless of their gender, re-
gardless of their race, regardless of 
their national origin, and it is the chal-
lenge of this Congress being met by the 
promise of this legislation to make 
that American dream of equality of op-
portunity available to all people and to 
absolutely prohibit discrimination in 
wages solely on the basis of the gender 
of the person doing the work. 

H.R. 1338 has 230 cosponsors. It is also 
supported by major women’s and work-
ers’ rights advocates, including the Na-
tional Committee on Pay Equity and 
the National Women’s Law Center. I 
ask for a ‘‘yes’’ vote and unanimous 
passage by the House of Representa-
tives. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I would ask the 
distinguished Chair how many speakers 
she has remaining. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I would like to in-
form my colleague that I have no fur-
ther speakers and would reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, first I would like 
to thank all of our distinguished col-
leagues who have come to the floor 
today to discuss this issue, the impor-
tant issue of gender discrimination in 
the workplace and the fact that as a 
society we have to continue fighting 
discrimination. 

The issue that I am constantly, con-
stantly being contacted by my con-
stituents about is an issue that affects 
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our entire society, and that is the un-
acceptable price of gasoline, the con-
tinuous rise of energy prices. There is 
no subject, Mr. Speaker, again, that 
my constituents contact me and urge 
me to act on more than that issue, that 
subject, that crisis really. It affects 
men and women. It affects our entire 
society. The price of gasoline has be-
come simply unacceptable. 

For weeks, we in the minority have 
pushed efforts to debate comprehensive 
energy legislation, but the majority 
consistently blocks our efforts to ad-
dress one of the clearly most important 
issues facing the United States today. 

b 1115 

It is time for the House to debate 
ideas for lowering the skyrocketing 
cost of gasoline. So today, I urge my 
colleagues to vote with me to defeat 
the previous question so the House can 
finally consider real solutions to the 
rising energy costs facing Americans 
throughout our society each day. 

If the previous question is defeated, I 
will move to amend the rule to allow 
for consideration of H.R. 6566, the 
American Energy Act, which provides a 
comprehensive approach that will in-
crease the supply of American-made 
energy, improve conservation and effi-
ciency, and promote renewable and al-
ternative energy technologies. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of the amend-
ment and extraneous materials imme-
diately prior to the vote on the pre-
vious question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SALAZAR). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 

Florida. By voting no on the previous 
question, Members can take a stand 
against these unacceptable prices of 
gasoline, and we can finally begin a 
comprehensive energy debate. And I re-
mind all of our colleagues that voting 
no on the previous question will not 
preclude consideration of the legisla-
tion, the underlying legislation, the 
Paycheck Fairness Act. And I remind 
them that the unacceptable price of 
gasoline affects all of our constituents, 
men and women. I encourage a ‘‘no’’ 
vote on the previous question. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I feel 

compelled to explain to the listening 
persons and those in our galley why we 
are here today. 

The other side has consistently 
talked as though this is an energy bill, 
but let me remind all of us that this is 
an opportunity for the United States to 
bring into compliance with pay scales, 
in compliance with the law of 1963 for 
women who, as my colleague Ms. 
DELAURO pointed out, comprise 40 per-
cent of the workforce. 

This legislation cures a wrong that 
has cost many women between $400,000 
and $2 million, not only in the lost 
wages they should have been paid had 
there been equality, but also indirectly 

their pensions and their Social Secu-
rity in many cases. This hurts families, 
Mr. Speaker. This hurts single parents 
who are trying, oftentimes doing two 
jobs, to try to keep food on the table. 

All the statistics show, which abso-
lutely astonished me, that more 
women who are single heads of house-
hold than men are under the poverty 
line. One reason for that is they did not 
get equal pay. We have to right this 
wrong. We have to do it today. I can’t 
express enough my gratitude for Con-
gresswoman DELAURO and the Women’s 
Caucus for all the work that they have 
done. But it has been since 1963, 45 
years ago, when the law was passed de-
manding equal pay. And here we are in 
2008, Mr. Speaker, and we still don’t 
have it. 

I urge all of my colleagues to vote 
yes on the previous question, yes on 
the rule, and, by all means, yes on the 
underlying bill. 

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of Florida 
is as follows: 
AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 1388 OFFERED BY MR. 

LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART OF FLORIDA 
At the end of the resolution, add the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. 3. Immediately upon the adoption of 

this resolution the House shall, without 
intervention of any point of order, consider 
in the House the bill (H.R. 6566) to bring 
down energy prices by increasing safe, do-
mestic production, encouraging the develop-
ment of alternative and renewable energy, 
and promoting conservation. All points of 
order against the bill are waived. The bill 
shall be considered as read. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill and any amendment thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except: 
(1) one hour of debate on the bill equally di-
vided and controlled by the majority and mi-
nority leader, and (2) an amendment in the 
nature of a substitute if offered by the Ma-
jority Leader or his designee, which shall be 
considered as read and shall be separately 
debatable for 40 minutes equally divided and 
controlled by the proponent and an Oppo-
nent; and (3) one motion to recommit with or 
without instructions. 

(The information contained herein was 
provided by Democratic Minority on mul-
tiple occasions throughout the 109th Con-
gress.) 
THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 

IT REALLY MEANS 
This vote, the vote on whether to order the 

previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Democratic majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for 
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It 
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives, (VI, 308–311) de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.’’ To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
‘‘the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition’’ 

in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said: 
‘‘The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.’’ 

Because the vote today may look bad for 
the Democratic majority they will say ‘‘the 
vote on the ‘‘previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution * * * [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.’’ But that is not what 
they have always said. Listen to the defini-
tion of the previous question used in the 
Floor Procedures Manual published by the 
Rules Committee in the 109th Congress, 
(page 56). Here’s how the Rules Committee 
described the rule using information from 
Congressional Quarterly’s ‘‘American Con-
gressional Dictionary’’: ‘‘If the previous 
question is defeated, control of debate shifts 
to the leading opposition member (usually 
the minority Floor Manager) who then man-
ages an hour of debate and may offer a ger-
mane amendment to the pending business.’’ 

Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House of 
Representatives, the subchapter titled 
‘‘Amending Special Rules’’ states: ‘‘a refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.’’ (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: Upon rejec-
tion of the motion for the previous question 
on a resolution reported from the Committee 
on Rules, control shifts to the Member lead-
ing the opposition to the previous question, 
who may offer a proper amendment or mo-
tion and who controls the time for debate 
thereon.’’ 

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Democratic major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield back the 
balance of my time, and I move the 
previous question on the resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, on that I demand 
the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 5843 

Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
my name be removed as a cosponsor of 
H.R. 5843. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from California? 

There was no objection. 
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