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Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I
would inquire if my colleague from
Georgia is prepared to close.

Mr. WOODALL. I am prepared to
close.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I yield myself the
balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Maryland is recognized
for 4 minutes.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Thank you, Mr.
Speaker.

I think we have had a good debate.
There have been a couple of themes.
One is that this bill in and of itself, I
think everyone acknowledges, won’t
save the taxpayer one penny. It doesn’t
do that.

In order to save the taxpayer money
and reduce the deficit, we have to
make the tough decisions that Mr.
HOYER and Mr. RYAN mentioned. There
are obviously disagreements as to how
we go about doing that. We've talked
about the importance of trying to
make sure that as we go forward we
have a budget that reflects the values
and the priorities of the American peo-
ple, and one where we are covering our
costs. That means paying our bills.

A 1ot of us believe that in order to do
that we’ve got to get rid of some of the
tax breaks for the folks at the very
top, that we need to close a lot of the
special interest loopholes. That is a
very important debate.

The question here is just how we put
together an accurate reflection for the
American people about our best guess
of what I think should be a budget that
shows what their taxpayer dollars will
purchase in terms of goods and serv-
ices.
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It is a question of measurement. How
do you measure what you’re going to
be able to buy for the American people
or buy for our veterans 10 years from
now? When you put $61 billion in the
budget today, which is what we pay for
veterans’ health issues and for other
veterans’ programs in the discre-
tionary budget—and as Mr. HOYER
says, let’s pretend we’re going to put
$61 billion in for that program 10 years
from now—that is a cut when you take
into account inflation and what we
know about the increases.

In fact, Mr. CULBERSON, from the Ap-
propriations Committee, was here on
the floor, and he’s absolutely right. He
says you can be sure that the appropri-
ators are going to build in inflation.
We’'re going to make sure we take care
of that. In fact, we’re going to do a lit-
tle more than that because medical in-
flation runs higher. If we’re trying to
give an accurate measure to the Amer-
ican people about what the budget is
going to look like every 10 years, why
would we put a number a member of
the Appropriations Committee said is
not going to be realistic and that we
know, as we gather here, is not real-
istic?

If we are going to be serious about
budgeting, we need to have the best
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and most accurate sense of what tax-
payer dollars are going to buy in terms
of goods and services. What this does,
as Mr. HOYER says, is to play let’s pre-
tend. Let’s pretend that, for the same
nominal amount, you’re going to be
able to get as much in terms of vet-
erans’ health care 10 years from now as
you are today. If we do that, the real
question to ask up front is: What vet-
erans’ services and benefits are we
going to cut?

Now, the Appropriations Committee
decides each year exactly how much to
cut and how much to add. That’s why,
at the end of the day, this is all a ques-
tion of the will of this body to make
tough decisions; but let’s make tough
decisions off an accurate measure of
what things will cost both now and in
the future. In order to do that, we
should maintain the existing practice,
which shows us exactly what that is,
and not create what I think will be a
misleading sense that we can get more
for our buck than we really can.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. WOODALL. I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

I just want to begin by thanking the
folks on the Budget Committee who
made it possible to bring this bill to
the floor tonight: Nicole Foltz, Jon
Burks, Paul Restuccia, Jon Romito,
and on my staff, Nick Myers.

This is a team effort, and it was led
by the gentleman from Texas, LOUIE
GOHMERT, who has been working on
this issue year after year after year,
but he could not find a Budget Com-
mittee chairman who was willing to
prioritize process—and process mat-
ters. I've learned in my 1 year here as
a Congressman, Mr. Speaker, that we
spend a lot of time arguing about proc-
ess. If we could find that common
ground on process, we could get on to
the substance. This is one of those
issues.

I'd like to associate myself with the
comments of the gentleman from
Maryland. He says the question is: How
do we put together an accurate picture
of the budget process for the American
people? That is exactly the right ques-
tion to ask. When I ask that question
of my constituents back home, they
say, Rob, cut out those phony numbers
of automatic increases every year.

We absolutely agree on the question,
Mr. Speaker. It’s how you answer the
question that divides us.

As the minority whip said earlier,
this isn’t a bill that deals with our pri-
orities for spending. Our appropriators
are going to do that. This isn’t a bill
that cuts one penny. This is a bill that
changes the way we measure the pen-
nies that get cut.

I will say to you, Mr. Speaker, I start
getting nervous when I hear the Wash-
ington political class talk about chang-
ing the way we measure, because I just
assume they’re going to come up with
some new phony way to make it hap-
pen. Yet in this case—and perhaps this
case alone—what we’re saying is, for
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far too long, we’ve had those conversa-
tions during town hall meetings when
we spent $1 million last year and when
we’ll spend $1.1 million next year, and
they call it a cut—‘‘they’ being the
Washington measures.

That’s nonsense, nonsense.

Is there a cost of living issue? Abso-
lutely. Do we have to spend more on
health care next year than we do this
year? Absolutely. Do we have an un-
limited spigot of cash that we can turn
on to meet those needs? The answer is
no. The answer is no.

This isn’t a little issue, Mr. Speaker.
$1.4 trillion over the 10-year window is
what this automatic phony budgetary
gimmick increases the budget to be.
We’re cutting that out. We’re cutting
that out.

We’re saying, Congress, if you care
about veterans as our veterans’ com-
mittee chairman does and as our appro-
priating chairman does, stand up and
put your money where your mouth is—
and I guarantee you we’re going to do
it. If you care about seniors, stand up
and put your money where your mouth
is—and I guarantee you we’re going to
do it. But, Mr. Speaker, if we gave
folks $500 last year to go out and buy
their new iPhones, that iPhone has
gone down. If we gave folks $100 at the
beginning of the Obama administration
to buy gas, clearly, that $100 is not
enough to do it anymore because gas
prices have doubled.

We already have a phony budget
mechanism to project and bias towards
increased spending. This is a bill—a
simple bill—to which folks back home
ask time and time again: Why hasn’t it
happened before? I don’t have the an-
swer, but it’s not about blaming folks
in the past for not getting it done, Mr.
Speaker. It’s about coming together, as
we are tonight, to get it done.

This is a bill that has the support of
the National Taxpayers Union. This is
a bill that has the support of Citizens
Against Government Waste. This is a
bill that has the support of
FreedomWorks. And this is a bill that
has the support of the American peo-
ple.

I would urge my colleagues to vote in
favor of it, and let’s move this bill on
to the Senate.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

The Chair understands that the gen-
tlewoman from Texas will not be offer-
ing her amendment.

Pursuant to the rule, the previous
question is ordered on the bill, as
amended.

Pursuant to clause 1(c) of rule XIX,
further consideration of H.R. 3578 is
postponed.

———

THE PROGRESSIVE CAUCUS:
LIBERTY AND JUSTICE FOR ALL
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. ELLISON) is recognized for
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60 minutes as the designee of the mi-
nority leader.

Mr. ELLISON. Thank you,
Speaker.

My name is KEITH ELLISON, and I am
a cochair of the Progressive Caucus.
The Progressive Caucus, for people just
tuning in, Mr. Speaker, is a group of
Members of Congress who believes that
America is a place where the idea of
liberty and justice for all must prevail.

It has got to be more than the words
that we say in the Pledge of Alle-
giance. It has got to be something we
actually live.

“Liberty and justice for all,” that
means everyone. That means we don’t
exclude people based on their religion,
and we don’t demonize them because of
it. We embrace people in all their ra-
cial and ethnic diversities. We say that
Americans born in America and that
those who have come here are Ameri-
cans all the same. Whether you’re
straight or gay or whether you’re male
or female, we believe in all America—
one America—indivisible, with liberty
and justice for all.

We believe in civil rights. We believe
in human rights. We believe in the im-
portance of economic opportunity
being wedded to social inclusion. For
the working people every day—Ameri-
cans of all backgrounds—that means, if
you work every day and if you work
hard, you ought to be able to put food
on the table for your families.
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You ought to be able to organize in a
union on your job. You ought to be able
to expect a good, decent retirement
after a whole life’s-long work. You
ought to be able to expect that you can
affordably put your Kkids through
school. You ought to be able to expect
that we will have a strong social safety
net if you happen to hit hard times.

This is the Progressive Caucus, the
caucus that believes that it’s better to
talk it out than to shoot it out. Diplo-
macy is better than war. We should try
to work out our differences with other
nations, and saber rattling and invest-
ing in warfare armaments and outside
and above protecting the American
people is a problem.

We should be talking about things
like environmental protection. We
should be protecting our natural world.
We should be addressing the dangers of
climate change, and we should be af-
fecting that change to make sure that
America is greener and cleaner and
more sustainable.

That’s the Progressive Caucus, Mr.
Speaker. We’re the ones who could be
found standing up for the Constitution,
standing up for the idea of freedom of
expression, freedom of religion, free-
dom of the press. We will be found
standing up for the idea the govern-
ment must have the proper authoriza-
tion and justification to violate peo-
ple’s right to be left alone.

We also want to stand up and say
that we believe that the progressive
motion in America is what has made

Mr.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

America this great Nation. We recog-
nize our wonderful Nation, our great
Nation had a dream. From the very be-
ginning we had a dream, but we also
had a reality. The dream was liberty
and justice for all, land of the free,
home of the brave. The dream was that
all Americans and all men will be cre-
ated equal, endowed by their creator
with certain inalienable rights, among
them life, liberty and the pursuit of
happiness. That was the dream. But
the reality was America held slaves.
The reality was women couldn’t vote.
The reality was the original people
were relegated to an inferior status.

So people who believed in that
dream, people like Martin Luther King,
people like Harriet Tubman, people
like Elizabeth Cady Stanton, and peo-
ple like Susan B. Anthony, people like
Eugene Debs, and people like Walter
Reuther and other great Americans,
they believed that that dream was
worth fighting for and got out there,
Mr. Speaker, and made the dream re-
ality.

We weren’t trying to conserve the old
order and status quo; we were trying to
progress toward a better America that
really reflected that dream that I was
just talking about. The dream was that
all Americans are created equal. The
reality was segregation.

But Americans who had a progressive
vision said we’re not going to stay,
we’re not going to conserve segrega-
tion. We’re not going to conserve rob-
ber barons who controlled all the
wealth in the 1890s. We’re not going to
conserve the abuse of our environment.

Rachel Carson said, we’re not going
to conserve that. We’re not conserv-
atives. We’re trying to make America
better. We believe in the greatness of
this country, and we are not going to
stop until we get it.

So people like Rachel Carson said
we’re going to have a clean environ-
ment, and she wrote about it and she
fought for it. And people like Martin
Luther King fought for civil rights, and
people like Walter Reuther fought for
the right to organize. And sometimes
people who were in these movements
gave their lives for the changes that
they stood for, and other times they
were able to survive.

But the fact is they were all united
in one progressive vision of what Amer-
ica should be about, not trying to pre-
serve racism, slavery, segregation, gen-
der oppression. The progressive move-
ment is what we stand for, not conserv-
atism. That’s not us, we’re not them
and don’t want to be confused with
them.

So tonight we’re here for a progres-
sive message, and we’re going to be
talking about jobs and unemployment,
but I did want to take a moment, Mr.
Speaker, just to let everybody know
who the Progressive Caucus was, be-
cause we don’t want anybody to think
that we’re something else than what
we are, the people who embrace the
American Dream and believe that
America is such a great country we can
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overcome all the sins of the past and
don’t want to conserve any of them.

Mr. Speaker, we want to go into a
few key points tonight. We won’t be
here the whole hour, but we want to be
strong while we are. And so today we
bring the people, Mr. Speaker, the pro-
gressive message to illustrate what’s at
stake in America today. What are the
things that we’re competing for? What
are we contesting for? We come down,
we watch the events on the House floor
and all across the America, but what is
the fight all about?

Working families are getting crushed
and our middle class is shrinking every
day. The working people of America
are fighting to preserve a quality of life
because a set of ideas has prevailed in
America which basically says that any
regulation is bad, and what we say is
that regulations, if they’re protecting
life, protecting the environment, and
they’re helping the rules be fair and al-
lowing Americans to succeed and have
opportunity, they’re not bad.

But there are some people who never
saw a regulation that they liked. We
believe protecting health and safety is
a good thing. We believe that getting
rid of bad regulation or old regulation
is just fine, but these folks over here
have an ideological commitment to
any, to ending any regulation, and we
recognize that this is exactly what has
ruined our environment, exactly what
has caused global climate change, and
exactly what caused the financial dis-
aster.

What’s at stake in America?

Here in America some folks believe
that if the economy is going really,
really well, what they need to do is
have a tax cut for the wealthy. If the
economy is doing really, really bad,
well, what they need is a tax cut.

If the economy is doing sort of good
and sort of bad, what we need is a tax
cut. In other words, the guys on the
other side of the aisle, they don’t be-
lieve in taxes. We in the Progressive
Caucus believe that you shouldn’t tax
Americans any more than is necessary,
but we believe that taxes are the dues
that we pay to live in a civilized soci-
ety.

We believe that if our taxes go so
that there can be Head Start for our
poor kids to be able to have a chance in
life, that’s all right. That if we have to
pay taxes for police officers and fire-
fighters and people who work on our
roads to make them safe and make
sure bridges are safe to cross, we're all
right with that.

We’re not these folks who believe
that you want to cut, slash, and burn,
and act like public workers and public
employees are just, you know, not val-
uable. We recognize they are valuable,
and I’m talking about people who work
in parks and rec, the police, the fire-
fighters, but also the people who make
sure that our water is clean and our en-
vironment is safe. Also, people who
make sure that our economic and fi-
nancial system is safe, people who
make sure that when people, that when
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some folks want to cut corners and just
want to make a quick buck, that
they’re not going to be allowed to do
that.

You need a cop on the beat, a finan-
cial cop on the beat to make sure that
good actors are rewarded and bad ones
are punished. So people who say, oh, we
don’t want any regulation because it
would hurt jobs, we don’t agree with
that. We believe that jobs are going to
come when we have middle class people
having enough money to spend, and
then the businesses of our country
have enough customers so that they
can then add new people.

Whereas our friends on the other side
of the aisle believe that if you give peo-
ple like Mitt Romney a lot of money,
maybe, just maybe, it might trickle
down to the rest of us. Something
might land on our heads. Well, some-
thing has landed on our heads, but it’s
not rain or a good job; it’s hard times
economically.

Trickle-down economics, supply-side
economics is a failed policy. It never
worked. They always want to say
Reagan, well, look at Reagan. Reagan
raised taxes plenty of times, and so
they even misappropriate his legacy.
But the fact is the Progressive Caucus
is here to talk about what’s at stake in
America today.

Now, if you want to know what’s
really going on, you could just look at
this week. Here we are in Washington,
supposed to be working hard on peo-
ple’s business. It’s not like a lot of big
things aren’t going on. We’ve got a
payroll tax that’s about to expire.

Did we take that up on the House
floor today? No.

Did we make sure that Americans
don’t end up with a thousand dollars
extra to pay over the course of a year
as the payroll tax deduction goes up?
No.

Oh, this summer student loans are
going to go up, are going to double if
we don’t extend the law that would
allow them to stay lower. Did we work
on that? No, didn’t touch that. But
here’s what we did do. This week in
Congress the Republican majority
didn’t bring up a single bill to create
jobs, none of that.
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They didn’t bring up a single bill to
help Americans stay in their homes as
we are in the midst of this foreclosure
crisis that seems to never end. They
didn’t bring up any bills to make sure
that our air was clean and our water
was safe to drink. Nor did they bring
up any bills to rebuild our country. No,
instead, they were busy playing poli-
tics while people are hurting.

Yesterday, they brought up a bill to
repeal an effort to help seniors get
health care called the CLASS Act.
Now, the CLASS Act was a piece of the
Affordable Care Act. Some good-faith
people working in our government said,
you know, there are some things that
we need to fix with this bill before it
works the way we want it to.
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Anybody who has ever made any-
thing knows that sometimes that hap-
pens. Sometimes you’ve got to mend
the thing that you’re working on. If
you’ve ever cooked a meal, sometimes,
you know, you’ve got to put a little
more sugar or salt or add a little more
water. Legislation is exactly the same
way. You pass a law, you think it can
do certain things, but when you get
into the actual operation of it, some-
times it doesn’t work like you thought.

With this long-term care bill, some
good public servants said, you know,
there are some kinks we’ve got to work
out. But instead of working out those
kinks, the Republican majority just de-
cided to strip the whole thing away. So
seniors who need long-term care, the
Republican majority didn’t say, You
know what, here’s our fix. They just
said, Get rid of what was already done.
We say build on what was done. They
say strip it away. It’s too bad that’s
the position that they took, but that’s
the position they took.

Let me tell a few things about long-
term care and why we need to
strengthen long-term care and not
strip away what’s already been passed.
We have a long-term crisis in the
United States today that the Repub-
licans, who are in the majority in the
House, are not dealing with.

Do you know, 10 million Americans,
Mr. Speaker, need long-term care. Over
the next decade, another 5 million
Americans will require this care, bring-
ing the total to about 15 million peo-
ple, Mr. Speaker. The problem is only
getting worse, and we’ve got to do
something about it. I wish my friends
on the Republican side would help us.
But even though they are in the major-
ity, they’re not.

Nearly 70 percent of all people will
need some level of long-term care after
turning 65 years old, Mr. Speaker. That
means anybody lucky enough to get to
65, there is approximately a seven in 10
chance you’re going to need some long-
term care assistance. The number of
Americans 62 years and older is 20 per-
cent higher than 10 years ago, so Amer-
ica is aging. And you know what, this
is a good sign. We want Americans to
be healthy. We want our seniors to be
healthy, and we want them to be
strong. And when they get into a
health crisis, we want them to have the
care that they need.

And, Mr. Speaker, it’s also important
to point out here that about 62 million
unpaid family caregivers, about 62 mil-
lion unpaid family caregivers, that’s
adult children of seniors, about 62 mil-
lion of these families provide care
which, if you put a dollar figure on it,
would amount to $450 billion in 2009,
more than the total spending on Medi-
care that year. So families are stepping
up, but families need a little help. I can
tell you, Mr. Speaker, people are com-
ing into my office every day. People
my age, I'm 48, and they say, My mom
is getting older. She needs help. Or she
got sick, something’s going on. We
need a fix for the long-term care.

February 2, 2012

And so, Mr. Speaker, with all of these
problems that we’re facing, with 70 per-
cent of people who will need some level
of long-term care by the time they
turn 65, with the number of Americans
62 years of age and older being 20 per-
cent higher than 10 years ago, with all
of these issues, Mr. Speaker, you would
think that the Republican majority
would step up and do something about
it. They’re in the majority.

But what has been their response? An
attempt to score political points, not
solutions. They haven’t come with any
solution. They haven’t come with a
proposal to fix long-term care. They
just want to strip what President
Obama and the Democratic majority
did, and I think that’s too bad.

Now, that was what we did yesterday.
We messed around. They tried to em-
barrass the President. It didn’t work
because Americans know that Presi-
dent Obama cares. In fact, I think Re-
publicans know it, that’s why they call
it ObamaCare. Well, he does care, so
they can say whatever they want.

But my point is today they were
back up to their old tricks. Today, we
in Congress voted on a budget gimmick
bill—that’s all you can really call it—
a bill to make it easier for Republicans
to pass more tax giveaways to the top
1 percent. They call it the Pro-Growth
Budgeting Act. And, Mr. Speaker, if 1
had a dime for every deceptively
named piece of legislation during this
112th Congress, I think I'd be a wealthy
man right now.

This legislation would rig the rules,
play games with the rules, funny ac-
counting, Mr. Speaker, to make it easi-
er for the GOP budget priorities to
pass, like the Ryan budget, which in-
cluded deficit-busting tax cuts for the
wealthy and cuts in job-creating in-
vestments like education, estimated to
cost about 1.7 million jobs by 2014.

This bill, this funny-math bill, this
bill requires the Congressional Budget
Office to use what they call dynamic
scoring—that’s the word they like to
use—as part of a macroeconomic im-
pact analysis of tax provisions. That’s
a whole lot of long words, Mr. Speaker,
which basically says that they want to
score it in a way that makes them look
good. That’s what they’re trying to do.
And what they want to do is include
calculating their effect on the economy
like GDP—that’s all of the goods and
services in a year domestically, invest-
ments and employment—which past
budget analysts have said are really
not going to be an accurate reflection
of what’s going on when preparing sup-
plemental cost estimates for major leg-
islation.

Such an analysis is designed to hide
the impact of tax cuts on the budget
deficit, making tax cuts easier to enact
or extending by masking their true
costs. This bill, this funny-math bill,
injects supply-side economics into the
Congressional Budget Office scoring,
which has been discredited time and
time again. It has no place in the non-
partisan analysis provided to Congress.
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You see, Mr. Speaker, the CBO was set
up so that neither the Republicans nor
the Democrats, the conservatives or
the progressives, none of us with our
points of view could get in and mess
around with the way the Congressional
Budget Office scored a bill.

What it means to score a bill, Mr.
Speaker, is to analyze the costs of the
bill, or analyze the financial impact of
the bill. So it might be how much taxes
is this going to generate. The CBO, the
Congressional Budget Office, would
give us an estimate. Or how much is
this program going to cost. The CBO
tells us what are the budgetary impli-
cations of what we’re doing. Histori-
cally, Republicans and Democrats have
just had to live with the CBO score be-
cause it’s a nonpartisan office, mean-
ing neither party controls it. But now
what the Republicans want to do is
come up with this dynamic scoring
thing to make their estimates look
better. This is wrong. They shouldn’t
do it. They shouldn’t do it.

The underlying assumption behind
the bill is that tax cuts pay for them-
selves. This is obviously wrong. The
reason we are in this monumental debt
and deficit situation that Republicans
like to talk about, they’re always
going on about we’re leaving debt on
our children and grandchildren. They
always say it like that in a real dra-
matic way, Mr. Speaker.

The reason we’re in this mess is be-
cause we got two unpaid-for wars under
a Republican administration and huge
tax cuts under a Republican adminis-
tration. They cut taxes during a war.
When you're really supposed to be rais-
ing taxes to pay for the war, they cut
taxes during the war which exploded
all this debt. That’s the truth. If they
come down here and tell you the truth,
that’s what they would say. That two
unpaid-for wars and the Bush tax cuts
are what exploded the debt and the def-
icit. It’s why we’re in the situation
that we’re in.

They always want to say, oh,
ObamaCare. That’s not the cause of it.
They want to say, oh, oh, the stimulus.
That’s not the cause of it because that
was an expenditure in a short period of
time that didn’t have long, long tails
like these tax cuts do or these wars.
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That’s what has exploded the deficit.
And now, instead of owning up to it
and saying we need to tax Americans
more fairly, not just take care of the
rich people, but take care of everybody
and make sure the burden is shared and
not just the rich get to escape with not
doing anything, or not doing much.
Some folks running for President are
worth hundreds of millions of dollars
and only pay 13.9 percent on it; whereas
if you make 50,000, 60,000, you're going
to pay 25 percent, 28 percent or 35 per-
cent, depending on exactly how much
you make. It’s unfair. What the Repub-
licans want to do is instead of just
owning up and saying, yeah, we were
fiscally irresponsible, they just want to
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have dynamic scoring so it doesn’t look
S0 obvious.

Now, I talked about what we did yes-
terday, which is try to do nothing
about long-term care except embarrass
the President and strip the CLASS Act
out. Today, we played games with the
budget again with budget-counting
measures trying to interfere with how
the nonpartisan Congressional Budget
Office does the scoring. Well, what are
we going to do tomorrow, Mr. Speaker?
Certainly, tomorrow must be better
than the last 2 days, particularly given
the fact that we got the payroll tax de-
duction running out and other things,
important things, going on. Are we
going to take up the payroll tax deduc-
tion issue tomorrow? No.

Tomorrow, we’re going to do some-
thing else, another budgeting gimmick
bill, this time called the Baseline Re-
form Act. This is another one to try to
hide the reality. It requires the Con-
gressional Budget Office—and, Mr.
Speaker, you’ll recall I explained that
Congressional Budget Office is some-
times referred to as the CBO—it re-
quires the CBO to unrealistically as-
sume in its baseline that spending in
the future will stay the same and not
grow to keep pace with inflation,
thereby facilitating cuts in real terms
in job-creating investments.

This bill ignores the impact of infla-
tion on the discretionary budget which
gives an unrealistic picture of what it
will take to maintain basic services.
So, understand it this way, Mr. Speak-
er, if inflation is making everything
cost more but you try to hold the line,
then the cost of things will not be ac-
curately reflected if you don’t account
for inflation. But this is exactly what
they don’t want to do.

Republicans want to starve these
programs, and they could lead to long
backlogs for services and other types of
problems such as the major issues at
the Walter Reed Hospital during the
last decade. Relative to the traditional
baseline, a freeze would reduce invest-
ment for long-range programs such as
rebuilding and educating America by
over 20 percent and by the 10th year.

So there you have it, Mr. Speaker.
Three days of not dealing with what we
need to deal with, 3 days of playing
games, 3 days of not dealing with the
people’s business, 3 days of not focus-
ing on what America needs us to focus
on.

So, Mr. Speaker, let’s talk about the
American people. They have rejected
the Republican budget scheme that
ends the Medicare guarantee to pay for
tax breaks for Big Oil millionaires and
corporations that ship jobs overseas.
For the last year, if you’re not a CEO
or a wealthy special interest, the Re-
publican Party of the 1 percent says
you’re on your own. I often wonder
what they meant when they said the
‘“‘ownership society.” What they really
mean is the ‘“‘you’re on your own soci-
ety.” They mean, hey, we got to cut
cities and towns, and we got to cut
States, and we can’t be there for you
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anymore. You are on your own. We're
going to lay off teachers, we're going
to not give the cities enough to make
sure there’s enough police, water, fire,
all that stuff. You’re on your own.

But Mitt Romney is not on his own.
If you need a bailout, you’re not on
your own. But if your house is under-
water, don’t look to the majority for
help. If you’re a father who lost your
job through no fault of your own, a
mother struggling to make ends meet,
or a family kicked out of your home,
the majority of the 1 percent says
you’re on your own. Turning their
backs on ordinary Americans may pad
the profits of corporate donors and
hedge funds of billionaires bankrolling
their campaigns, but it won’t grow the
middle class.

It used to be that working hard and
playing by the rules meant you got a
fair shot. We’ve got to restore that
dream. We’re not talking about an
American fantasy where everybody is—
you see it on TV sometimes, Mr.
Speaker, where you’re going to be liv-
ing in some lavish place and fancy this
and fancy that and lifestyles of the
rich and famous and all this kind of
stuff. We’re not talking about an
American fantasy. We’re talking about
an American Dream, which is realistic
because it’s not too much to ask that if
you’re willing to work hard in this
country that this country should work
for you.

But many Americans out there are
under a lot of stress, and it’s because
from a policy standpoint, their elected
leadership is catering to the people
who have the most under the philos-
ophy, Mr. Speaker, that if you give it
all to the rich, they will invest in
plants and equipment, and then it will
trickle down to everybody else. That
philosophy has failed, and it’s time for
them to admit it.

We need leaders who understand that
when we all do better, we all do better.
Americans have got to have a better
shake. And we in the Progressive Cau-
cus are standing up for hardworking
taxpayers of the great American mid-
dle class and working class and poor.
We in the Progressive Caucus are not
ashamed to stand up for the poor, Mr.
Speaker. We believe that poor people,
low-income people, what you call poor
people, are poor if they’re too old to
work or too sick to work or too young
to work. Anyone else might be poor by
circumstance, but they would love to
join that great American middle class
if they could just get a chance. And
that means an education, that means
job retraining, and that means an econ-
omy where we’re literally trying to do
something to protect the American
worker from off-shoring by investing in
our infrastructure, putting people back
to work, and by doing things to make
this economy strong.

The best way to get our economy
going is to put America back to work.
There’s a lot of work to be done. The
best way to cut spending is to cut
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spending on tax handouts to million-
aires, billionaires, and corporate spe-
cial interests, while we give $4 billion
to the oil industry while they’re mak-
ing the most money they ever made,
and they still come down here and
scream, oh, don’t take away our sub-
sidies.

The American people know that the
best way to cut spending is to cut
spending on big special interests like
Wall Street and Big Oil. But instead,
Republicans would rather make the
rest of us pay for tax giveaways for
millionaires and Republican corporate
donors like big oil and pharmaceutical
companies.

So we want an America where the
burdens are shared and where the bene-
fits are also shared. We want an Amer-
ica where there is true economic oppor-
tunity and inclusion. We want an
America where it doesn’t matter
whether if you’re born here or you
came here, it doesn’t matter what
color you are, it doesn’t matter what
religion you are, it doesn’t matter
whether you’re male or female or who
you want to be married to, that all of
us can have a good, prosperous life
based on an economy that works for
everybody.

And so I just want to say, Mr. Speak-
er, as I begin to wind up my remarks,
that this Progressive Caucus is going
to be here standing up for the Amer-
ican people. We will be there for the 99
percent. We will work to get money out
of politics, as we’re pushing constitu-
tional amendments to do so. We will
stand up to Citizens United. We believe
that corporations are mnot people,
money is not speech. And in America,
democracy is not for sale.

We believe unemployment insurance
should be there for people who have
fallen on hard times. And we believe
that the social safety net is something
that’s important so that when people
need help, they can get back up on
their feet.

Mr. Speaker, as I wind down, I just
want to point out that, with nearly 14
million people unemployed today, they
deserve an opportunity in an America
that really works for them. They de-
serve leaders who care about their
plight. They need leaders who -care
about their plight and are willing to
stand up and push policy that will
make the American Dream attainable
for anybody who wants to work for it.

I just want to say, as I close out,
America is a wonderful idea. And the
American Dream should be in the grasp
of every American. And great Ameri-
cans have overcome some of the bad
things in the past as they reached out
to build the American Dream for all.

And when I say liberty and justice
for all, Mr. Speaker, I mean it. And I
just don’t mean social equality, I mean
economic opportunity too. And it’s
going to have to start with asking ev-
erybody to pay their fair share, recog-
nizing that trickle down never worked
and never will, and that we’ve got to
invest in America, educate America,
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and protect America so we can get this
economy working again.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

———
[ 1910

REPEALING OBAMACARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. BENISHEK) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. BENISHEK. Tonight, my col-
leagues and I have come to the floor,
both as Members of Congress and phy-
sicians, to discuss the urgent need to
repeal and replace the Patient Protec-
tion and Affordable Care Act.

Like many of my fellow Members
here this evening, I've spent the last
decades of my life as a physician, a sur-
geon. Unlike our President, I was on
the front lines of medicine. I went to
medical school in Detroit, Michigan. I
did a family practice internship in
Flint. I returned to Detroit to do a sur-
gical residency, and then moved to the
upper peninsula of Michigan, where for
the last 28 years until I took this job,
I was taking care of patients in a rural
general surgical practice.

I know what it’s like to be in a small
town where people depend on their
local physician, and it’s 2 hours in an
ambulance to get to the nearest hos-
pital. And the Patient Protection and
Affordable Care Act is affecting rural
hospitals to such a degree that many of
these hospitals are going to close. And
I just want to bring to your attention,
Mr. Speaker, the seriousness of this
problem.

It’s been a pleasure being a surgeon.
It’s a pleasure being here in Congress.
As a matter of fact, sometimes pa-
tients of mine still call the congres-
sional office inquiring about sched-
uling a case. One of the very reasons I
ran for Congress was because I felt
those with real health care experience
needed to contribute to the national
discussion on health care reform. To-
night, along with other members of the
Doctors Caucus, I'd like to dispel some
of the myths associated with the Presi-
dent’s health care bill.

It’s time to set the record straight. It
isn’t enough to just say this bill must
be repealed, we must tell you why it
has to be repealed, explain to you the
really bad aspects of this bill. I'm
proud to say that one of my first votes
as a Member of Congress was to repeal
it. Tonight, we’re going to go through
some of the provisions of the bill which
make it so onerous.

While I disagree with the President’s
health care bill for a number of rea-
sons, I'm particularly appalled at the
recent regulation issued by the United
States Department of Health and
Human Services as a result of the bill,
requiring all employers, even if they
have a religious or moral objection, to
offer health insurance that includes
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sterilization, abortion-inducing drugs,
and contraception.

I offer for the RECORD an excerpt
from a letter from Bishop Sample of
the Catholic Diocese of Marquette, one
of my constituents. Here is a quote
from Bishop Sample’s letter:

In so ruling, the Obama administration has
cast aside the First Amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States, denying to
Catholics our Nation’s first and most funda-
mental freedom, that of religious liberty.
And as a result, unless the rule is over-
turned, we Catholics will be compelled to ei-
ther violate our conscience or drop health
care coverage for our employees and suffer
the penalties for doing so.

The Obama administration’s sole conces-
sion was to give our institutions 1 year to
comply. We cannot, we will not comply with
this unjust law. People of faith cannot be
made second-class citizens.

Mr. Speaker, as a fellow Catholic and
a physician, I agree with Bishop Sam-
ple. It’s my belief that the government
has no right to mandate that employ-
ers purchase health insurance for their
employees in the first place. But this
law is made even worse by demanding
that those who support life, regardless
of their particular religion, provide
coverage for abortion-inducing drugs.

Mr. Speaker, Federal conscience laws
have existed since 1973 and have pro-
tected many health care providers from
discrimination due to religious and
moral values. Unfortunately, President
Obama’s health care bill contains no
language protecting the conscience of
health care providers.

I recently cosponsored H.R. 1179, the
Respect for Rights of Conscience Act,
which was introduced by my colleague,
Mr. FORTENBERRY of Nebraska. If
signed into law, this bill would amend
the Affordable Care Act to permit a
health plan to decline coverage of spe-
cific items and services that are con-
trary to the religious beliefs of the
sponsor of the plan without suffering
consequences. While I and other Mem-
bers of Congress continue our efforts to
repeal the President’s health care plan
in its entirety, bills such as H.R. 1179
are necessary while the Affordable Care
Act is still law to ensure that the Fed-
eral Government does not mandate any
American citizen to defy their own re-
ligious principles.

I certainly have many other issues
with the President’s health care bill,
but I'd like to give some time to my
other colleagues here tonight a chance
to speak as well.

Mr. HARRIS. Will the gentleman
yield for just a question?

Mr. BENISHEK. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Maryland.

Mr. HARRIS. You know, the gentle-
man’s been talking about the Presi-
dent’s health care bill. I assume you
don’t mean President Reagan’s health
care bill, you don’t mean President
Bush’s health care bill. You’re talking
about—because a lot of people at home
might be a little confused, you’re talk-
ing about ObamaCare, I take it?

Mr. BENISHEK. Right.

Mr. HARRIS. And when you talk
about the conscience protection that
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