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Ms. SINEMA changed her vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2015 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Madam 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days in which to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material on H. Con. Res. 96. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 544 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the concurrent resolution, H. 
Con. Res. 96. 

The Chair appoints the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. HASTINGS) to 
preside over the Committee of the 
Whole. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
consideration of the concurrent resolu-
tion (H. Con. Res. 96) establishing the 
budget for the United States Govern-

ment for fiscal year 2015 and setting 
forth appropriate budgetary levels for 
fiscal years 2016 through 2024, with Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the 

concurrent resolution is considered 
read the first time. 

General debate shall not exceed 4 
hours, with 3 hours confined to the con-
gressional budget, equally divided and 
controlled by the chair and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
the Budget, and 1 hour on the subject 
of economic goals and policies, equally 
divided and controlled by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BRADY) and 
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs. 
MALONEY), or their designees. 

The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
RYAN) and the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. VAN HOLLEN) each will con-
trol 90 minutes of debate on the con-
gressional budget. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I am here to rise in 
support of H. Con. Res. 96, for the fiscal 
year 2015. 

This is the fourth year we have done 
this—this being bringing a budget to 
the floor to balance the budget and pay 
down the national debt. 

This is exactly what our economy 
needs today. We ask the Congressional 
Budget Office to look at this kind of 
deficit reduction. What would it do? 
Well, it is very clear that it would pro-
mote economic growth. 

In 2024, economic output would be 1.8 
percent higher than it otherwise would 
be. What does that mean? That means 
by getting our fiscal house in order, by 
balancing our budget, paying off our 
debt, and reducing the deficit, take- 
home pay for Americans will be $1,100 
higher than it otherwise would be if we 
don’t do something like this. That is 
just part of our budget. 

We also call for more job creation, 
economic growth policies like tax re-
form, and energy development. All of 
these things would help get our econ-
omy back on track. 

I also understand that there is a lot 
of confusion about what is going on in 
our budget. I would like to spend a few 
moments sort of clarifying and clear-
ing up some of that confusion. 

First, our budget does repeal 
ObamaCare. Let me say it again. Our 
budget does repeal ObamaCare because 
we think it is going to do great damage 
to our economy, to our budget, to 
health care. We don’t keep the tax 
hikes in ObamaCare. Instead, we pro-
pose revenue neutral comprehensive 
tax reform. Our critics like to claim we 
are keeping it. What we are saying is 
let’s scrap this Tax Code in favor of a 
better Tax Code, including replacing 
ObamaCare taxes with pro-growth tax 
reform to create jobs, increase take- 
home pay, and get this economy grow-
ing. 

Second, we end the raid on Medicare. 
The dirty little secret that the other 
side won’t want to talk about is the 
fact that they turned Medicare into a 
piggy bank for ObamaCare. They raid-
ed $716 billion from Medicare to pay for 
ObamaCare. We say that those savings 
from Medicare need to stay with Medi-
care to make it more solvent, and if 
some of those savings from Medicare 
are doing damage to the Medicare pro-
vider network, like reducing access to 
things like Medicare Advantage, then 
we have a mechanism in here to make 
sure that we can fix that, just like we 
did for the SGR, otherwise known as 
the ‘‘doc fix.’’ 

We think we need to save and 
strengthen this program, not only so 
that it is there intact for those in the 
near retirement, but for future genera-
tions who are facing a bankrupt pro-
gram if we don’t do something to re-
form it. 

Second, we don’t slash the safety net. 
If anything, we strengthen the safety 
net. 

This administration has made all 
sorts of promises that it has no way of 
keeping, or it has made all sorts of 
promises and it is not telling us in any 
way how they are going to keep these 
promises. It has promised major expan-
sions in programs like Medicaid and 
Pell grants. How they plan to pay for 
it, we have no idea. We refuse to be 
complicit with the demise of these pro-
grams. 

We spend $3.5 trillion over the next 10 
years on Medicaid. Under our budget, 
program spending will continue to rise 
by population plus inflation. We grow 
the program each and every year after 
fiscal year 2016 onward. We simply slow 
the growth rate by giving Governors 
and State legislators more flexibility 
to customize these programs to meet 
the unique needs of their populations 
instead of cramming down their 
throats some one-size-fits-all Wash-
ington-knows-best approach, which has 
been failing the Medicare population in 
our health care provider network. 

This budget spends $600 billion over 
the next 10 years on food stamps. It is 
a program that has quadrupled since 
2002. We propose to give Governors 
more flexibility so that they can cus-
tomize this program to meet the needs 
of their populations, but not until 2019, 
until CBO says the economy will have 
recovered by then. 

CBO says that the Pell grant is going 
bankrupt. It is going to face a fiscal 
shortfall in 2016 and every year there-
after. So instead of making all these 
Pell promises that the government has 
no way of keeping, the budget main-
tains the current Pell award, $5,730, 
throughout each of the next 10 years 
and funds it. 

Our budget all told cuts $5.1 trillion 
in spending over the next 10 years. We 
do this by cutting waste, by cutting 
abuse, by stopping the age-old Wash-
ington practice of spending money we 
just don’t have, and by making much 
needed reforms to government pro-
grams. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 02:12 Apr 09, 2014 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00031 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A08AP7.017 H08APPT1tja
m

es
 o

n 
D

S
K

3T
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH3024 April 8, 2014 
Our critics call this draconian. Look 

at it this way. On the current path, we 
are set to spend $48 trillion of hard-
working taxpayer dollars or borrow it 
from the next generation—$48 trillion 
over the next 10 years. Under this path, 
we will spend $43 trillion. 

By contrast, under the current path, 
Federal Government spending is slated 
to rise by 5.2 percent on average for the 
next decade. Under this budget, it will 
rise by 3.5 percent over the next dec-
ade. Hardly draconian. 

Mr. Chairman, there is nothing com-
passionate about making promises that 
the government cannot keep. When 
that bill comes due, it is going to hurt 
the vulnerable, the first and the worst, 
and the voiceless. This is why we need 
to get spending under control. 

Let me show you what we are pro-
posing in a nutshell. The red shows you 
our national debt. Our national debt is 
on course to hit catastrophic levels. 
Our national debt is going to hit these 
catastrophic levels which guarantee 
that the next generation of Americans 
inherit a bleak future, a lower standard 
of living, a burden of debt that they 
cannot have a high standard of living 
with. 

We in our generation have to make 
tough choices. We have got to face up 
to this issue. What we are saying here 
with this budget is, the sooner we get 
on top of our fiscal problems, the bet-
ter off everybody is going to be. 

b 1530 

We are saying, if we get ahead of 
these problems now, we can phase in 
reforms, such as Medicare reforms that 
don’t even affect people in or near re-
tirement. The sooner we tackle these 
fiscal problems, the better off every-
body is going to be, the faster the econ-
omy grows, and the more we can guar-
antee that the next generation inherits 
a debt-free future. 

We have never given the next genera-
tion a diminished future in this coun-
try before. That is the great legacy of 
this Nation, work hard and make tough 
choices, so that the next generation 
can be better off. We know, without a 
shadow of a doubt, that that is not 
going to be the case. 

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, we know that, in a couple of 
years, the debt starts taking back off, 
and we are back to $1 trillion deficits. 
Our tax revenues are at an alltime high 
this year. The problem is that spending 
is outpacing that. The sooner we can 
get our fiscal house in order, the soon-
er we can create jobs and get economic 
growth. 

The sooner we can bring solvency to 
our safety net, to our social contract, 
the more that people can depend on 
these programs, and the sooner we can 
bring these reforms to get our spending 
in line with our revenues, the faster we 
can pay off this debt. 

Just like a family, a government 
that lives beyond its means today nec-
essarily has to live below its means to-
morrow. We want to make right by the 

next generation. We want to grow this 
economy. 

We want to create jobs and increase 
take-home pay, and we want to get 
people to work. That is what this budg-
et is designed to do, and that is why I 
am proud to bring this balanced budget 
to the floor. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

We are looking forward to the debate 
on the budget over the next couple of 
days. Chairman RYAN mentioned that 
the critics of this budget call it draco-
nian. I would just point out to the gen-
tleman that the Republican chairman 
of the House Appropriations Com-
mittee just referred to the budget that 
is before this House as draconian. 

Now, the chairman and I do agree on 
one thing, which is that these budgets 
that we bring before this Congress re-
flect our different visions of America. 
They reflect the choices that we make. 
They show what we care about, and 
they show what we care less about. 
They are fundamentally different blue-
prints for the future of this country. 

The President has presented a budget 
that will boost job growth, sharpen 
Americans’ competitive edge, and ex-
pand opportunity in the United States 
of America. Now, we have before us the 
congressional Republican budget, and 
of all of the Republican budgets that 
we have seen on the floor of this House 
since 2010, this one is the worst for 
America. 

Many will argue, Mr. Chairman, that 
we should not be taking this budget se-
riously because, after all, we have a 
short-term bipartisan agreement and 
that the Senate would never pass this 
budget, but I urge the country to take 
it seriously because what it tells Amer-
ica is what our Republican colleagues 
would do to the country if they had the 
power to do it. 

If they could impose their will, this 
is the budget that they would impose, 
so we need to look hard at the con-
sequences. What does it mean for 
America? What choices does the budget 
before us make for our country? 

At its core, it rigs the rules of the 
game for very wealthy and very power-
ful special interests at the expense of 
everybody else in the country and at 
the expense of other priorities in the 
country. 

For example, if you are a multi-
millionaire, under this budget, you will 
have your top tax rate cut by one- 
third, all the way from 39 percent, 
where it is today, down to 25 percent. 
That is an average tax break for mil-
lionaires of $200,000. That is great for 
people who are well off. 

What does this budget do to the rest 
of this country? It guts vital invest-
ments in our children’s future, it 
squeezes the middle class, and it vio-
lates important commitments to our 
seniors. 

Now, let’s step back because the 
chairman mentioned the economic ben-

efits of this budget. The reality is that 
our economic competitors around the 
world will eat our lunch if we pass this 
Republican budget. It provides for per-
verse tax incentives that ship Amer-
ican jobs overseas while shortchanging 
investments in jobs right here at home. 

As we will see over the next couple of 
days, it guts important investments 
that historically have helped power our 
economy, and the nonpartisan Congres-
sional Budget Office tells us that, in 
the next couple of years, this is going 
to slow down economic growth, that it 
is going to slow down job growth. One 
estimate puts the job loss at 3 million 
jobs. 

At a time when we need to be mod-
ernizing our national infrastructure— 
the backbone of our economy—this 
budget slashes the transportation 
budget by $52 billion in this year alone, 
stopping new projects, throwing con-
struction workers off the job. 

It will condemn the United States to 
a potholed road of economic decline, 
and it refuses to include one thing that 
the Congressional Budget Office says 
will help boost our economy right now, 
which is to pass bipartisan comprehen-
sive immigration reform. 

Mr. Chairman, as this budget pro-
vides these windfall tax breaks for the 
folks at the very top, let’s see what it 
does to others in our country. 

We all depend on our kids getting a 
good education. It is good for families. 
It is good for the country. The saddest 
part about this budget is that it casts 
a dark shadow over the American 
Dream, and it violates the fundamental 
promise that every hardworking Amer-
ican should have a fair shot at success. 

At a time when we should be invest-
ing more in education in the United 
States, all told, if you look at early 
education—K–12—and college edu-
cation, this budget cuts it by $370 bil-
lion below current services. That has 
devastating impacts on everything 
from Head Start to Early Head Start to 
K–12 to college. 

Let me just mention one of the 
things it does to college student loans. 
It starts charging college students’ in-
terest while they are still in college, 
before they have gotten out and gotten 
a job. That saves $40 billion in this 
budget—actually, a little more than 
that—in the same budget that provides 
huge tax breaks to the wealthiest in 
this country. 

So much for wanting to address the 
lack of upward mobility in America; 
rung by rung, this budget knocks out 
the steps of that ladder of opportunity. 
If you are to the manor born, you are 
going to be just fine under this budget, 
but for everybody else, tough luck and 
worse. 

Let’s look at seniors as our next ex-
ample. Those on Medicare will imme-
diately pay more if they have high pre-
scription drug costs, right? The chair-
man mentioned that the Democratic 
budget cut Medicare and turned it into 
something else. 

The reality is that the savings that 
were achieved in Medicare by ending 
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some of the overpayments in the 
Democratic budget were recycled to 
strengthen key parts of Medicare, in-
cluding to close what has been called 
the prescription drug doughnut hole. 

The Republican budget here reopens 
the prescription drug doughnut hole. If 
you are a senior with high prescription 
drug costs, it is $1,200 more per year, on 
average, as a result of this budget. 

Seniors who have been able to get 
preventative health services without 
having to put down copayments will no 
longer get those screenings, and now, 
they will be at risk of not getting the 
treatment and care when they need it. 

On top of all of that, it ends the 
Medicare guarantee by creating a 
voucher program. For seniors who de-
cide to stay in the traditional Medicare 
program, they will see their premiums 
hiked by 50 percent when that goes 
into effect. They can stay, but they 
will have to pay big time to stay. That 
is not the Medicare guarantee. 

Middle class families—I mentioned 
that this budget cuts the top tax rate 
for millionaires from 39 percent to 25 
percent. That is a 30 percent tax cut, 
but it says it is going to do that in a 
deficit-neutral manner, so it is simple 
math, Mr. Chairman. 

If you are going to do that, you are 
going to squeeze middle class tax-
payers. In fact, this budget pretends 
that Chairman CAMP and the exercise 
he went through in the Ways and 
Means Committee—the fact-based exer-
cise—never happened because what 
Chairman CAMP found was that you 
couldn’t bring that top rate down to 25 
percent without squeezing middle-in-
come taxpayers. 

That is why he had a top rate of 35 
percent in his plan, and yet this says 
let’s go to a 25 percent top rate. That 
means $2,000 more in taxes for a family 
with kids to finance the tax breaks for 
the folks at the very top. 

This budget reserves, perhaps, its 
cruelest blow for those who are seeking 
to climb out of poverty into the middle 
class, to have an opportunity to par-
ticipate in the American Dream. 

In the last election, the Republican 
candidate, Mitt Romney, said he really 
didn’t care about the 47 percent. This 
Republican budget sets out to prove 
that statement. If you look at this 
budget, it is an assault on Americans 
who are struggling to climb out of the 
middle class. 

We had a big debate in this Congress 
about food nutrition programs. The Re-
publican plan called for $40 billion in 
cuts. It ended up being $8 billion. In 
this budget, it is $137 billion. 

Millions of more kids will go hungry 
as a result of cutting that safety net, 
and that is why faith-based groups that 
have looked at these Republican budg-
ets over the last 3 years have said that 
they don’t meet the tests of a society 
that cares for the least of these. 

I want to close by asking a question 
because our Republican colleagues say 
the goal has to be 10 years to hit this 
political target. It is interesting be-

cause the Republican budget 3 years 
ago didn’t balance until around 2040, 
but now, we have this sort of political 
target that they have to hit. 

If it is so important to hit that, why 
do they ask everything of our kids and 
of our seniors and of struggling fami-
lies and of nothing from very powerful 
special interests? 

This budget does not close one spe-
cial interest tax break for the purpose 
of reducing the deficit, not one—not a 
special interest tax break for hedge 
fund owners, not a special tax break for 
big oil companies. We have a race to 
hit their political timetable here, but 
we are not going to ask those special 
interest groups to pay one dime to help 
reduce the deficit. 

Here is the really strange thing: after 
all is said and done, this Republican 
budget does not balance in 10 years if, 
at the same time, the Republicans 
claim to be repealing the Affordable 
Care Act. It just doesn’t add up. The 
math isn’t there. 

What this Republican budget does is 
this: it gets rid of all of the benefits in 
the Affordable Care Act. It gets rid of 
the tax credits that help Americans 
purchase affordable care. It gets rid of 
the provision that says you can stay on 
your parents’ insurance policy until 
you are 26. 

It gets rid of the provisions that say 
you cannot be denied coverage because 
you have a preexisting condition. It 
gets rid of all of the benefits. 

Guess what it keeps? It keeps all of 
the tax revenue from the Affordable 
Care Act. 

You don’t have to take my word for 
it. This is The Heritage Foundation. 
This isn’t some liberal group. 

Here is what they say: 
Perhaps the biggest shortcoming of this 

budget is that it keeps the tax increases as-
sociated with ObamaCare. 

It is what they said about last year’s 
budget. This year is exactly the same. 
This budget also keeps all of the sav-
ings from Medicare. It doesn’t recycle 
any of those savings to strengthen it as 
the Democratic budget does, but it 
keeps them. 

If you actually look at this chart, 
you will see that, in 2024, when the Re-
publican budget claims to balance, 
without the revenues and the savings 
from Medicare, it doesn’t come close to 
balancing. 

So our Republican colleagues have 
got to choose. Either you claim to have 
a balanced budget and you recognize 
that you support all of the revenues 
and savings in the Affordable Care Act 
or not, but you can’t have it both ways. 
The sad thing is, after hitting every-
body but the very wealthy in this budg-
et, they still can’t achieve what they 
claim is their goal. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 30 seconds to say: 
you can’t have it both ways. 

That is interesting. You can raid 
Medicare by $716 billion to pay for 

ObamaCare and then count that money 
as if it is going back to Medicare, 
counting the same dollar twice. That is 
not our word. That is the word of the 
Congressional Budget Office and of the 
actuaries, themselves, at Medicare, 
which is what the other side did with 
ObamaCare. 

Look, apparently, the only way to re-
vive and protect the American Dream 
is to bring our debt from $17 trillion to 
$24 trillion and, on the way there, raise 
taxes on hardworking Americans an-
other $1.8 trillion, and if you are not 
for that, you are against the American 
Dream. 
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With that, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY). 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of this budget because 
I believe it is the necessary fiscal path 
to secure our children’s future. I hear 
from my constituents every time I go 
back home. We can’t keep borrowing 
nearly 40 cents on every dollar we 
spend. 

This budget is a commonsense blue-
print that grows our economy. It will 
force Washington to live within its 
means by cutting $5.1 trillion over 10 
years to balance the budget. Under this 
plan, we will make much-needed re-
forms to the complicated and oversized 
Tax Code that will make Americans 
more competitive and create jobs. It 
will keep the promise to our seniors by 
strengthening Social Security and give 
our troops the tools they need to se-
cure our country. This budget will pro-
vide relief from rising health care costs 
by repealing ObamaCare. 

Families across my congressional 
district will be able to keep more of 
what they earn, which is exactly what 
we need to have happen to grow our 
economy. Right now, too many of them 
are struggling paycheck-to-paycheck 
under this Obama economy. Gas prices 
are still high and volatile. My constitu-
ents are paying higher health care pre-
miums because of ObamaCare. 

Families need a break, Mr. Chair-
man. This budget gives them a chance 
to get ahead while holding Washington 
accountable for its stewardship of your 
money. 

Since we have a budget agreement, I 
am looking forward to seeing the Sen-
ate budget and when they will vote on 
it. I would encourage our friends on the 
other side of the aisle to keep HARRY 
REID’s feet to the fire and make sure 
they do have a budget. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Rhode Island (Mr. CICILLINE), a 
distinguished member of the Judiciary 
Committee. 

Mr. CICILLINE. I thank the ranking 
member for his extraordinary leader-
ship and for developing a budget pro-
posal that actually reflects our Na-
tion’s values and priorities. 

Mr. Chairman, this Republican budg-
et, offered by my colleague from Wis-
consin, is another attempt to impose a 
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failed economic theory on the Amer-
ican people. This budget would damage 
economic growth in the short term and 
it disinvests in our future in the long 
term. It is absolutely the wrong course. 

Millions of Americans continue to 
struggle to find work. Congress should 
be investing in priorities that will cre-
ate jobs, priorities like education, re-
building our crumbling infrastructure, 
and investing in advanced manufac-
turing and innovation that will help 
set the platform for a 21st century 
economy. 

The Ryan Republican budget does ex-
actly the opposite. According to the 
nonpartisan Congressional Budget Of-
fice, compared to current law, the 
Ryan Republican budget would stifle 
our economic growth, reducing gross 
national product per capita by about 
0.5 percent in each of the next 3 years. 

Let that sink in. If you are searching 
for work or struggling to get by in this 
difficult economy, the message from 
this budget is clear: it is about to get 
a whole lot worse. 

What could possibly be their ration-
ale? 

To my colleagues who say we need to 
make this sacrifice in the short term 
so we can experience long-term eco-
nomic gains, they have it backwards. 
We need to invest in the short term to 
have long-term economic prosperity. 

How does a budget that freezes Pell 
grants and slashes funding for higher 
education by approximately $260 billion 
grow our economy in the long term? 

Our Nation’s infrastructure is the 
backbone of our economy and is essen-
tial to move goods and services in the 
short and long term. So how does a 
budget that cuts investments in trans-
portation by $52 billion next year alone 
help our economy? 

How can you say a budget that sin-
gles out for elimination bipartisan pro-
grams like the Manufacturing Exten-
sion Partnership will boost our econ-
omy in the long term, a program that 
leverages Federal funding to provide 
small- and medium-sized manufactur-
ers the capacity to grow, innovate, and 
prepare for a 21st century focus on ad-
vanced manufacturing? The answer is 
you can’t. 

Let’s be clear: this budget cuts from 
today and disinvests from tomorrow. 
And for what purpose? To pay for an-
other round of tax cuts for the wealthi-
est of Americans, amounting to about 
$4 trillion in the next 10 years. But it is 
okay, they claim, because the benefits 
will trickle down to the middle class. 
This budget goes after Medicare, Med-
icaid, and nutrition programs for hun-
gry children, all to pay for another 
round of tax cuts for the wealthy. This 
is immoral. And we know, from past 
experience, it is the wrong strategy for 
our economy. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to reject this budget because it will 
hurt jobs and inflict unnecessary pain 
on working families and our economy. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair, 
at this time, I yield 3 minutes to the 

gentleman from California (Mr. 
MCCLINTOCK), a distinguished member 
of the Budget Committee. 

Mr. MCCLINTOCK. Mr. Chairman, in 
August of 2010, the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs warned that the greatest 
threat to our national security was our 
national debt. That was $4 trillion of 
debt ago. In fact, since the inaugura-
tion in 2009, we have accumulated more 
total government debt than we have 
run up from the very first day of the 
Washington administration through 
the third year of the George W. Bush 
administration. 

We were told this would jump-start 
the economy. It hasn’t. Instead, it has 
deprived markets of the capital that 
would otherwise be loaned to busi-
nesses seeking to expand jobs, to con-
sumers seeking to make purchases, and 
to home buyers seeking to reenter the 
housing market. 

I would remind the House that we 
cannot provide for the common defense 
or promote the general welfare if we 
cannot pay for them, and the ability of 
our government to do so is being slow-
ly and surely destroyed by our debt. 
Balancing this budget and ultimately 
paying down the national debt is a na-
tional security imperative, it is an eco-
nomic imperative, and it is a moral im-
perative. 

Under Chairman RYAN’s leadership, 
the House is about to pass the fourth 
budget in a row to balance. It stands in 
stark contrast to the President’s budg-
et that never balances and that con-
demns our Nation to a debt spiral that 
will consume our future. It reforms and 
reorganizes our social safety nets. It 
prevents their impending bankruptcy, 
and it restores them to financial sound 
foundations for the generations to 
come. 

This is not beyond our ability. Presi-
dent Clinton, working in cooperation 
with a Republican Congress, delivered 
four balanced budgets in a row. To-
gether, a Democratic President and a 
Republican Congress cut Federal 
spending by 4 percent of GDP. They en-
acted what amounted to the biggest 
capital gains tax cut in American his-
tory. They reformed entitlement 
spending by abolishing the open-ended 
welfare system. The economy blos-
somed. 

In the years since, under both Repub-
lican and Democratic administrations, 
we have veered far from these policies 
of fiscal responsibility and economic 
expansion, and the economy lan-
guishes. 

The budget before us combines the 
policies necessary not only to restore 
solvency to the government and save 
the social safety net, but it also re-
stores prosperity to the American peo-
ple. All we lack is the same coopera-
tion from the President and the Senate 
that we had just two decades ago. 

Time is not our ally. Every day we 
delay, the problem becomes more in-
tractable and the road back becomes 
more difficult, protracted, and per-
ilous. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I would just point out that I think it 
is useful to look at this through the 
perspective of history, because the last 
time we had balanced budgets in this 
country was at the end of the Clinton 
administration, and shortly after that, 
when President Bush came into office, 
we saw back-to-back tax cuts. 

The theory at that time was if you 
dropped the top tax rate on high-in-
come individuals, it will trickle down 
to everybody else and power-charge the 
economy. The only problem is that 
didn’t work. It did not work at all. The 
trickle-down theory of economics did 
not work. We didn’t get that boost of 
economic growth. What we did get was 
huge, huge deficits as far as the eye 
could see. 

And so the problem with this budget 
is that it is a U-turn back to that phi-
losophy—the idea that we are going to 
provide these tax cuts and it will cre-
ate a big boost of economic activity. 
But reality has shown that it doesn’t 
work that way. We should be building 
our economy from the middle out and 
from the bottom up. The top-down ap-
proach doesn’t work. 

I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. JOHNSON), a distin-
guished member of the Armed Services 
Committee. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, this budget is worse than a wolf 
in sheep’s clothing. It is like a Dracula 
in sheep’s clothing coming in to suck 
the blood out of the middle class. 

Under the false pretense of deficit re-
duction and a balanced budget, House 
Republicans have brought forth an-
other attack on American seniors, stu-
dents, workers, and middle class fami-
lies, all the while protecting giveaways 
for the wealthy and corporations that 
ship jobs overseas. 

This budget kills jobs at home by 
gutting critical investments in edu-
cation and technological research and 
throws a wrench in the engine of Amer-
ican innovation. Instead of laying the 
foundation for innovation to create the 
new middle-class jobs of tomorrow or 
spur new technology, economic growth, 
and the next generation of entre-
preneurs, this Republican budget uses 
fuzzy math and magic asterisks to hide 
its attack on the middle class. 

This embarrassing budget is an ex-
cuse to assault the social safety net 
that has saved millions of Americans 
who fell off the economic ladder of op-
portunity during the Bush recession. 
Programs like food stamps, unemploy-
ment insurance, Medicaid, and job re-
training are helping to get Americans 
back on their feet—Americans who lost 
their jobs and homes due to no fault of 
their own, but instead due to the fault 
of reckless Wall Street speculators. 
The victims include defenseless infants 
and dependent children, as well as the 
sick and the elderly. 

The Republican budget uses these 
programs as punching bags for their 
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reckless agenda today to cut and gut. 
Republicans’ relentless attacks on 
these programs will only hasten the de-
scent and harden the fall of Americans 
who are already teetering on the brink. 

Mr. Chairman, Republicans are play-
ing their favorite game with the budg-
et—hide and cut it. First, they hide be-
hind budget gimmicks and magic aster-
isks, and then they cut unnamed pro-
grams that all magically fall only upon 
the backs of the poor, working fami-
lies, seniors, and the middle class. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 30 seconds to say, 
wow, that sounds horrible. Good thing 
it is not true. Only in Washington is a 
slower increase in spending awful, 
blood-curdling, cut-throating, terrible, 
and draconian cuts. 

If we are going to get our fiscal house 
in order, what we are saying in this 
budget is, instead of increasing spend-
ing 5.2 percent a year on average, let’s 
do it by 3.5 percent a year on average— 
hardly draconian. 

And by the way, maybe people closer 
to the problems, like our States, might 
have a better idea on how to help peo-
ple in their communities. Those are the 
principles we are talking about here. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. ROSKAM), the chief deputy whip. 

Mr. ROSKAM. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

My home State is Illinois. The State 
of Illinois, Mr. Chairman, is a delight-
ful place. It is the ‘‘Land of Lincoln’’ 
and the birthplace of Ronald Reagan, 
but it is a fiscal basket case. From a 
fiscal point of view, my home State is 
a national punch line, because one 
party—the other party—has dominated 
State government for years. For a dec-
ade, they have had the Governor’s 
mansion. They have got majorities in 
both the Illinois House and the Illinois 
Senate. 

And what has happened? It has been 
avoidance behavior, Mr. Chairman. An 
unwillingness to take on serious issues. 

So what did the Democrats in Spring-
field, Illinois, do? They raised taxes. 
They didn’t deal with the underlying 
fiscal problem. 

And what was the net result? The 
budget gap didn’t close, higher than av-
erage unemployment, and more per 
capita debt than nearly any other 
State in the Union on the taxpayers of 
Illinois. 

b 1600 

All right. So what does that all that 
have to do with this? 

Springfield, Illinois, is a fore-
shadowing, Mr. Chairman, of what not 
to do. Basically, we need to look at the 
fiscal situation in Springfield, Illinois, 
and look at it like a big, big traffic sig-
nal that says, don’t come here; don’t go 
this route; don’t take this pathway. In-
stead, go another direction. 

The direction that we need to go is 
the direction that the chairman has ar-
ticulated, and that I think a majority 
is going to vote for tomorrow, and it is 

a pathway that says, let’s look clearly 
at these difficulties. Let’s articulate 
them clearly. Let’s be clear-eyed about 
what they are, and let’s make deci-
sions. 

So what does this budget do? 
The budget repeals ObamaCare and 

makes way for a patient-centered ap-
proach on health care that our con-
stituencies are calling out for. 

It says that we are going to empower 
States to make decisions. It says we 
are going to keep promises that are 
going to be made, not false promises, 
not telling folks that something is 
going to be there, and then just assum-
ing that there is going to be some pixie 
dust that makes these problems go 
away. 

No, these problems are going to be 
dealt with, and they are going to be 
dealt with in a forthright manner. 

I think we are at an inflection point. 
I think the House is actually at an in-
credibly important stage right now, 
and we can go one of two pathways. 
One pathway we know, one pathway of 
more taxes, more spending, more 
avoidance, and not dealing with the un-
derlying spending programs. 

This is not theoretical, Mr. Chair-
man. The State of Illinois has tried 
that, and it is a mess. It is a mess that 
becomes worse. The longer the State 
waits, the worse the options are. 

So what the chairman is saying is, 
let’s not get to that point. We have got 
options. We have got time. We have got 
choices. We have got remedies, but we 
need to act now. 

So I urge favorable consideration of 
this budget. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I think, for the people 
who may be watching this, and for our 
colleagues, the question is, how do we 
achieve the priorities that we hope we 
all want to achieve, which is jobs grow-
ing faster, the economy growing faster, 
and deal with the long term deficit and 
debt in a responsible manner? 

The glaring problem with the con-
gressional Republican budget is that 
they don’t call for any shared responsi-
bility. They don’t ask the most power-
ful special interests to contribute one 
dime by closing a single tax break, not 
one. And because they shelter the most 
powerful and the most wealthy, every-
body else has to take a hit in their 
budget. 

As a result, the entire country takes 
a hit because those are investments in 
our kids’ education, in basic science 
and research that are important to 
help power our entire economy. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. KIL-
DEE), a terrific new member of the 
Budget Committee. 

Mr. KILDEE. Thank you to my friend 
from Maryland (Mr. VAN HOLLEN) for 
yielding, and for his leadership. 

He is exactly right. What this budget 
fails to do is address the fundamental 
questions that we have to address. 

As a new member of the Budget Com-
mittee, during the most recent budget 
markup, I offered an amendment. A 
couple of dozen of our amendments 
were heard and dismissed rather quick-
ly. 

I offered an amendment that would 
deal with that question of shared sac-
rifice, an amendment that would have 
simply said that if you make more 
than $1 million in this country, you 
should pay your fair share, applying 
the so-called Buffett Rule that basi-
cally says, if you are doing well, you 
should at least pay the same rate that 
another member of your staff would 
pay. 

As Mr. Buffett pointed out, his sec-
retary pays a higher rate. This would 
have required a 30 percent rate to apply 
to those folks making $1 million. 

What was interesting to me was what 
I was told by the other side, that this 
amendment was because people in the 
working middle class, people who go to 
work every day, are jealous of those 
who have done well in the United 
States. 

Let me assure you, this has nothing 
do with jealousy; it has everything to 
do with fairness. The only thing we ask 
is that if we are all going to pitch in to 
adopt a balanced budget and invest in 
growing our economy, we should all 
pitch in and not have a tax system that 
benefits the wealthiest, and has the 
rest of us not only have to pay more 
than our fair share, but not receive the 
important investments that will grow 
our economy. 

So what this budget doesn’t do is re-
quire we all pay a fair share. Neither 
does it extend unemployment insur-
ance to those who are just trying to get 
from their last job to their next job 
without losing their house and their 
car and having their family split up. 

It doesn’t raise the minimum wage so 
that those who go to work every day 
won’t live in poverty. It doesn’t ad-
dress the fundamental question facing 
us, and that is immigration reform, 
which would have a significant effect 
on growing our economy. People on the 
left and the right agree with that. 

No, this statement of our collective 
values fails to address that funda-
mental question. 

But what it does do is cut basic edu-
cation. It would kick 170,000 kids out of 
Head Start, changing the trajectory of 
their lives forever; cuts $89 billion out 
of education, $35 billion alone out of 
Title I. Cuts higher education, which is 
an investment in our future, which we 
know pays dividends downstream. Cuts 
infrastructure. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman another 30 sec-
onds. 

Mr. KILDEE. Cuts infrastructure, 
which we have to address. If our com-
panies, if our manufacturers are going 
to be competitive, we are going to have 
to make those sorts of investment. 

This budget does none of those 
things. All it does is protect those who 
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continue to be sheltered by a system 
that allows for this kind of inequality 
in this country and doesn’t address the 
fundamental questions facing us. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding, 
and I hope that my colleagues will join 
me in opposing this budget. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, may I inquire as to how much 
time remains between both sides? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin has 721⁄2 minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Mary-
land has 68 minutes remaining. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. LANCE). 

Mr. LANCE. Thank you, Chairman 
RYAN. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support the 
Republican budget, which is a path to 
prosperity. It includes commonsense 
priorities and policies that will foster 
economic growth and job creation. 

This is a plan to balance the budget 
in 10 years and begin to pay down the 
national debt, and this is exactly what 
our economy needs. 

CBO says that, by reducing the def-
icit, our budget would promote eco-
nomic growth. In stark contrast to 
budgets put forward by the President 
and by House Democrats, our budget 
will cut wasteful spending, rein in our 
national debt and, we hope, balance the 
budget. And the budget needs to be bal-
anced. This would be done all without 
raising taxes on hardworking Ameri-
cans. 

It includes pro-growth policies that 
will harness domestic energy, restore 
patient-centered health care, strength-
en retirement and the safety net pro-
grams that are so essential, and it will 
reform our Tax Code. 

I thank my friend, Chairman RYAN, 
for putting forth a budget blueprint 
that addresses our Nation’s long-term 
fiscal challenges truthfully and in a 
fiscally responsible manner. 

Let me say that this blueprint spends 
$43 trillion over the next 10 years. It re-
duces spending by $5 trillion. Only in 
Washington can an increase annually 
of 3.5 percent be considered a cut. That 
is ridiculous. 

At the rate we are going now, our 
spending would increase by 5.2 percent. 
We reform it to 3.5 percent annually 
over the next 10 years. 

I applaud Chairman RYAN’s hard 
work and courage, and look forward to 
an honest discussion here on the floor 
of the House. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I would just point out that we hear a 
lot about the global aggregate num-
bers, but the distribution of those cuts 
is important. 

If you look at the portion of the 
budget that we have, historically, used 
to invest in education, to invest in in-
novation, to invest in places like the 
National Institutes of Health, that por-
tion of the budget is cut by 24 percent 
relative to the bipartisan Ryan-Murray 
agreement. And it is cut from there. 

So the part of the budget that does a 
lot of damage that we are focused on in 
terms of future investments, really 
does mean that we are going to be less 
competitive as a country. It will dull 
our competitive edge. And I will tell 
you, our economic competitors will be 
cheering. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

As the RYAN of the Ryan-Murray 
agreement, look, I wish that the Mur-
ray side of the agreement would have 
agreed to these out-year numbers. That 
didn’t happen. That agreement is a 2- 
year agreement, so to compare this 
budget and the baseline against that of 
the 24 cut, that is not accurate. 

Here is the problem, Mr. Chairman. 
We are spending money we don’t have. 
We are going through the budget, pro-
gram by program, line by line, and try-
ing to reform these programs so that 
they can better deliver on their prom-
ises. 

We are looking at certain programs, 
say, like food stamps, and saying, some 
States have some pretty innovative 
ideas on how better to deliver these 
services. 

There have been some wasteful and 
fraudulent activities that needed to be 
gotten at so that we don’t waste tax-
payer money. 

We think it is important to encour-
age able-bodied adults who do not have 
dependents to go to work. When we did 
that in welfare reform in the 1990s, it 
worked. People went to work. 

By the way, child poverty dropped by 
double digits. Single moms went to 
work. It helped reduce poverty. We 
want to replicate that kind of success 
with these kind of reforms on these 
kinds of programs. 

When they talk about education, this 
administration, and this Democratic 
budget, is making a bunch of empty 
promises. They are promising the 
world in Pell grants, but they are not 
funding that world. 

We are saying, let’s keep Pell and 
let’s fund it, and let’s keep it where it 
is, but let’s fund it throughout the dec-
ade. I would rather take a full-funded 
promise than an empty promise any 
day. I think that is more honest with 
our students. 

The other part I think we have to 
look at is, we are feeding tuition infla-
tion. If we just keep pumping more and 
more borrowed money, empty-promised 
money into the system, what we are 
getting out of it is higher tuition. 

Why don’t we look at why tuition is 
going up so much in the first place? 

Gosh, when we look at that, we are 
learning the Federal Government is 
part of the problem. Let’s fix that. 

Mr. Chairman, we do go through 
these things line by line. 

The gentleman likes to talk about 
tax reform. What he won’t tell you is 
specifically what this tax reform bill 
does, because we don’t have a specific 

tax reform in here because this is the 
budget. 

The Ways and Means Committee does 
specific tax reform. That is where the 
loophole closers are. 

We are saying the outline of it is to 
get tax rates down on businesses, small 
and large, so they can compete. 

There are $1 trillion in loopholes 
every year that they can work with to 
get those tax rates down. So to suggest 
that this, all of a sudden, does these 
tax breaks for millionaires and does 
this for these other people and does 
that, they are just making that stuff 
up. 

What I think we ought to do is put 
the rhetoric aside and balance this 
budget. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
am glad the chairman of the com-
mittee recognized that there are about 
$1 trillion worth of tax expenditures. 
What does that mean? 

That means tax preferences in the 
Tax Code. $1 trillion a year, he said. 
That is right. 

And yet, the Republican budget 
doesn’t close one penny of those tax ex-
penditures to help reduce our deficit, 
not one. It says we have to reserve all 
those tax loophole closures to cut the 
top rate for millionaires by one-third, 
from 39 percent to 25 percent. That is 
what they want to do with all the tax 
expenditures. 

Because they refuse to get rid of one 
of those tax expenditures for the pur-
poses of deficit reduction, their budget 
does hit all these students. 

What is honest is to tell students who 
are going to college right now that this 
budget is going to charge them over $40 
billion more in interest because now 
they are going to have to pay interest 
while they are still in college, even 
though it doesn’t close one of those tax 
expenditures for very wealthy people to 
help meet the targets and reduce the 
deficit, not one. 

So, as we look at the priorities in 
this budget, we have to ask ourselves, 
why is it that this Republican budget 
doesn’t call for any shared responsi-
bility? 

Why is it that it does provide tax 
breaks to folks at the very top at the 
expense of the rest of the country? 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

b 1615 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Yielding 
myself 15 seconds, the shared responsi-
bility we are asking for is let’s fix 
these problems within our generation 
and not pass it on to the next genera-
tion. 

With that, I yield 4 minutes to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. 
LANKFORD), the policy chair of our con-
ference. 

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Chairman, it 
was the basic principle that George 
Washington laid out in his farewell ad-
dress, that every generation should 
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take care of the responsibilities of that 
generation, rather than pass it on to 
their child. It is a 200-year-old concept. 
It is fairly straightforward. 

What is interesting to me is I have 
been in a personal conversation with 
our current President of the United 
States about debt and about balancing 
the budget. The conversation back and 
forth was circled around a simple prin-
ciple: Bill Clinton and Newt Gingrich, 
two decades ago, made it their crown-
ing achievement that they balanced 
the budget in a bipartisan time period. 

My request to this President was: 
Can we agree that we should set a goal 
to balance the budget? His response to 
me was: No. Twenty years ago, that 
was a good idea, but now, the percep-
tion is that we should have sustainable 
deficits, that is, balance everything ex-
cept for interest. 

This year, our interest payment is 
$233 billion. CBO forecasts that 10 years 
from now, our interest payment—sin-
gle-year, one-year interest payment 10 
years from now will be $880 billion. 

We must get us back to balance, and 
when I say balance, I mean real bal-
ance. Families balance their budget. 
Businesses balance their budget. States 
balance their budget. 

We see times in our past when we had 
a balanced budget and saw the eco-
nomic activity from that; but for what-
ever reason, now, we are just going to 
ignore that. Why? First off, it is be-
cause they will say it is hard. It is dif-
ficult to balance our budget. Well, I am 
sorry that it is hard. 

This is what leaders do. We make dif-
ficult decisions to be able to get our 
Nation back on track for now and for 
the future. 

The second thing is let’s do a bal-
anced approach. Let’s raise taxes if we 
are going to reduce spending. Right 
now, this year, we have the highest 
amount of revenue in the history of the 
United States coming into the Federal 
Treasury. 

Even with a down economy, this is 
the highest amount of revenue that has 
ever come into the Treasury, the sec-
ond highest amount that has ever come 
into the Treasury, last year. 

This is not an issue about not having 
enough tax revenue. We have the high-
est amount we have ever come into the 
Treasury. The issue is we are over-
spending. That is the key issue that we 
have got to get into. 

The other argument that comes out 
is, you know what, there are no more 
efficiencies left. There is nowhere else 
left to cut in the Federal Government. 
Well, I have difficulty finding anyone 
outside of Washington that believes 
this government is running so efficient; 
there is no fraud, there is no waste, 
there are no inefficiencies in govern-
ment, there is nowhere to cut. 

When you walk through our budget, 
we are not trying to damage our econ-
omy. We are trying to protect our 
economy. We are trying to help grow 
and establish jobs that are happening 
by stabilizing the economy. 

You go to businesspeople all over the 
country. They ask for one simple 
thing: give us a stable plan that gets us 
back onto balance, give us some sta-
bility in our economy, and we will 
grow our business. 

Some predictability, that is what 
this budget is headed towards. It also is 
dealing with some simple things, like 
national defense. National defense is a 
prime—prime task of the Federal Gov-
ernment. This budget aggressively 
steps up and says we have a responsi-
bility for national defense. We should 
maintain that. 

The conversation about going to 10 
carrier units around the world, 10 air-
craft carriers may sound like a lot 
until you realize only two of them are 
in the ocean at any given time when 
you get down to 10. 

When we get back up to 11, which is 
the established amount that we want 
to have, we can now have three out in 
our oceans. When you drop down that 
amount, you are making a decision 
that we are not going to have a pres-
ence somewhere in the ocean. 

We have a stable peace when we are 
strong. It is a basic principle. If we 
weaken our military presence, we ex-
pose ourselves to weakness. 

We need to be able to do this. We 
need to take out ObamaCare. We need 
to get us back into a stable economy. 
We need to deal with national defense. 
That is what this budget is all about. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, let me just point out 
to the gentleman that the President’s 
budget has two things in it. First of 
all, it actually calls for a fund to in-
crease defense spending for readiness in 
fiscal year 2015, which is not included 
in the Republican budget. 

Number two, in the outyears, the 
President also grows our defense spend-
ing; and as the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
and the Secretary of Defense have tes-
tified, those investments will make 
sure that the United States is second 
to none. 

In fact, the next 10 countries after 
that, together, spend much less on de-
fense than the United States, and we 
will continue to have that additional 
robust defense spending to make sure 
that we are strong, but we also need to 
make sure that our economy is strong 
to support that kind of budget, and if 
you have got the important invest-
ments that have helped make the econ-
omy grow over time, you will not get 
that. 

Now, I will just respond to the gen-
tleman’s comments on revenue. Any-
time the economy is growing, if you 
have a certain tax rate, you are going 
to get more absolute dollars of revenue 
in, but I mentioned that the last time 
we had actually had a balanced budget 
in this country was in the year 1998 
through 2001. 

If you look at the amount of revenue 
that was coming in during that period 
as a percent of the economy, you will 
find that revenue was 19.2 percent in 

1998, 19.2 percent in 1999, 19.9 percent in 
2000, and so on, way ahead of the 
amount of revenue as a percentage of 
the economy that this Republican 
budget calls for in year 10, even 
though, between now and then, we will 
have millions more Americans on 
Medicare and Social Security. 

So, again, they just can’t bring them-
selves to close one of these special in-
terest tax breaks, not one for the pur-
pose of reducing the deficit and con-
tributing to our economic well-being. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I yield my-

self 2 minutes, Mr. Chairman. 
The first priority and responsibility 

of the Federal Government is to secure 
our Nation and to provide for the com-
mon defense of our Nation. 

The gentleman from Maryland men-
tioned the President has this proposal 
for this year that would have violated 
our bipartisan budget agreement. It is 
a proposal that holds hostage defense 
for higher taxes and more domestic 
spending, but worse than that, we had 
a hearing in the Budget Committee 
about 2 years ago. 

Then-Secretary of Defense Panetta, 
along with the chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs, came and testified; and they 
said to our Budget Committee: This is 
as far as we can go, we can’t cut any 
further without doing damage to our 
military. 

That is effectively where the Repub-
lican budget is. That is not where this 
year’s Obama budget is. The Presi-
dent’s budget, which is also replicated 
by the Democratic substitute, cuts the 
military far lower than that. They are 
bringing the Army and the Marines to 
a level we have not seen since before 
World War II. They are shrinking our 
Navy to a size we have not seen since 
before World War I. They are shrinking 
our Air Force to a level we have never 
seen before. 

They are cutting compensation for 
our men and women in uniform, not to 
save money for other parts of the mili-
tary, like readiness and training and 
equipment, but they are cutting com-
pensation, cutting force structure, cut-
ting personnel, cutting equipment, cut-
ting defense—not to reduce the deficit, 
but to spend it on more domestic 
spending. 

The Joint Chiefs have said that now, 
with this budget submission, it rep-
resents a moderate risk of actually af-
fecting our national security. They 
have never said that before. They have 
said we have had a low risk. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I yield my-
self 15 more seconds to say, of all the 
problems that we have in the Presi-
dent’s budget, it hollows out our mili-
tary, sends the wrong signals overseas, 
and we are not going to do that. 

With that, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Georgia, Dr. PRICE, the 
distinguished vice chair of the Budget 
Committee. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I want to start by commending the 
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chairman of the Budget Committee, 
Mr. RYAN, for his wonderful and posi-
tive work on real solutions. When I go 
back home and I talk to folks, they 
say: Well, don’t y’all have any solu-
tions that will actually work? 

That is what this is. This is a real so-
lution, a commonsense solution. My 
constituents back home in the Sixth 
District of Georgia also tell me that 
they are saddened and disheartened by 
the comments that we hear from the 
other side, primarily, on dividing 
Americans, pitting one American 
against another. 

It really is a cynical ploy. It may be 
politically opportune, but it is not 
helpful. It is not helpful for the dis-
course that we have in this country. It 
is not helpful for us reaching those real 
solutions; so I implore my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle: let’s get to-
gether and work together and find 
those real solutions. 

What my constituents back home 
also tell me is that the path we are on 
just isn’t working. The economy is not 
thriving; record deficits continue. I 
mentioned the mantra of division that 
seems to be the MO of the other side, 
but the other side, the Democrats, 
seem to be happy with all this. 

They seem to be happy with an econ-
omy that is not thriving. They seem to 
be happy with an economy that has re-
sulted in fewer Americans working. 
They seem to be happy with fewer suc-
cess stories across this country. 

They seem to be happy that more 
jobs are leaving the country, as op-
posed to being created here. They seem 
to be happy with higher and higher 
taxes and more and more spending. 
They seem to be happy with borrowing 
more money from foreign countries. 
They seem to be happy with compro-
mising opportunities for future genera-
tions. 

We believe that there is a better way, 
that there are positive solutions and 
real solutions, and that is our budget— 
a responsible, balanced budget; yes, a 
balanced budget, a path to prosperity 
for every single American. 

We have had a little discussion over 
the past few minutes about defense. I 
want to talk about some specific issues 
in our budget, defense being one of 
them. This is a very dangerous world. 

Our budget recognizes that. It real-
izes the danger that we have and that 
our allies have, and we increase spend-
ing for defense and for national secu-
rity. We account for that in our budget 
in a positive way. 

The President, irresponsibly, seems 
to bury his head in the sand. His budg-
et, as has been mentioned, puts us back 
at pre-World War II levels for our men 
and women in uniform. That is not 
consistent with what the American 
people see in the real world right now, 
so what we do is account for that and 
increase defense spending in a respon-
sible way. 

In the area of health care, I am a 
physician. I recognize that the world of 
health care is in an upheaval. There 

are physicians leaving their practices. 
There are seniors who are losing their 
doctors. There are new Medicare pa-
tients who are unable to find physi-
cians. 

In fact, the actuaries of Medicare— 
not Republican or Democrat—but the 
actuaries of the Medicare system have 
said that the system is going broke. 
Within a 10-year period of time, it will 
not be able to provide the services for 
seniors that have currently been prom-
ised. 

Our budget positively addresses these 
issues. We save and strengthen and se-
cure Medicare. How? With positive re-
forms; putting patients in charge, not 
government in charge. 

In fact, the proposal that we outlined 
a number of years ago and continue to 
include in our budget right now, the 
premium support for seniors, making it 
so that they have more choices, the 
Congressional Budget Office did a 
study on that exact program published 
last September. 

They recognize that this program 
that is proposed by the Republicans 
will not only save money for seniors, 
but it will save money for taxpayers— 
real positive solutions. Again, it will 
put patients in charge and not govern-
ment. 

Another exciting difference between 
our proposal, our budget, real solutions 
and the other side, is that we under-
stand that a growing economy is essen-
tial to getting us back on the right 
track. The past 5 years have certainly 
not been helpful. 

The Congressional Budget Office, 
once again, has evaluated our proposed 
policies and has said that, if we are 
able to get our economy back on the 
right track by instituting our plan of 
saving over $5 trillion, that there 
would be significant benefits to the 
economy. 

Realistic scoring shows that—and I 
will quote from the Congressional 
Budget Office—‘‘CBO finds that reduc-
ing budget deficits is a net positive for 
economic growth. Deficit reduction 
creates long-term economic benefits 
because it increases the pool of na-
tional savings and boosts investment, 
thereby raising economic growth and 
job creation. These benefits are both 
significant and lasting.’’ 

That is our budget, positive growth 
in the economy and significant and 
lasting benefits to the American peo-
ple. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. HOLDING). 
The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I yield to 
the gentleman an additional 1 minute. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Finally, I 
want to just mention briefly the issue 
of the debt. The chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Mike Mullen, 
said just a few years ago that the num-
ber one threat to our national security 
is not the threats that we see from 
other nations and rogue regimes, it is 
the threat of our national debt. The 
American people know this. 

We are over $17 trillion in debt, and 
the President continues to spend, in his 

budget, record deficits—record annual 
deficits. The Path to Prosperity, the 
plan that we are proposing, gets us 
back on the right track, gets us on a 
path to balance, balancing within a 10- 
year period of time, and on trajectory 
to pay off the entire debt of the United 
States of America, thereby increasing 
economic opportunity and viability 
and all. 
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We are for the greatest amount of 
success for the greatest number of 
Americans and the greatest number of 
American Dreams being realized. The 
way that you do that is through the 
Path to Prosperity, a balanced and re-
sponsible budget. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
balanced budget. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
would just note that it is this Repub-
lican budget here in the House of Rep-
resentatives that divides America. And 
when we point out that this is a budget 
that protects tax breaks for the very 
wealthy at the expense of everybody 
else, our colleagues say, oh, no, no, 
that is dividing America. But what we 
are explaining is the Republican budg-
et, and that is, unfortunately, what it 
does. 

The chairman originally said that 
only in Washington is an increase real-
ly a cut. I would just point out that in 
the President’s defense budget, it goes 
from $521 billion in fiscal year 2015 to 
$646 billion 10 years from now—hardly 
a cut, in fact, quite an expansion going 
forward. 

I am now pleased to yield 11⁄2 minutes 
to the gentleman from Texas (Mr. CAS-
TRO), a distinguished member of the 
Armed Services Committee who has fo-
cused a lot on defense. 

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. Thank you, 
Ranking Member VAN HOLLEN, for all 
of your work on this. 

Mr. Chair, there are many damaging 
cuts in this budget, but I would like to 
speak just a minute about the cuts to 
education. In ancient civilizations, lit-
eracy and education were closed off to 
all but the very affluent; and the beau-
ty of America, since its founding, has 
been the democratization of a way to 
become educated, make your way into 
the middle class and to do well. 

This budget would threaten that, and 
it does it in several ways. First, it cuts 
Pell grants, that is, grants to college 
students, by $145 billion. It also very 
significantly makes Pell grant aid un-
available to part-time students. 

I want to focus on that for just a sec-
ond because this is something we see 
over and over in our districts again: 
single moms or working parents, men 
or women, who are trying to balance a 
job and go to school at the same time. 
They are trying to take two or three 
classes maybe, make their way, still be 
able to work to support their families, 
but also go to college and finish off and 
slowly get their degree. 

This budget would not allow them to 
access Pell grants. It would make 
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achieving their goal of getting their 
education, maybe training for another 
kind of job, impossible for millions of 
Americans. The cuts to Pell grants are 
especially significant because in States 
like mine, in Texas, since 2003, tuition 
has gone up an average of 104 percent 
for thousands and thousands of Texans. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. So when Re-
publicans put forward a budget that 
cuts off access to higher education, 
what they are doing is cutting off a 
path to the middle class for millions of 
Americans, and every American, young 
and old, should be concerned about 
that. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
now am very pleased to yield 21⁄2 min-
utes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LEE), a terrific member of 
the Budget Committee who is focused 
on lots of important issues including 
the challenge of poverty in America. 

Ms. LEE of California. I want to 
thank the gentleman for yielding and 
for your tremendous support and lead-
ership on behalf of the majority of the 
American people in our country. 

Mr. Chair, I rise, of course, in strong 
opposition to this very reckless Repub-
lican budget. This is yet another Re-
publican messaging document 
masquerading really as a budget reso-
lution. Once again, Republicans have 
brought forth a budget that slashes the 
programs that keep the poorest and 
most vulnerable Americans healthy, 
working, and with food on the table. 

Under this cruel plan—and, yes, it is 
a cruel plan—seniors on Medicare 
would see their payments for services 
and prescriptions skyrocket. We would 
see an end to the Medicare guarantee 
as we know it. 

By converting SNAP to a block grant 
program, Republicans, once again, seek 
to balance the budget on the backs of 
the most vulnerable by cutting our Na-
tion’s first line of defense, and that is 
hunger. Between cuts and policy 
changes, this budget would cut $137 bil-
lion in SNAP benefits over 10 years— 
$40 billion wasn’t enough. 

And at the same time that our Na-
tion is facing the greatest income in-
equality since the Great Depression, 
this Republican budget would protect 
some of the most outrageous tax 
breaks and loopholes for the wealthiest 
millionaires, billionaires, and Big Oil 
companies. That is right. Once again, 
this plan really wreaks havoc on the 
poor and the middle class, who really 
pay the price so that my colleagues 
across the aisle can claim a balanced 
budget. 

Sadly, it does not stop there. While 
the Republican budget continues to 
keep the American Dream out of reach 
for the poor, it would increase spend-
ing, mind you, for the already bloated 
Pentagon budget and continue the 

Overseas Contingency Operations slush 
fund, which is really paying for wars 
hopefully in the future that won’t 
exist. We simply cannot continue to 
write a blank check for spending on 
war if we are to ever have a chance of 
getting our fiscal house in order. 

We can’t do this to America’s strug-
gling families and the working poor. 
Republicans claim they want to elimi-
nate poverty, and, yes, we are holding 
this debate. Finally, it has become a 
national debate. We are debating pov-
erty and how to make sure people find 
pathways out of poverty. Yet just read 
this budget. It is a pathway into pov-
erty. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentlewoman from California has ex-
pired. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I yield the gentle-
lady an additional 30 seconds. 

Ms. LEE of California. Yes, I said a 
pathway. And thank you, Mr. VAN HOL-
LEN, because we have looked at this 
budget and looked at how it will create 
more poverty. So it is a pathway into 
poverty. 

Budgets are moral documents. They 
reflect our values. So the underlying 
values in the Ryan budget really do not 
reflect who we are as Americans, be-
lieving that we really are our brothers’ 
keepers and we really are our sisters’ 
keepers. 

So I urge Members to reject this Re-
publican budget and instead support 
the budget proposals presented by the 
Democratic Caucus, the Congressional 
Progressive Caucus, and the Congres-
sional Black Caucus. We need a budget 
that puts Americans back to work. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentlewoman from California has again 
expired. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I yield the gentle-
lady an additional 10 seconds. 

Ms. LEE of California. I just want to 
conclude by saying we need a budget, 
and all three of the budgets that I just 
mentioned put Americans back to 
work. They invest in our future, they 
protect the safety net, and they work 
to reignite the American Dream for all. 
This budget does just the opposite. So 
I hope that all of us will vote ‘‘no’’ on 
the Ryan budget. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 30 seconds just to 
say there are different visions. We 
don’t think we should take more 
money from hardworking taxpayers to 
spend it in Washington and then bor-
row more from our children. We think 
we should balance the budget and pay 
off the debt. 

We are going to see a lot of budgets 
coming to the floor here offered by the 
other side, which is great. It is their 
right. I am glad they are offering alter-
natives. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN’s Democratic budget 
will have a $1.8 trillion tax increase, 
just like the President’s new $1.8 tril-
lion tax increase. The Progressive Cau-
cus budget, they have the candle here: 
a $6.6 trillion tax increase they are en-
couraging. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I yield my-
self an additional 15 seconds. 

Spending by the other side, what 
they are saying is let’s just have a bid-
ding war on how much we can raise 
people’s taxes. Let’s even raise spend-
ing more. And nobody else is offering a 
budget that will ever balance the budg-
et. So the idea here is borrow end-
lessly, never balance it, and give our 
children an inferior standard of living. 

With that, I would like to yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. NUNNELEE), a distin-
guished member of the Budget Com-
mittee. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to thank Chairman RYAN for 
yielding, but, more importantly, thank 
him for his work and leadership in this 
area. 

Tonight around America, families 
will sit down at the kitchen table to 
talk about their family finances. And 
there always seem to be more needs 
than there are dollars in a paycheck. 
So those families will sit down. They 
may shed tears tonight, and they may 
have some tense words between them, 
but before the night is over, they will 
sit down and make tough decisions 
about how they will spend their fam-
ily’s budget. 

Just last week, the State legislature 
in my State adjourned, but before they 
did, they made some tough choices. 
They weren’t able to fund everything 
they wanted to fund, and they had to 
set priorities. Local governments and 
county governments are making tough 
choices. 

When it comes to American families 
sitting around their kitchen table, if 
the State legislature, if city govern-
ments and county governments are 
making those tough choices, they have 
every reason to expect their govern-
ment in Washington to do the same 
thing. And for 4 years now, under the 
leadership of Chairman RYAN, we have 
put forward a budget that does make 
these tough but necessary decisions 
about getting control of our Federal 
spending. 

That is why I am proud to join my 
colleagues and vote for a budget that 
responsibly cuts $5.1 trillion over the 
next 10 years by reforming the main 
drivers of our debt—targeting wasteful 
spending. At the same time, this budg-
et seeks to expand opportunity to help 
the private sector create jobs by high-
lighting policies that will grow the 
economy. 

Meanwhile, the administration wants 
to take more money out of the pay-
checks of hardworking Americans by 
raising their taxes, wants to spend 
more money, and wants to borrow 
more money from successive genera-
tions and never balance the budget. 

This administration has made all 
sorts of promises it can’t keep. For ex-
ample, the Congressional Budget Office 
says that Pell grants will begin to have 
a shortfall in 2016 and every year there-
after. Medicare? My mom and dad 
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worked all of their life, paid into a pro-
gram, and their government made 
them a promise. They said that, when 
you get to retirement age, we are going 
to provide you health care; yet the ac-
tuarial models say that program is 
going bankrupt, and the administra-
tion doesn’t deal with it. 

This budget does make tough deci-
sions and makes tough choices. And 
the critics? They call this budget dra-
conian. Only in Washington is making 
a tough choice labeled as being con-
troversial. 

It is important that we make these 
decisions and put our government back 
on a path of sustainable finances to 
grow our economy. By making these 
tough choices, we ensure our children 
and our grandchildren a better future 
because we are doing more than just 
balancing a budget. We are living out 
the American Dream. Beating in the 
heart of every American since this 
country was founded is the desire to 
leave a better way of life to successive 
generations, not saddle those genera-
tions with massive amounts of debt. 

So, for those reasons, I support this 
budget, and I urge my colleagues to 
support this budget, as well. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, 
the gentleman referred to tough deci-
sions. Well, it is true that the House 
Republican budget is really tough on 
our kids’ education. It cuts deeply into 
early education, Early Head Start, and 
Head Start. It cuts very deeply into K– 
12. That includes Title I and special 
education for kids with disabilities. As 
we have talked about, it charges col-
lege students higher interest rates. 

And it is true that the Republican 
budget is tough on seniors on Medicare, 
because if they have high prescription 
drug costs, the Republican budget re-
opens the doughnut hole so they will 
face $1,200 more per year on prescrip-
tion drugs. 

So it is tough on kids’ education, and 
it is tough on seniors. 

I will tell you who it is not tough on. 
It is not tough on powerful special in-
terests, people who are spending mil-
lions of dollars right now on TV adver-
tising trying to influence people’s 
votes. It is not tough on them at all. As 
I said, this budget calls for cutting the 
top tax rate by, fully, 30 percent. 

Now, during the Budget Committee 
debate, the Democrats said, okay, the 
only way you can do this mathemati-
cally, if you are cutting the top rate by 
30 percent, from 39 percent to 25 per-
cent, is if you do it in a deficit neutral 
way, then you are going to be increas-
ing taxes on middle class taxpayers and 
families to finance those tax cuts. And 
so we said to our Republican col-
leagues, if that is not what you intend 
to do, let’s at least pass an amendment 
telling the Ways and Means Committee 
that one of our principles is at least 
maintaining the current progressivity 
of the Tax Code so we don’t increase 
taxes on middle class families or lower- 
income families to finance the tax 
breaks for the folks at the top, called 

the Protect the American Middle Class 
from a Tax Increase amendment. 
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Republicans said no to that. 
They have got all sorts of other in-

structions to the Ways and Means 
Committee in their budget, like reduc-
ing the top rate by a third for million-
aires; but when it came to instructing 
the Ways and Means Committee not to 
increase the tax burden on middle class 
Americans, they said no to that. 

So, yes, this Republican budget is 
tough on the middle class. It is tough 
on seniors, and it is tough on our kid’s 
education; but for folks at the very 
top, they just don’t ask for any shared 
sacrifice. We are just pointing that out. 
It is a fact in their budget. 

The chairman talked about all those 
tax expenditures, $1 trillion a year 
worth. Not one of those tax expendi-
tures are closed for the purpose of re-
ducing the deficit. 

Now, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. WAXMAN), 
a Member of Congress who has worked 
hard throughout his entire career to 
try and make sure that our country 
grows and that every American has op-
portunity, the ranking member of the 
Energy and Commerce Committee. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, we 
have a choice to make. The House 
Democratic budget and the Repub-
lican’s budget present very different 
choices about America’s future. The 
Democratic alternative promotes job 
growth and expands opportunity. The 
Republican budget gives away trillions 
to the wealthy and special interests, 
while shredding the social safety net. 

The Affordable Care Act is the most 
significant expansion of health cov-
erage in 50 years. It ends discrimina-
tion based on preexisting conditions. It 
promotes health and prevention. It im-
proves quality and lowers cost. 

The Republican budget repeals the 
Affordable Care Act. Over 10 million 
Americans will lose coverage imme-
diately. Insurers could discriminate 
based on preexisting conditions. More 
than 8 million seniors who have saved 
more than $10 billion on prescription 
drugs and more than 32 million who 
have benefited from free preventive 
services would immediately see higher 
costs. The 129 million Americans with 
preexisting conditions would no longer 
be safe from discrimination. 

After they repealed the Affordable 
Care Act, the Republican budget would 
slash Medicaid by a full 25 percent. 
This will hurt millions of seniors in 
nursing homes, millions of low-income 
babies whose mothers receive impor-
tant prenatal care, and millions of peo-
ple with disabilities. These are im-
moral and outrageous cuts. 

The Republican budget also ends the 
Medicare guarantee, forcing seniors 
who stay in fee-for-service to pay more 
for the coverage they have today. It 
slashes key domestic spending, cutting 
biomedical research, key job creation 
programs, and programs that keep kids 

from going hungry, just to name a few 
examples. Are these responsible 
choices? I don’t think that is the path 
we ought to take. 

The Democratic alternative is fis-
cally responsible and good for our Na-
tion’s health. I urge my colleagues to 
reject the House Republican approach 
and, instead, support working families, 
seniors, and people with disabilities by 
protecting our health care system from 
these attacks. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on the Republican 
budget. Vote support for the Demo-
cratic budget. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair, 
at this time, I would like to yield 4 
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
lady from Missouri (Mrs. HARTZLER). 

Mrs. HARTZLER. Mr. Chairman, 
thank you for your leadership. 

As a member of the Budget Com-
mittee and the Armed Services Com-
mittee, I am proud to support a bal-
anced budget that stops spending 
money we don’t have. It provides regu-
latory relief and promotes for a strong 
defense. 

Our Federal debt tops an astonishing 
$17 trillion. This is unacceptable. It is 
irresponsible to take more money from 
hard-working families just to spend 
more here in Washington. 

Our Path to Prosperity budget bal-
ances in 10 years by cutting wasteful 
spending and reforming government. 
Just as importantly, this budget gets 
our priorities right again by providing 
for the common defense. It replaces 
$274 billion in scheduled defense cuts to 
ensure the American people have a 
bright, safe future. 

It is imperative we do so because, 
since taking office, President Obama 
has directed over $1 trillion in cuts to 
our military. Under the President’s 
budget, which cuts $75 billion over the 
next 2 years, with deeper cuts expected 
if sequestration returns in fiscal year 
2016, Secretary of Defense Hagel and 
other senior defense and military offi-
cials acknowledge that these budget 
choices will create additional risk to 
our Nation. We can’t allow this to hap-
pen. 

While we cut nearly one-fifth of our 
defense resources, Russia and China are 
arming at an alarming rate. Russia’s 
military spending is up roughly 30 per-
cent, and China’s has more than dou-
bled in recent years. 

Given our military shortfalls, we 
must build upon the recent com-
promise and further reverse the cur-
rent trajectory to mitigate the perma-
nent damage to our national security. 

I am proud to support a balanced 
budget that reins in government spend-
ing, promotes job creation, and 
reprioritizes our national defense. Our 
Path to Prosperity budget accom-
plishes these goals. 

We cannot keep going to the Depart-
ment of Defense to cut spending. We 
must deal with the real drivers of our 
debt and put our country on a sustain-
able path to grow the economy. Amer-
ica’s future depends on it. 
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Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, it 

is now my privilege to yield 2 minutes 
the gentlewoman from Connecticut 
(Ms. DELAURO), a fighter for working 
Americans and a member of the Appro-
priations Committee. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, a mo-
ment ago, the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi said that families were sitting 
around at their kitchen table. Yes, 
they are sitting at their kitchen table, 
and they are crying. 

They do not have a job. Their unem-
ployment benefits have not been ex-
tended. Their wages have stagnated. 
They can’t afford to send their children 
to college; and this majority fiddles 
while Rome burns and refuses to ad-
dress any of these issues, but they cer-
tainly make it easy to lower the top 
tax rate for the richest Americans. 

I rise in strong opposition to this 
cruel budget proposal; yet again, the 
House majority has put forward an ide-
ological plan that puts all of the bur-
dens on the most vulnerable among us, 
especially women and families. 

Today is Equal Pay Day, a day that 
women’s earnings finally catch up to 
what men made in 2013, but the fact is 
this dubious milestone, that it even ex-
ists, is a sad testament to the financial 
pressures that women and families 
face. 

This budget proposal puts more pres-
sure on women and families. Two- 
thirds of seniors in poverty are women. 
They rely on the bedrock American in-
stitution of Medicare to survive. This 
budget ends Medicare as we know it. It 
turns it into a voucher program. Seven 
in 10 elderly individuals, six in 10 non-
elderly individuals rely on Medicaid, 
they are women. 

The budget proposes $2.7 trillion in 
cuts to Medicaid and other support 
that help low- and middle-income fami-
lies buy health insurance. 

WIC provides critical food benefits to 
8.3 million pregnant postpartum 
women, infants, and children across 
America. The budget drastically 
slashes the program, hurting the same 
family struggling the most in this 
economy. 

It devastates food stamps, the pro-
gram in which almost two-thirds of the 
adult participants are women and chil-
dren, and they account for nearly half 
of all recipients. 

It cuts 170,000 kids from Head Start, 
educational services for 3.4 million dis-
advantaged children. It cuts the Pell 
grant by over $125 billion. It allows the 
insurance companies to, once again, 
charge women more than men. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentlewoman an additional 30 
seconds. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, it cuts 
Pell grants, and yet it allows insurance 
companies to, once again, charge 
women more than men and to treat 
pregnancy as a preexisting condition. 

According to the Center for Budget 
and Policy Priorities, 69 percent of the 

cuts in the Republican budget would 
come from programs serving low- and 
moderate-income people. This Ryan 
Republican budget is not a reflection of 
America’s values. It is not who we are 
as a country. It is an ideological docu-
ment that threatens American fami-
lies. 

I urge my colleagues to reject it. 
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-

man, I would like to insert into the 
RECORD a very specific recitation of the 
Center for Budget Priorities’ claim 
that the gentlewoman mentioned, and 
at this time, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Tennessee (Mrs. 
BLACK), a distinguished member of the 
Budget Committee. 
RESPONSIBLE SPENDING RESTRAINT AND RE-

FORM—RESPONSE TO THE CENTER ON BUDGET 
AND POLICY PRIORITIES 
In Brief: 
A smaller increase is not a spending cut. 
Under this budget, spending will grow, on 

average, by 3.5 percent a year over the next 
decade—on the current path, it will grow by 
5.2 percent. 

This budget spends $3.5 trillion on Med-
icaid over the next ten years. We increase 
spending every year from fiscal year 2016 on-
ward. 

This budget spends $600 billion on food 
stamps over the next decade. And it does not 
convert SNAP into a block grant until 2019, 
when the economy will have recovered. 

This budget maintains the current max-
imum Pell award ($5,730) throughout each of 
the next ten years of the budget. 

The Center on Budget and Policy Priorities 
claims the House Republican budget ‘‘gets 69 
percent of its cuts from low-income pro-
grams.’’ Instead, the House GOP budget 
grows them at a more sustainable rate. 

On the current path, the federal govern-
ment will spend roughly $48 trillion over the 
next ten years. By contrast, this budget will 
spend nearly $43 trillion. 

On the current path, spending will grow, on 
average, by 5.2 percent a year over the next 
decade. Under this budget, spending will 
grow, on average, by 3.5 percent a year. 

Nearly $43 trillion is enough. Increasing 
spending by 3.5 percent instead of 5.2 percent 
is hardly draconian. 

President Obama and his party have made 
promises they can’t keep—they’ve promised 
huge expansions to safety-net programs that 
ultimately would bankrupt them. 

Medicaid: This budget repeals Obamacare— 
including the law’s massive expansions of 
Medicaid, which are unsustainable. Instead, 
this budget spends $3.5 trillion on Medicaid 
over the next ten years. We grow the pro-
gram every year from fiscal year 2016 on-
ward. We simply slow the rate of growth and 
give states the flexibility to meet the unique 
needs of their people. 

SNAP: This budget spends $600 billion on 
food stamps over the next decade. By cap-
ping open-ended federal subsidies and allow-
ing states to develop new, innovative meth-
ods, the budget’s gradual reforms encourage 
states to reduce rolls and help recipients find 
work. The budget also doesn’t covert SNAP 
into a block grant until 2019, when the econ-
omy will have fully recovered. The budget 
also calls for time limits and work require-
ments like the reforms that helped reduce 
poverty nationwide in the mid–1990s. 

Pell Grants: Congressional Democrats and 
the President have pushed Pell Grant spend-
ing to unsustainable rates. The Congres-
sional Budget Office reports the program 
will face fiscal shortfalls starting in 2016 and 
continuing through each year of the budget 

window. We need to reform the program so it 
can keep its promises. This budget brings 
Pell spending under control and makes sure 
aid helps the truly needy, not university ad-
ministrators. At the same time, this budget 
maintains the current maximum Pell award 
($5,730) throughout each of the next ten years 
of the budget. 

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of the House Repub-
lican budget plan. Unlike the Presi-
dent’s budget, this is a serious proposal 
that balances our budget and helps our 
economy grow. 

Our Nation is $17.4 trillion in debt. If 
we want to preserve this country for 
our children and our grandchildren, we 
must reform the way Washington 
works. 

Everyone knows that Medicare will 
soon go bankrupt, and that is why I am 
so happy that this budget proposal 
saves this important program for our 
seniors and future generations. By 
transitioning to a premium support 
model, we can preserve Medicare for 
those in or near retirement and 
strengthen Medicare for younger gen-
erations. 

Furthermore, this budget ends 
ObamaCare’s raid on the Medicare 
trust fund and repeals ObamaCare’s 
Independent Payment Advisory Board 
to help ensure our seniors get the care 
they deserve. 

Despite what some critics say, this 
does not eliminate traditional Medi-
care. Instead, it ensures that Ameri-
cans will always have traditional Medi-
care as an option. Under this plan, 
every senior will have the support they 
need to get the care they deserve. 
Those who attack this reform without 
offering credible alternatives are 
complicit in Medicare’s demise. 

So I want to commend Chairman 
RYAN and my Republican colleagues on 
the Budget Committee for leading, 
where President Obama and the Senate 
Democrats have failed. One way or an-
other, this country will have to address 
our out-of-control debt and deficits, 
and this budget does so responsibly. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, it 
is now my privilege to yield 4 minutes 
to a fellow Marylander, Mr. HOYER, the 
Democratic whip, who has spent a lot 
of time focused on budgets to empower 
our economy and to make sure we do 
so in a fiscally responsible manner. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the ranking member for yielding. 

I would first observe, Mr. Chairman, 
that the American people ought to la-
ment another opportunity missed, an 
opportunity to come together and 
adopt a big, balanced plan for invest-
ment and balance in our fiscal system 
in America. 

Mr. Chairman, last year, we adopted 
a budget. During the course of its im-
plementation with the consideration of 
appropriation bills, the Republican 
chairman of the committee called the 
sequester numbers adopted in the 2014 
Ryan plan unrealistic and ill-con-
ceived. 
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For 2016 through 2024, Mr. Chairman, 

this budget has numbers below seques-
ter levels that the chairman said were 
unrealistic and ill-conceived. 

Chairman ROGERS has called the 
numbers in this budget draconian, 
Chairman ROGERS, responsible for 
funding the operations of government 
and assisting and building our economy 
and its people. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe it is all that 
and a call to disinvestment. This budg-
et is a call to disinvestment in Amer-
ica’s growth and success. 

We have heard a lot of claims, of 
course, about what the Republican 
budget will do for our country. I have 
heard those claims from previous Re-
publican chairmen, frankly. They did 
not pan out. 

Let me clear that fog away and get 
down to the raw numbers which reveal 
the magnitude of the damage the Re-
publican budget will inflict. As a mat-
ter of fact, with all due respect, I call 
it a retreat—an alliterative retreat of 
course, the chairman’s retreat. 

First, the Republican budget would 
repeal the patient protections and 
other benefits of the Affordable Care 
Act, leaving millions without health 
insurance coverage. 

Of course, it keeps the money; it just 
didn’t give the benefits. It would turn 
Medicaid into a capped block grant 
program and cut its funding by $732 bil-
lion over the next decade. 

b 1700 

That is from seniors who need long- 
term care. That is from people with 
disabilities who need medical services. 

Two-thirds of Medicaid spending goes 
to low-income seniors, and the Repub-
lican budget cuts it by a quarter. 

It would also end the Medicare guar-
antee and reopen the doughnut hole for 
prescription drugs, shifting costs back 
to seniors. 

Secondly, the Republican budget 
disinvests, as I said, from many of the 
very important initiatives Congress 
has made a priority for the future 
growth and competitiveness of our 
economy. 

It cuts over $120 billion from middle 
class college affordability programs 
like the Pell grant and will leave a col-
lege undergraduate taking out a stu-
dent loan as much as $3,800 deeper in 
debt. 

By eliminating funding for applied 
research, their budget will reduce Fed-
eral research grants by half—by half 
disinvestment. It could result in 2,400 
fewer National Science Foundation re-
search awards and 1,400 fewer National 
Institutes of Health awards. 

The reality is, Mr. Chairman, the Re-
publican budget would decimate pedi-
atric research. We have heard a little 
bit about that. It would decimate pedi-
atric research. It would decimate all 
other research as well and other med-
ical research in the lifesaving diseases 
by billions of dollars, not just pediatric 
research: cancer, heart, lung, blood, 
Alzheimer’s, and others. $173 billion 

will be cut from highway spending over 
the next 10 years, disinvestment, even 
though infrastructure investments are 
critical to the growth of our manufac-
turing sector and job creation. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman an additional 
minute. 

Mr. HOYER. Overall, the Republican 
budget reduces our long-term invest-
ments in education, research, infra-
structure, and job training by over 15 
percent over the next decade compared 
to the deal the Republican chairman 
negotiated just 4 months ago. 

I will tell you, Mr. Chairman and Mr. 
Ranking Member, our competitors 
around the world are not retreating in 
terms of investments. Perhaps the 
most egregious mark against this 
budget, though, is that it does not 
achieve the fiscal balance its authors 
give as the reason for these cuts in the 
first place. 

Instead, it relies on ‘‘dynamic scor-
ing.’’ That is, pretend something will 
happen. Now, if it happens, we would 
have a bonus and we could use that 
bonus. But if it doesn’t happen, this 
budget will guarantee that we will be 
further in the hole. 

It has an asterisk for $966 billion. It 
doesn’t say what that $966 billion is 
about, at least two-thirds of it. But you 
guess, pretend, hope. If it doesn’t hap-
pen, you are in the hole. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentleman has again expired. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman an additional 30 
seconds. 

Mr. HOYER. This budget, Mr. Chair-
man, is a blueprint for economic de-
cline, for vulnerable Americans being 
left to fend for themselves, and for an 
America less equipped to protect its 
citizens. 

I urge my colleagues to defeat this 
resolution and send a message that our 
country will continue to invest in its 
priorities: opportunity, security, and 
growth. Let us not retreat. Let us serve 
this country and serve its greatness. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 1 minute. 

I want to rest the mind of the distin-
guished minority whip at ease. Chair-
man ROGERS does support this budget. 
His comments in 2013 aside, he is a sup-
porter of this budget. This budget bal-
ances using CBO numbers. 

I would also say this. All these com-
plaints about spending cuts or slower 
increases in spending aside—this budg-
et, by the way, doesn’t specify that 
NIH is going to have all of that—all of 
these reductions in spending or reduc-
tions in the increase in spending will 
pale in comparison if we have a debt 
crisis, if we have a bond market inci-
dent, if we have an interest rate shock. 

If we keep kicking the can down the 
road, the solution then will be so much 
uglier, so much more draconian, than 
any of this hyperbolic rhetoric even 
suggests. 

With that, I yield 2 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from Ten-
nessee, Dr. ROE. 

Mr. ROE of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in strong support of the House 
Republican budget. 

Today, our national debt exceeds 
$17.5 trillion. Mr. Chairman, that is a 
blueprint for decline—more than $55,000 
for every man, woman, and child in 
America. If we fail to address this 
mounting debt now, our children and 
our grandchildren will inherit an 
America that will be poorer, less free, 
and provide fewer opportunities. 

To address this looming crisis, Re-
publicans propose balancing the Fed-
eral budget in 10 years. Most Ameri-
cans don’t realize that discretionary 
spending has decreased 4 consecutive 
years, a tremendous accomplishment 
spurred on by House Republicans. 

Now we must show the same resolve 
to tackle our largest drivers of debt, 
mandatory programs, including Med-
icaid, Medicare, Social Security, and 
SNAP. We can achieve balance without 
reducing overall spending—let me say 
that again—we can achieve balance 
without reducing overall spending by 
simply slowing the rate of growth at 
which spending increases. We must 
spend hardworking taxpayer dollars 
smarter. 

Mr. Chairman, I am Medicare age, 
and I realize that for every dollar that 
we pay in in premiums, we get $3 out in 
benefits. This is clearly not sustain-
able. 

As a physician, I would like to com-
mend Chairman RYAN for his continued 
efforts to save and strengthen Medi-
care. We must act to protect seniors’ 
access to medical care before the Medi-
care trust fund becomes insolvent in 
2026, a short time from now. 

This proposal achieves that goal 
while ensuring those Americans 55 and 
older experience absolutely no change. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
very conservative budget. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, at this time, I yield 2 minutes to 
the distinguished gentleman from Mon-
tana (Mr. DAINES). 

Mr. DAINES. Mr. Chairman, to cre-
ate jobs and grow our economy, we 
must work toward lasting solutions 
that put our Nation back on solid fiscal 
ground, stop wasteful Washington 
spending, and balance our budget. 

The American people deserve more 
accountability from Washington, and 
Washington has a responsibility to the 
American people to produce, number 
one, a budget, and, number two, a 
budget that balances. Anything less 
than that is a failure to lead. 

That is why I introduced the Bal-
anced Budget Accountability Act, 
which requires Congress to pass a bal-
anced budget or Members won’t get 
paid. The principles found in my Bal-
anced Budget Accountability Act re-
flect Montana commonsense, and they 
stand in stark contrast with the Presi-
dent’s budget, which never achieves 
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balance, and the Senate, where Demo-
crat leaders have decided the American 
people don’t deserve a budget at all. 
That is irresponsible and will only lead 
to never-ending deficits and a debt that 
will take generations to pay off. That 
is not the Montana way, that is not the 
American way. 

I don’t agree with everything in this 
budget, but I know that the people of 
Montana want and deserve a solution 
to our debt crisis, a balanced budget, 
and a Congress with the courage to 
lead. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
am very pleased to yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. BLU-
MENAUER), a member of the Budget 
Committee and the Ways and Means 
Committee. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
appreciate the gentleman’s courtesy in 
yielding me time. 

As I am sitting on the floor listening 
to the back and forth and the division, 
I was thinking back to a time when 
there was consensus in this body on 
important investments for our future. 

Indeed, the character of our Nation, 
our economic vitality, was grounded in 
the investment the United States made 
in our ports, our railroads, our high-
ways. The finest infrastructure in the 
world gave the United States the 
strength to be victorious in battle in 
World War I and World War II, to have 
the economic strength to be able to 
meet national challenges, and to pro-
vide economic security and well-being 
for our families. 

Unfortunately, as families struggle, 
as we have difficulty providing family- 
wage jobs for American workers, the 
American infrastructure is no longer 
the envy of the world, as it was in the 
past. In fact, all the independent stud-
ies show we are not anywhere near the 
top of the pack. We fall into the lower 
ranges of the development world. 

The American Society of Civil Engi-
neers has given our infrastructure a 
grade of D-plus and suggests we will 
need to invest over $3 trillion over the 
next 6 years just to remain economi-
cally competitive in the global market-
place. The failure to deal with our in-
frastructure is going to cost American 
families in terms of wear and tear on 
their vehicles over $1,000 a year and 
millions of hours stuck in traffic in 
congestion. 

We are facing a soon-to-be-bankrupt 
highway trust fund. The clock is tick-
ing. By the end of September, it will 
run out of money, which means we are 
seeing cutbacks on Federal contracts 
this summer, which means some States 
are having to act now this spring. The 
decision of Tennessee this last week—it 
is the 11th State that has announced 
cutbacks. 

The Republican budget being debated 
today ignores this pending crisis, let 
alone the growing needs of American 
communities. Their budget would 
freeze us in decline, a 30 percent reduc-
tion over the next decade from already 
inadequate levels, making it impos-

sible to deal with projects of national 
significance and severely straining on-
going maintenance of our highway and 
transit systems. 

It doesn’t have to be this way. A 
broad and powerful coalition ranging 
from the AFL–CIO to the Chamber of 
Congress, the trucking association, 
AAA, bicyclists, environmentalists, 
local governments, contractors, busi-
nesses large and small have joined with 
a group of 17 bipartisan governors and 
the heads of 31 State chambers of com-
merce to urge that Congress face this 
funding crisis so that we can have a 
full 6-year reauthorization so that we 
can put hundreds of thousands of 
Americans to work, strengthen the 
economy, and protect our commu-
nities. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman an additional 
minute. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Instead of wast-
ing more time on a budget that is 
going nowhere, we should come to-
gether to address our failing bridges, 
roads, and water system. Our future de-
mands it, our constituents expect no 
less. 

I strongly urge the rejection of the 
Republican budget if for no other rea-
son than it freezes us in this decline for 
infrastructure and look forward to the 
day when we will work together to 
solve this problem. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, 
may I inquire how much time is re-
maining on each side. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Maryland has 40 minutes remaining. 
The gentleman from Wisconsin has 411⁄2 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Does the chair-
man have any further speakers? 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I do not 
have any further speakers at the mo-
ment. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
am pleased to yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. TONKO), 
a member of the Energy and Commerce 
Committee. 

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the chair and ranking member of our 
Budget Committee for the opportunity 
to share some thoughts. 

Mixed messaging—it really grips the 
American public. Washington Repub-
licans are presenting their budget and 
proclaiming that we are about reducing 
the debt and reducing the deficit. We 
are concerned about our children, we 
are concerned about our grandchildren. 

At the same time, the mixed message 
is to the crowd that is above a million 
dollar threshold, income threshold: We 
have money for you we are going to 
spend for you. We are so concerned 
about the debt and the deficit that 
needs to be reduced, but we will spend 
on you. We will offer you an average 
$200,000 tax break, so allow us to spend 
on you. 

Somehow the children and the grand-
children are not a worry then. So the 
mixed messaging on this one is amaz-
ing. 

b 1715 

Over the last couple of days, I have 
had the opportunity to either meet in 
the office or in group sessions or in 
large gatherings here in Washington 
with a number of advocates who are 
concerned about investments that need 
to be made in this Federal budget. 

There is the Alzheimer’s Association 
that is imploring us to find a cure, to 
invest in research. Washington Repub-
licans say: no, we need to spend on tax 
cuts for the wealthy, and we need to 
use your funds to reduce the debt and 
the deficit. 

Washington Republicans will tell our 
college-bound students who need an af-
fordable path to that higher ed oppor-
tunity that: we can’t spend on you or 
invest in you, we need to spend on tax 
cuts for the wealthy. 

Washington Republicans will sweep 
the savings and the revenues of the Af-
fordable Care Act and proclaim to the 
senior community that: we are now re-
pealing the Affordable Care Act, all of 
the benefits that were there for you are 
now removed. 

Washington Republicans will tell a 
group that I met with about water in-
frastructure needs: we can’t spend on 
you because we need to spend on tax 
cuts for the wealthy. 

This is a mixed message that is dis-
ingenuous. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I yield the gen-
tleman another 30 seconds. 

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Chair, I think we 
should be real with the American pub-
lic. We either stand for spending or we 
don’t. We want to address the debt and 
deficit or we don’t. We believe in in-
vestment, as the Democratic minority 
in this House believes, that will grow 
the economy and provide a greater op-
portunity for jobs. 

There is this path to prosperity for a 
few that the Republicans have put to-
gether with their budget. I suggest 
that we look at a highway for hope 
that has been advanced by the Demo-
crats in the House that invests in Alz-
heimer’s research, higher ed opportuni-
ties, infrastructure for this Nation, and 
a continuation of the Affordable Care 
Act. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 2 minutes. 

I think there is this view that the pie 
of life is fixed, that society is static— 
the economy, a fixed pie—and that we 
here in Washington should decide how 
to redistribute the slices of the pie. 

We reject that whole, entire premise. 
Life is dynamic. The economy is dy-
namic. We want to grow the pie for ev-
erybody. You don’t grow the pie—grow 
opportunity or grow the economy—if 
you drive this country to a debt crisis, 
if you continue spending way beyond 
your means, if you spend money we 
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don’t have that is taken from the next 
generation. 

This President has already raised 
taxes $1.7 trillion. The top effective tax 
rate on successful small businesses is 
almost 45 percent. The tax rate on big 
businesses, like corporations, is 35 per-
cent. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself an additional 
minute. 

Our competitors, the countries we 
compete with, tax their businesses at 
25 percent. When we tax ourselves a lot 
more than our foreign competitors tax 
themselves, they win, and we lose. 

What we are hearing from the other 
side is that $1.7 trillion tax increase is 
not enough. Let’s go farther and tax 
another $1.8 trillion. 

Then this rhetoric about winners and 
losers and the few and the this and the 
that is a notion that all of the good 
ideas come from Washington. It is a no-
tion that goes beyond the idea that 
government needs to play a supporting 
role in our lives, in fulfilling important 
missions like health and retirement se-
curity and a safety net, to government 
needs to play the commanding role in 
our lives, that it needs to dictate these 
things, that government runs the econ-
omy, that government decides who 
wins and who loses. 

Guess what, Mr. Chairman? When 
you do that, the interest groups that 
they are all complaining about, they 
are the ones who call the shots up here. 

What we are trying to do with this 
budget is to get the basics right. What 
we want to do is to make sure that we 
can make good on these very impor-
tant missions of health and retirement 
security, and we want to make sure 
that people get to decide how it is done 
in their lives. 

We want to make sure that American 
businesses have what they need to 
compete and survive and grow and to 
create jobs in this global economy. 
What we want to make sure is that we 
don’t live beyond our means so that 
our kids live below their means. We 
want to grow this economy. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has again expired. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself an additional 
minute. 

We have got a big debt. We all know 
that. The question is: Who owns our 
debt? Who is in control of our future? 

We already know we are asking a lot 
from the next generation, more than 
any other generation has before. Back 
when I was born in 1970, 6 percent of 
our national debt was owned by for-
eigners. In 1990, when I was in college, 
19 percent was owned by foreigners. 
Today, 47 percent of our national debt 
is owned by foreigners. They control 
half of our debt. 

That is not in our country’s interest. 
Relying on other countries to cash flow 
our country—to cash flow our budget— 
is not smart economics, and we know 

we are taking control of our country 
and are ceding it elsewhere. 

This is why we have got to get this 
debt under control, for our kids, for our 
grandkids, for our economy, and for 
our sovereignty. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

We all believe in a growing economy, 
and we all believe in greater pros-
perity. The issue is how do we make 
sure we have that prosperity as a coun-
try. 

We have two very important strains 
in the American character. One strain 
is the entrepreneurial strain, the self- 
reliance strain, and that has helped 
generate great prosperity in this coun-
try. 

It has helped unleash huge amounts 
of potential; yet we have also learned 
as a country that there are some things 
we can do better by working together 
than if we are just hundreds of millions 
of people who are separately operating 
on their own, with things like invest-
ing in our national infrastructure, with 
things like investing in a world-class 
college system, with things like work-
ing and investing in medical research, 
so that we are the world’s leader in 
those areas. 

Those are what have made us a world 
economic power and that have allowed 
us to support our military. 

The problem with the Republican 
budget is that it ignores that part of 
the American character. We keep hear-
ing from our colleagues about all of 
those tax expenditures that are out 
there, but I just have to go back, Mr. 
Chairman, to point out that they don’t 
close one of those tax loopholes for the 
purpose of helping to reduce the def-
icit. 

Because they make that decision— 
because they decide to say: we are not 
going to touch those very powerful spe-
cial interests and the very wealthy— 
their budget mathematically has to 
come after other people in the country, 
after the middle class, after seniors, 
after our kids’ education, after our in-
frastructure. That is what this is all 
about. 

Our budget and the President’s budg-
et dramatically reduce the deficit. 
They reduce the debt as a function of a 
share of the economy in the outyears 
going down. The Republican budget 
didn’t balance until 2040 just a few 
years ago. 

So the issue is whether you are going 
to be driven by the ideological target 
or whether your fundamental focus will 
be jobs and opportunity. That is what 
ours does. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. BLUMENAUER) control the balance 
of the time. 

The CHAIR. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Mary-
land? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
ROTHFUS). 

Mr. ROTHFUS. I thank Chairman 
RYAN of the Budget Committee for the 
hard work that he has been doing over 
the last several years as we look to get 
a handle on the spending problem we 
have here in Washington, D.C. 

Mr. Chairman, our debt is out of con-
trol. In the past 10 years, it has more 
than doubled, from $7.1 trillion to $17.6 
trillion today. We paid almost $416 bil-
lion in interest just last year. Imagine 
where that money could have been bet-
ter spent. 

The failure to address the debt and 
deficits reduces opportunity and pros-
perity for future generations. It di-
rectly threatens our ability to pay for 
our priorities like Social Security, 
Medicare, a strong national defense, 
and taking care of our veterans. 

Unfortunately, President Obama has 
offered another budget that increases 
taxes, that expands the government, 
that does nothing to save Medicare or 
Social Security, and that never bal-
ances. HARRY REID’s Senate will not 
even consider a budget this year. 

The budget we offer to the American 
people protects and preserves Medicare 
and Social Security, and it balances in 
10 years. When Congress responsibly 
budgets, we increase economic security 
for our families and ensure that we 
leave our children and grandchildren 
with more opportunities and a brighter 
future. 

Mr. Chairman, I call on my col-
leagues to do the right thing by work-
ers, families, and future generations. 
Pass this budget. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, 
at this point, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the 
gentlelady from Texas (Ms. JACKSON 
LEE), a distinguished member of the 
Judiciary Committee. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. I thank the gen-
tleman from Oregon, and I thank all of 
the Members for a thoughtful and im-
portant debate. 

Mr. Chairman, that is what this is all 
about. It is about gripping—taking 
hold—of the heart and soul of America. 

As I said in the Rules Committee, the 
budget is actually a moral document, a 
moral compass, of where we want to 
take this country. I think what needs 
to be explained to the American public 
is that, in actuality, we have been 
making progress. 

The deficit has gone down from $1 
trillion from the past administration, 
from the Bush administration, to now 
$680 billion. We are making progress, 
from losing 800,000 jobs a month to 
gaining close to 200,000; yet the docu-
ment that is on the floor today, the 
Ryan budget—the Republican budget— 
chooses not to have the morality and 
the affection for the American people 
that is desired. 

When you look at their budget, you 
will see that $3.3 trillion of their budg-
et—69 percent—is cut from programs 
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for people with low or moderate in-
comes, from the very people who need 
a stairstep of opportunity, and they 
give $200,000 in tax cuts to the top 1 
percent. 

None of us have any challenge to 
prosperity and opportunity, but how 
can you have a budget that hits low-in-
come programs or programs that give 
opportunity? 

How many have gone to school be-
cause of Pell grants? $175 million in 
cuts. How many people have gotten 
their health care from Medicaid and 
still do, like children? How many peo-
ple have needed to have the SNAP pro-
gram? 

I believe that we should have budgets 
that work for all people. I intend to 
vote for the CBC budget and for the 
Democratic budget and ‘‘no’’ on this 
underlying Republican budget. We need 
to have a standard that respects all 
people in this country, and this budget 
does not. 

Mr. Chair, I rise in strong opposition to H. 
Con. Res. 96, the House Republicans’ ‘‘Budg-
et Resolution for Fiscal Year 2015.’’ I oppose 
this irresponsible budget resolution because it 
continues the reckless approach to fiscal pol-
icy that the House majority has championed 
for years, with disastrous results. 

Mr. Chair, the budgeteers on the majority 
side have a very poor track record when it 
comes to economic forecasts and projections. 

For years, they have based their entire leg-
islative agenda and strategy on their belief 
that the Affordable Care Act or ‘‘Obamacare’’ 
would be a failure. 

The wish was father to the thought. But they 
were wrong. 

Because of Obamacare more than 10 mil-
lion Americans now know the peace of mind 
that comes from affordable, quality health in-
surance that is there when you need it. (7 mil-
lion through the exchange and 3 million 
through Medicaid). 

House Republicans oppose increasing the 
minimum wage, claiming that it costs jobs. 
Wrong again. Every increase in the minimum 
wage has been accompanied by an expanding 
economy, especially during the Clinton Admin-
istration. 

House Republicans opposing comprehen-
sive immigration reform claim that it will lead 
to lower incomes and lost jobs. Wrong again. 
Studies conducted by groups as far apart as 
the Chamber of Commerce and the AFL–CIO 
consistently show that comprehensive immi-
gration reform will grow the Gross Domestic 
Product by $1.5 trillion over 10 years. 

Given this sorry track record of economic 
forecasting, I strongly oppose the Republican 
budget because it favors the wealthy over 
middle class families and those struggling to 
enter or remain in the middle class. 

I oppose this Republican budget because it 
asks major sacrifices of seniors who can bare-
ly make ends meet, and fundamentally alters 
the social contract by turning Medicaid and 
SNAP programs into a block grant and Medi-
care into a voucher. 

I cannot and will not support a resolution 
that attempts to balance the budget on the 
backs of working families, seniors, children, 
the poor, or mortgages the future by failing to 
make the investments needed to sustain eco-
nomic growth and opportunity for all Ameri-
cans. 

Mr. Chair, we Democrats have a better way. 
We understand that we are all in this together 
and that our current economic situation calls 
for a balanced approach between increased 
revenues and responsible reduction in ex-
penditures. 

Our plan will protect and strengthen our re-
covering economy, reduce the deficit in a re-
sponsible way, while continuing to invest in 
the things that make our country strong like 
education, health care, innovation, and clean 
energy. 

Mr. Chair, this Republican budget is bad for 
America but it is disastrous for the people 
from my home state of Texas who sent me 
here to advocate for their interests. Let me 
highlight a few examples. 

1. If the Republican budget resolution were 
to become the basis of federal fiscal policy, 
3,435,336 Texas seniors would be forced out 
of traditional Medicare and into a voucher pro-
gram. Under the Republican plan to end Medi-
care as we know it, Texas seniors will receive 
a voucher instead of guaranteed benefits 
under traditional Medicare. 

2. For the 3,435,336 Texans aged 45–54, 
the value of their vouchers would be capped 
at growth levels that are lower than the pro-
jected increases in health care costs. Previous 
analyses showed that this type of plan would 
cut future spending by $5,900 per senior, forc-
ing them to spend more out of pocket and di-
minishing their access to quality care. 

3. Additionally, private insurance plans will 
aggressively pursue the healthiest, least ex-
pensive enrollees, thereby allowing Medi-
care—currently the lifeline for 3,187,332 Texas 
seniors—to ‘‘wither on the vine.’’ 

4. If the Republican budget resolution were 
to be adopted by Congress, 206,304 Texas 
seniors would pay more for prescription drugs 
next year. 

5. The Republican plan would re-open the 
‘‘donut hole,’’ forcing seniors to pay the full 
cost of their prescription drugs if their yearly 
drug expenses are more than $2,970 for the 
year. 

6. Seniors reaching the prescription drug 
‘‘donut hole’’ would pay an average of $828 
more in prescription drug costs in 2014 and 
approximately $13,000 more from now through 
2022. 

7. Under the Republican budget, the 
2,445,462 Texas seniors who utilized free pre-
ventive services currently covered by Medi-
care in 2012 will face increased costs in the 
form of higher deductibles, co-insurance, and 
copayments for certain services, including 
even cancer screenings and annual wellness 
visits. 

8. The Republican budget slashes $31.71 
billion in nursing home care and other health 
care services for 754,500 Texas seniors and 
disabled who currently rely on Medicaid for 
their long-term care needs. 

9. The draconian cuts included in the Re-
publican budget would have a devastating im-
pact on the 1,191 certified nursing homes in 
Texas that serve 91,717 seniors, with more 
than half relying on Medicaid as their primary 
payer. As a result, nursing homes would be 
forced to slash services, turn away seniors, or 
close their doors. 

Mr. Chair, this budget could have invested 
in programs that help strengthen the middle 
class, reduce poverty, and strengthen our eco-
nomic recovery. Instead, the Republican budg-
et makes deep cuts to the area of the budget 

helping low-income families put food on the 
table and make ends meet. 

These are families who are already strug-
gling with unemployment, lower wages, and 
just simply trying to make ends meet. 

The House Republican budget will push mil-
lions more Americans into poverty and put a 
large number of low-income children, seniors, 
and people with disabilities at risk. 

It guts Medicare and Medicaid and calls for 
massive cuts to food assistance, all in order to 
protect tax breaks for special interests and for 
multimillionaires who are not even asking for 
them. 

The Republican budget may be character-
ized in many ways—cruel, irresponsible, short- 
sighted, reckless—but ‘‘fair and balanced’’ is 
not one of them. 

In contrast, the alternative budgets pro-
posed by the Democratic Caucus, Congres-
sional Black Caucus, and Congressional Pro-
gressive Caucus, which were made in order 
by the Rules Committee, are each worthy of 
support because they fairly balance the need 
for increased revenues and responsible reduc-
tions in expenditures with the imperative of 
making the necessary investments in human 
capital required to move our country forward. 

Specifically, the Alternative Budgets pro-
posed by the Democratic Caucus, CBC, and 
CPC: 

help create more jobs now; 
replace the sequester; 
make key education investments; 
invest in research and development and 

clean energy; 
invest in long-term infrastructure; 
preserve Medicare as we know it; 
protect health reform’s benefits for seniors; 
protect Medicaid for seniors in nursing 

homes; 
preserve Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 

(SNAP); 
reduce the deficit through a smart, targeted, 

and steady approach provides tax relief for 
working families and ends tax breaks for the 
wealthy; 

take a balanced approach to reducing the 
long-term deficits and debt; and 

put the budget on a sustainable path 
Mr. Chair, under the Democratic budget, the 

deficit would fall from 7 percent of GDP in 
2014 to 2.3 percent of GDP in 2024. 

The Democratic Budget Alternative will gen-
erate at least a million more jobs this year 
compared to the Republicans’ ‘‘austerity first’’ 
plan by making the investments needed to 
create jobs, strengthen the middle class, cre-
ate greater upward mobility, and ensure op-
portunity for our children and future genera-
tions. 

The Democratic alternative budgets extend 
Emergency Unemployment Compensation for 
the long-term unemployed, which provides a 
lifeline to the 2.37 million jobless workers who 
have already lost their benefits and the 72,000 
persons who stand to lose there benefits each 
week if Congress does not act. 

Additionally, the Democratic budget imme-
diately ends the Sequester, which would oth-
erwise cost the economy 750,000 jobs by the 
end of the year, and replaces it with deficit re-
duction resulting from a balanced approach 
combining responsible spending cuts with in-
creased revenues by cutting tax breaks for 
special interests and wealthy individuals with-
out increasing the tax burden on middle-in-
come Americans. 
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Mr. Chair, the Democratic alternative budget 

maintains our commitment to Medicare, Med-
icaid, and Social Security; expands the EITC 
for childless workers; extends the tax credits 
from the American Taxpayer Relief Act due to 
expire at the end of 2017, and provides $7.6 
billion annually for early childhood education. 

It is said often, Mr. Chair, but is no less 
true, that the federal budget is more than a fi-
nancial document; it is an expression of the 
nation’s most cherished values. As the late 
and great former senator and Vice-President 
Hubert Humphrey said: 

‘‘The moral test of government is how that 
government treats those who are in the dawn 
of life, the children; those who are in the twi-
light of life, the elderly; and those who are in 
shadows of life, the sick, the needy, and the 
handicapped.’’ 

For that reason that in evaluating the merits 
of a budget resolution, it is not enough to sub-
ject it only to the test of fiscal responsibility. 
To keep faith with the nation’s past, to be fair 
to the nation’s present, and to safeguard the 
nation’s future, the budget must also pass a 
‘‘moral test.’’ 

The Republican budget resolution fails both 
of these standards. The Democratic alter-
natives do not. For these compelling reasons, 
I stand in strong opposition to H. Con. Res. 96 
and urge my colleagues to join me in voting 
against this ill-conceived and unwise measure. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, at this time, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
SCHWEIKERT). 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. I thank the 
chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, one of the reasons I 
ran over here right now is that I have 
been listening to some of the speakers 
on the left. 

As the gentlewoman just spoke, in 
referring to the budget as a moral doc-
ument, I actually somewhat agree with 
that, but let’s actually discuss what is 
moral for the next generation and the 
generation after that and the genera-
tion after that. 

For the fun of it, as I was running 
out the door, I grabbed this little post-
er which had been dropped off to me 
last week. It is a little poster from over 
at the Mercatus Center, which has been 
doing some calculations of what the 
United States’ debt would look like if 
you took the debt in the unfunded li-
abilities of this country and put it on 
GAAP accounting, so if you actually 
treated it honestly. 

What is the real number, the typical 
actuarial 75-year window, attached 
with regular debt? 

Process in your mind what you have 
been told year after year of our un-
funded liabilities, and I need you to 
wipe that number clean. The number 
they came up with recently has hit $205 
trillion of debt in unfunded liabilities. 

You do realize, if you go right now to 
Google and look up the best estimates 
of the wealth of the world, our un-
funded liabilities are now exceeding 
many of the estimates of the wealth of 
the entire world. 

This is what so many Members are 
willing to hand to our children, to our 
great-grandchildren, and to the future 
generations? 

If you want to make a moral argu-
ment, that debt—those unfunded liabil-
ities—is the moral argument. 

b 1730 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Vermont (Mr. WELCH) a member 
of the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee. 

Mr. WELCH. I thank the gentleman. 
We are both making an argument 

that aligns with our points of view on 
the budget, and the bottom line here is 
that we have got to invest, we have got 
to have a balanced budget, and we have 
got to figure out how to do it. But the 
question I have about this budget is: 
What is going to happen to the pot-
holes in America? 

I came out of a State legislature 
where we had constraints on us. We had 
to find ways to pay our bills within the 
means of the people of Vermont to be 
able to pay them. We had to deal with 
real problems. It required a confident 
approach to investing in the future. 
That has to be part of a budget. 

America’s roads are falling apart. 
Our bridges are falling down. This is a 
real disaster when it comes to meeting 
the infrastructure needs of this coun-
try. The American Society of Civil En-
gineers rates our infrastructure D-plus 
and estimates that the amount of in-
vestment needed by 2020 is $3.6 billion. 

This budget accepts the looming in-
solvency of the highway trust fund, 
and it does absolutely nothing to fix it. 
Those potholes are not going to fix 
themselves. And that is not a Repub-
lican or Democratic deal. Those are 
potholes in your district and mine. 

It is scientific research as well. Both 
sides of the aisle are proud of Amer-
ica’s scientific achievements. What 
this budget continues to do is reduce 
and squeeze National Institutes of 
Health grants by about 1,400. Just in 
the State of Vermont, the University 
of Vermont has seen a 20 percent drop 
in those research grants that help 
those with Ph.D.’s find cures for dis-
eases in the future. 

A confident nation is going to fix its 
roads. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. May I in-
quire how much time remains? 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Wisconsin has approximately 34 min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Oregon has 32 minutes remaining. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Having the 
right to close, we have no more speak-
ers on this side. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Just so I under-
stand, the majority has consumed 34 
minutes? 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Wisconsin has 34 minutes remaining, 
and the gentleman from Oregon has 32 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I yield myself 2 
minutes. 

I do appreciate the back-and-forth 
discussion here, but I want to put this 
in perspective, if I could, because our 
friends with the Republican budget 

have assumed, for instance, that we 
don’t necessarily have to raise taxes. 
We could actually cut some of the loop-
holes that we have offered repeatedly; 
and although that is referred to rhe-
torically, they have never been able to 
follow through with any that they 
would cut. 

There are Medicaid cuts. And make 
no mistake about it, these Medicaid 
cuts are actually reductions in nursing 
home care for America’s most vulner-
able. That is two-thirds of this money 
that it is going to be visited back on 
the States and impacting families. 

They repeal the Affordable Care Act, 
but they keep all the associated reve-
nues. 

We went through a campaign season 
excoriating Democrats for the reduc-
tions in Medicare Advantage, and they 
keep that in their budget. 

There is the magic of dynamic scor-
ing, which we have heard about repeat-
edly for years, which never really quite 
proves itself. 

And then we have cuts to Pell grants. 
We heard described in committee that 
these cuts to Pell grants are not a 
problem because they are just an ex-
cuse to raise tuition and enrich lavish 
academic salaries. 

Mr. Chairman, this Republican budg-
et would not only freeze us into a 
downward decline in our infrastruc-
ture, it would be the lowest level of 
nonmilitary discretionary spending 
that we have seen in generations. It is 
not going to happen; it shouldn’t hap-
pen; and my Republican friends should 
not be able to get away with assuming 
that this is a viable and responsible ap-
proach. 

I hope we will come to the point 
again where we can find a way to come 
together to deal with things that we 
actually agree on in a tangible way and 
make some real progress. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 4 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, budgeting is about 
choosing. Budgeting is about setting 
priorities. In this particular case, it is 
about setting a path for the country. 

We have got serious fiscal challenges 
unlike any we have ever had before; 
and when we look at some of these fis-
cal challenges, it is very clear that the 
sooner we get on top of these problems, 
the sooner we deal with these prob-
lems, the better off everybody is going 
to be. 

Here, in a nutshell, is our big fiscal 
issue. It is not a Democrat or Repub-
lican thing. It is not a partisan thing. 
It is really sort of a demographic and 
math thing. 

We are going from roughly 40 million 
seniors to about 80 million seniors, re-
tirees. The baby boomers are retiring, 
10,000 people a day, at this pace, for 10 
years. The programs that they rely on, 
like Medicare—really important pro-
grams—grow 6 to 8 percent a year. 

So when you have a pay-as-you-go 
system where current workers pay cur-
rent taxes under their current pay-
checks to pay for current retirees—as I 
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am paying my payroll taxes for my 
mom’s Medicare and Social Security 
benefits, and when I am retired, my 
kids will do the same for me—and you 
have an 89 percent increase in the re-
tirement population but about a 17 per-
cent increase in the taxpaying popu-
lation, therein lies your challenge. 

So these programs are growing so 
much faster than our ability to pay. 
They are growing faster than wages, 
economy, and revenues, to the point 
where these programs that we rely on 
that are so special and necessary—I 
have seen Social Security and Medi-
care do important things in my own 
family and my own life—these things 
are going bankrupt. The sooner we fix 
it, the better off we are all going to be. 

The other problem is, if we don’t fix 
this, if we don’t even show the world or 
the country that we intend to fix this, 
our economy really suffers, because the 
economy, businesses, banks, credit 
unions, creditors, small businesses, and 
large businesses don’t know what the 
future is going to look like. 

So all these things we need to do to 
get people to take risks and hire people 
and invest and start a new business, we 
are slowing that down. That is why the 
CBO says the economy is slowing down. 
It is hard to get people out of poverty 
if we don’t have good jobs for them to 
get out of poverty with. 

If you look at this chart, we are 
going into unchartered territory. We 
have had big debt before. Our debt was 
as big as our economy in World War II, 
but for the years we fought World War 
II, then it went back down. 

Because of this problem I described— 
not a Republican or Democrat problem, 
but just America’s problem—our debt 
has grown more than twice the size of 
our economy. You can’t have a pros-
perous society with that kind of debt. 
It has never been done before. 

And so what we are saying is let’s get 
ahead of this problem. Let’s phase in 
these reforms so that we can make 
good on our promise to our seniors who 
have already retired and so that all 
those people nearing retirement—peo-
ple in their later fifties thinking and 
planning for their retirement—let’s 
make good for them. But let’s acknowl-
edge that those of us in the X genera-
tion and lower—those younger—these 
programs will not be there for us when 
we retire. We need to fix this. 

And by the way, we need pro-growth 
solutions: reform the Tax Code, bal-
ance the budget, have an energy renais-
sance in America, and streamline regu-
lations so businesses know how to plan 
so that we can create jobs and eco-
nomic growth. This budget does all of 
that. That is why I urge its adoption, 
and that is why I look forward to con-
tinuing this debate tomorrow. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. Chairman, I move that the Com-

mittee do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
BARR) having assumed the chair, Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington, Chair of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the concurrent resolution (H. 
Con. Res. 96) establishing the budget 
for the United States Government for 
fiscal year 2015 and setting forth appro-
priate budgetary levels for fiscal years 
2016 through 2024, had come to no reso-
lution thereon. 

f 

UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 

(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, last 
week, the Senate acted forcefully by 
passing legislation to renew emergency 
unemployment insurance. I would en-
courage this House to follow that ex-
ample so we may provide a vital life-
line to over 2 million Americans to pro-
vide for their families. These are hard-
working Americans who are out there 
every day looking for employment or 
receiving education to be better pre-
pared to reenter the workforce. 

In Ohio, 75,200 unemployed workers 
need these extended benefits they 
earned. As our economy continues re-
covering from the greatest recession in 
modern history, let us give them what 
they earned. 

We must avoid making this a par-
tisan issue. Workers in both Demo-
cratic and Republican districts des-
perately need this critical lifeline. The 
House must act today. Let the Speaker 
bring the Senate bill up for a vote here 
so the House can finally pass legisla-
tion. 

Let us do what is sensible and allow 
these Americans to keep our economic 
recovery going by not falling into the 
ranks of poverty themselves. These 
hardworking Americans have earned 
their benefits. 

[From The New York Times, Aug. 30, 2012] 
MAJORITY OF NEW JOBS PAY LOW WAGES, 

STUDY FINDS 
(By Catherine Rampell) 

While a majority of jobs lost during the 
downturn were in the middle range of wages, 
a majority of those added during the recov-
ery have been low paying, according to a new 
report from the National Employment Law 
Project. 

The disappearance of midwage, midskill 
jobs is part of a longer-term trend that some 
refer to as a hollowing out of the work force, 
though it has probably been accelerated by 
government layoffs. 

‘‘The overarching message here is we don’t 
just have a jobs deficit; we have a ‘good jobs’ 
deficit,’’ said Annette Bernhardt, the re-
port’s author and a policy co-director at the 
National Employment Law Project, a liberal 
research and advocacy group. 

The report looked at 366 occupations 
tracked by the Labor Department and 
clumped them into three equal groups by 
wage, with each representing a third of 
American employment in 2008. The middle 
third—occupations in fields like construc-
tion, manufacturing and information, with 
median hourly wages of $13.84 to $21.13—ac-
counted for 60 percent of job losses from the 
beginning of 2008 to early 2010. 

The job market has turned around since 
then, but those fields have represented only 
22 percent of total job growth. Higher-wage 
occupations—those with a median wage of 
$21.14 to $54.55—represented 19 percent of job 
losses when employment was falling, and 20 
percent of job gains when employment began 
growing again. 

Lower-wage occupations, with median 
hourly wages of $7.69 to $13.83, accounted for 
21 percent of job losses during the retraction. 
Since employment started expanding, they 
have accounted for 58 percent of all job 
growth. 

The occupations with the fastest growth 
were retail sales (at a median wage of $10.97 
an hour) and food preparation workers ($9.04 
an hour). Each category has grown by more 
than 300,000 workers since June 2009. 

Some of these new, lower-paying jobs are 
being taken by people just entering the labor 
force, like recent high school and college 
graduates. Many, though, are being filled by 
older workers who lost more lucrative jobs 
in the recession and were forced to take 
something to scrape by. 

‘‘I think I’ve been very resilient and resist-
ant and optimistic, up until very recently,’’ 
said Ellen Pinney, 56, who was dismissed 
from a $75,000–a-year job in which she man-
aged procurement and supply for an elec-
tronics company in March 2008. 

Since then, she has cobbled together a se-
ries of temporary jobs in retail and home 
health care and worked as a part-time recep-
tionist for a beauty salon. She is now work-
ing as an unpaid intern for a construction 
company, putting together bids and business 
plans for green energy projects, and has 
moved in with her 86-year-old father in 
Forked River, N.J. 

‘‘I really can’t bear it anymore,’’ she said, 
noting that her applications to places like 
PetSmart and Target had gone unanswered. 
‘‘From every standpoint—my independence, 
my sense of purposefulness, my self-esteem, 
my life planning—this is just not what I was 
planning.’’ 

As Ms. Pinney’s experience shows, low- 
wage jobs have not been growing especially 
quickly in this recovery; they account for 
such a big share of job growth mostly be-
cause midwage job growth has been so slow. 

Over the last few decades, the number of 
midwage, midskill jobs has stagnated or de-
clined as employers chose to automate rou-
tine tasks or to move them offshore. 

Job growth has been concentrated in posi-
tions that tend to fall into two categories: 
manual work that must be done in person, 
like styling hair or serving food, which usu-
ally pays relatively little; and more creative, 
design-oriented work like engineering or sur-
gery, which often pays quite well. 

Since 2001, employment has grown 8.7 per-
cent in lower-wage occupations and 6.6 per-
cent in high-wage ones. Over that period, 
midwage occupation employment has fallen 
by 7.3 percent. 

This ‘‘polarization’’ of skills and wages has 
been documented meticulously by David H. 
Autor, an economics professor at the Massa-
chusetts Institute of Technology. A recent 
study found that this polarization acceler-
ated in the last three recessions, particularly 
the last one, as financial pressures forced 
companies to reorganize more quickly. 

‘‘This is not just a nice, smooth process,’’ 
said Henry E. Siu, an economics professor at 
the University of British Columbia, who 
helped write the recent study about polariza-
tion and the business cycle. ‘‘A lot of these 
jobs were suddenly wiped out during reces-
sion and are not coming back.’’ 

On top of private sector revamps, state and 
local governments have been shedding work-
ers in recent years. Those jobs lost in the 
public sector have been primarily in mid and 
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