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greatest economic growth in decades. 
More and more women have been able 
to reenter the workforce, reducing the 
unemployment rate among women to a 
6-year low. 

Unfortunately, black women have 
yet to reap the benefits of the eco-
nomic rebound. In fact, while the over-
all unemployment rate for women de-
clined, the black female unemployment 
rate has increased over the past 2 
months. According to a recent analysis 
by the National Women’s Law Center, 
the black women’s unemployment rate 
is more than twice the unemployment 
rate of white women. In February, the 
black women’s unemployment rate was 
8.9 percent, up from 8.7 percent in Jan-
uary and 8.2 percent in December. 

By comparison, the unemployment 
rate for adult white women was 4.2 per-
cent in February, down from 4.4 per-
cent in January. Despite having com-
parable levels of education, black 
women have the highest unemploy-
ment rate of any other group. A pos-
sible factor in the stubborn unemploy-
ment rate for black women is that we 
are disproportionately employed in the 
public sector, which is experiencing a 
much slower recovery than the private 
sector. 

The National Women’s Law Center 
said the stagnant job situation for 
black women is a red flag in the em-
ployment landscape and urged law-
makers to act to promote a stronger, 
more widely shared recovery. I couldn’t 
agree more. We need to invest more in 
job training and retraining programs 
that help black women adapt to the 
changing workforce and prepare for the 
careers of tomorrow. We must work to 
promote diversity in hiring and encour-
age employees to model their work 
forces on the communities in which 
they operate. As we look for ways to 
help women succeed, we must be mind-
ful of the unique challenges black 
women face and develop targeted poli-
cies that help level the playing field for 
all women. 

In closing, we have heard from many 
of my colleagues gathered here to-
night, and they have mentioned, as we 
recognize Women’s History Month, we 
are reminded that we are constantly in 
the midst of new history being made. 

Tonight I had the privilege of being 
joined by my CBC colleagues. One, a 
member of the freshman class and an-
other person who wasn’t here tonight, 
she is the 100th woman ever elected to 
Congress, Congresswoman ALMA ADAMS 
of North Carolina. Jeannette Rankin of 
Montana was the first woman to serve 
in this esteemed body, and many more 
will join the ranks of women in Con-
gress, women like the Honorable Bar-
bara Jordan, Shirley Chisholm, the 
Honorable MARCIA L. FUDGE, our last 
Congressional Black Caucus chair and 
the future of the CBC; women like 
JOYCE BEATTY, Representative BRENDA 
LAWRENCE from Michigan, ALMA 
ADAMS from North Carolina, STACEY 
PLASKETT of the Virgin Islands, and 
BONNIE WATSON COLEMAN from New 
Jersey. 

Despite our gains, though, there are 
only two black women who serve in 
statewide offices across the United 
States: Kamala Harris and Denise 
Nappier. There are veterans who have 
come to serve this Congress, like my 
good friends TULSI GABBARD of Hawaii 
and TAMMY DUCKWORTH from my home 
State of Illinois. Many diverse districts 
across this country are well served by 
the women they elect to Congress. 

When women succeed, America truly 
does succeed. This is why we must con-
tinue to fight for equal pay for equal 
work. This week, paycheck fairness 
legislation will be introduced. I urge 
folks across the country to call their 
Representative to cosponsor this im-
portant legislation. 

We must also fight for affordable 
child care and other economic policies 
that support working women, allowing 
us to continue shattering the glass 
ceiling and reach the greatest heights 
of all sectors of society. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, for this 
wonderful hour of debate. I thank all of 
my colleagues for caring enough to get 
involved and participate. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today, along with my col-
leagues of the Congressional Black Caucus, 
to commemorate Women’s History Month, and 
address some of the unique challenges black 
women face. This is an issue of great per-
sonal significance to me and many of my CBC 
colleagues. 

It is hard to accept that in 2015, women still 
earn significantly less than men in the work 
place. The wage gap for black women is even 
greater. Black women earn sixty-four cents on 
the dollar compared to men, while white 
women earn seventy-seven cents on the dol-
lar. These numbers are disheartening for all 
women, but illustrate the even greater chal-
lenge that black women face in the fight for 
equal pay. Moving forward, the discussion on 
equal pay in the workplace must move beyond 
talking points, We must act swiftly to decrease 
wage inequality. We must also ensure that the 
obstacle s black women in the workplace are 
included in the national discourse. 

While the phrase ‘‘women’s issues’’ has be-
come popular in academia and the media, it 
usually does not include many of the unique 
issues affecting black women. As poet and 
black feminist, Audre Lord, once said, ‘‘there 
is no such thing as a single-issue struggle, be-
cause we do not live single issue lives.’’ Black 
women have never had the luxury of just 
being women; for black women, there is an 
intersection where race and gender meet, 
making our struggle so much more unique. 
Black women face a separate set of problems 
further alienating us from our male counter-
parts. We must consistently battle with the fact 
that we are black in a society that does not 
value black life, and women in a society that 
does not value the female contribution to soci-
ety. 

Though a lot of progress has been made for 
women in the workplace, we still face so many 
obstacles as we work to permanently establish 
ourselves as professionally equal to men. In 
an effort to change these human injustices, we 
must increase the discussion on these issues. 
The end goal is to ensure that all women earn 

equal pay, regardless of race. Progress to-
ward this goal is our responsibility and we 
must work tirelessly in achieving it. 

f 

THIS IS BUDGET WEEK 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2015, the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. WOODALL) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I sure 
do appreciate that, and I appreciate 
you being down here with us. I enjoy 
this time of the evening. It is a little 
quieter on Capitol Hill. Folks are com-
ing and going, but I always learn some-
thing that I wouldn’t have learned oth-
erwise. For all the differences that we 
have here, when you talk to each other 
15, 20 seconds at a time, those dif-
ferences get accented. When you listen 
to one another for an hour at a time, it 
is easier to find those strains that bind 
us together. I hope that I am able to 
touch on some of those topics tonight 
myself, Mr. Speaker. 

I have got the House budget on my 
mind. It is budget week. I don’t know if 
everybody else is as excited about it as 
I am. This is budget week in Wash-
ington, D.C. 

I just finished a hearing in the Com-
mittee on Rules, and we had folks come 
up and testify about all of their dif-
ferent budget ideas. What it means for 
it to be budget week is that we just 
voted in the Committee on Rules to 
make every single budget that any 
Member of this body, whether they be 
the most liberal Democrat, the most 
conservative Republican, or anywhere 
in between, north, south, east, and 
west, youngest to oldest, any Member 
of this body that has an idea about how 
to grapple with the budgetary chal-
lenges that face this Nation, Mr. 
Speaker, their idea is going to get a 
vote on the floor of the House this 
week—this week. 

Now, it is heavy duty writing a budg-
et, Mr. Speaker. I serve on the House 
Committee on the Budget. One of the 
reasons it is so hard, and you can’t see 
it, Mr. Speaker, but I have here a pie 
chart of the spending in the United 
States of America. Now, you and I go 
through bill after bill, day after day, 
month after month of talking about 
appropriations bills. But as you know, 
Mr. Speaker, appropriations bills, they 
just deal with what I have shown here 
in the blue areas, the kind of non-
defense discretionary spending and de-
fense spending. 

Candidly, that is what everybody 
thinks of as being the budget. They 
think of transportation, roads, bridges; 
they think of the environment, parks; 
they think of the judiciary; they think 
of law enforcement; they think of all of 
these components of government. Well, 
the truth is, all of those things, Mr. 
Speaker, we have to jam into this little 
bitty piece of the pie, these two blue 
pieces of the pie, the things that Con-
gress focuses on every year in the ap-
propriations cycle. 
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This red piece of the pie is all of that 
spending that is on autopilot. 

Now, I have read the Constitution, 
just as you have, Mr. Speaker. It says 
that all spending is going to originate 
in the U.S. House of Representatives. 
Well, you have been here 3 months al-
ready and you have not gotten a vote 
on this spending at all. I have been 
here 4 years, and I haven’t gotten a 
vote on this spending at all. 

This is spending—all of this that is 
represented in red—trillions of dollars 
a year, because some of our colleagues 
in the House 10 years ago, 20 years ago, 
40 years ago, even 80 years ago, voted 
‘‘yes’’ to turn on an autopilot spending 
bill. That bill is still on autopilot and 
still spending today. Our opportunity 
to grapple with this red area, Mr. 
Speaker—this that they call manda-
tory spending—is by outlining a strat-
egy in a budget. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, for 4 years, I have 
had the voting card of the Seventh Dis-
trict of Georgia. It is an honor to carry 
that card every day. And for 4 years, 
we have been doing Budget Committee 
work in this institution that should 
make every American proud. It should 
make every American proud. 

But as you know, Mr. Speaker—as I 
think most Americans know—the Sen-
ate has not quite been as fortunate. 
They have been stymied over there, 
trying to pass a budget. Now we have a 
new American Senate that is working 
side-by-side with the House, because if 
the House can pass a budget and if the 
Senate can pass a budget and if we can 
come together and reconcile those dif-
ferences, we will have a governing doc-
ument that begins to allow us to deal 
not just with the small blue part of the 
budget, Mr. Speaker, but the entire 
budget—$3.5 trillion in FY 2014. 

Why is that so important? It is im-
portant, Mr. Speaker, because we have 
borrowed $18 trillion from our children 
and our grandchildren. Now, I say it 
over and over and over again. I am 
going to say it again tonight. It is im-
moral. It is immoral, and it is not even 
intellectually defensible. 

If you are from the part of the Con-
gress that doesn’t want to raise taxes— 
and I am in that part of the Congress— 
don’t pretend that borrowing a dollar 
today so that you don’t have to raise 
taxes is failing to raise taxes. It is not. 
If you borrow a dollar today, someone 
is going to have to raise taxes some-
time in the future. They are going to 
have to pay that dollar back, plus in-
terest. A vote to borrow money is a 
vote to raise taxes. It is just not a vote 
to raise taxes on you. It is a vote to 
raise taxes on the next generation. 

Conversely, if you are in the part of 
this Congress that likes to spend 
money—I am not in the part of this 
Congress that likes to spend money—I 
want to shrink the size and scope of 
government, I want to make it more 
accountable, more effective, more effi-
cient, but it is hard to do with $3.5 tril-
lion. I want to shrink the size and 

scope of government, but if you are on 
the side of this Congress that wants to 
grow spending, a vote to grow spending 
without paying for it today—a vote to 
borrow—is a vote to cut spending on 
someone else years from now. 

We have seen it in all of the coun-
tries around the planet, Mr. Speaker, 
that are struggling with economic col-
lapse. When government has to shrink, 
when austerity measures kick in, the 
people that pay the price are not the 
wealthy in society. The people who pay 
the price are those who are most de-
pendent on government benefits. 

A vote to spend money today that we 
don’t have—a vote to borrow today—is 
a vote to cut the benefits of our chil-
dren and our grandchildren, who will 
need it more than we do today. 

So, whether you are focusing on bal-
anced budgets from a tax perspective 
or whether you are focusing on them 
from a spending perspective, Mr. 
Speaker, we should be able to come to-
gether and decide that grappling with 
those issues—putting forward a plan to 
deal with those issues—is better than 
hiding our head in the sand. 

This is why. What I have graphed 
here, Mr. Speaker, with the red line is 
traditional revenues. It is tax revenues 
in this country—take all the taxes that 
we bring in together. I charted them as 
a percent of GDP, gross domestic prod-
uct. What that means, Mr. Speaker, 
this looks like a level line but, of 
course, the economy continues to grow. 
And every time the economy grows, 
tax revenues grow. And so this is level 
as a percent of the size of our economy, 
but it is a growing number of taxes 
every year—again, up to $3.5 trillion 
now and $3.8 trillion for FY 2016. 

Well, these blue lines represent 
spending on those mandatory spending 
programs I just talked about: those 
programs that are on autopilot, those 
programs that we don’t deal with in 
this institution every year, those pro-
grams that escape the collaborative 
scrutiny of this body. 

Here is what you see. This chart goes 
back to 1965, Mr. Speaker. Back in 1965, 
interest on the national debt was a 
small part of our economic pie. Social 
Security was a large part of our eco-
nomic pie, but smaller than it is today. 
Medicare was a very small part. Med-
icaid was a very small part. 

What you see on this chart, Mr. 
Speaker, is that they grow larger and 
larger and larger. Now, that is not larg-
er and larger and larger in terms of ac-
tual dollars. They are growing larger 
and larger and larger in terms of actual 
dollars, but this chart is reflecting 
them growing larger and larger and 
larger as a percent of everything the 
United States produces. 

And what you see, Mr. Speaker, is 
that even though all the tax revenue 
we have been able to squeeze out of 
this country, whether it was a Repub-
lican as President or a Democrat as 
President, whether it was Republicans 
running the country or Democrats run-
ning the country, America was unwill-

ing to contribute more than about 17 to 
18 percent of GDP in tax revenues. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, if you go out to 
the end of our budget window here, 
which is about 2025, you will see that, 
based on current law, current spending, 
spending just rising at that rate of in-
flation as required by current law, the 
combination of Medicaid, Medicare, So-
cial Security, and interest on the na-
tional debt will consume every penny 
that the Federal Government raises— 
every penny. 

I showed you on this chart earlier, 
Mr. Speaker, what Congress deals with 
here in blue—defense and nondefense— 
which most people think of as the gov-
ernment. That is only about a third of 
the pie. Social Security, Medicare, 
Medicaid, interest on the national 
debt—those mandatory spending pro-
grams—is where most of the money is 
being spent today. That wasn’t true 30 
years ago. 

Back in the 1960s, 40 years ago, Mr. 
Speaker, I would say about a third of 
government spending was what we will 
call these income support programs— 
these direct spending programs on be-
half of citizens. About two-thirds of 
what we spent was investment in 
America. We were building things: the 
Eisenhower Interstate Highway Sys-
tem, the National Institutes of Health, 
the Centers for Disease Control. We 
were building things. We were defeat-
ing the evil empire. 

National security was a larger piece 
of the pie in those days. Two-thirds of 
the budget was an investment in Amer-
ica. But today, Mr. Speaker, those 
numbers have exactly inverted. We 
spend about one-third on investment in 
national security and two-thirds on in-
come support programs. By 2025, Mr. 
Speaker, those programs threaten to 
consume every penny the Federal Gov-
ernment has. 

Look out there at the end of this 
window, Mr. Speaker. We are not talk-
ing about raising taxes a little. We are 
talking about just to fund these pro-
grams—no parks, no courts, no judges, 
no prisons, no roads, no environmental 
regulations; nothing except Medicaid, 
Medicare, Social Security, interest on 
the national debt—we would have to 
increase taxes almost 50 percent just to 
pay for those programs. 

That is not sustainable. Everyone in 
this Chamber knows it is not sustain-
able. And my frustration, Mr. Speak-
er—and I hope you haven’t found the 
same one quite yet—is that we all 
know what the truth is, but we don’t 
all want to admit what the truth is. 

There is no question that we can’t 
pay for these programs. There is no 
question that Social Security is headed 
towards bankruptcy. Who is doing any-
thing to solve it? Social Security Dis-
ability is going to go bankrupt 18 
months from now in the year 2016. So-
cial Security Disability Insurance— 
that trust fund that is available for 
folks who have been stricken with dis-
abilities and can no longer work—runs 
out of money. 
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Everyone in this Chamber knows it. 

That is not ROB WOODALL, conservative 
Republican, predicting that. That is 
the Social Security Disability Insur-
ance trustees—the nonpartisan trust-
ees—telling us that we are going to run 
out of money. The nonpartisan trustees 
of the Medicare Program are going to 
tell us it is going to run out of money. 
The nonpartisan trustees of the Social 
Security retirement program tell us it 
is going to run out of money. 

Where are the reform proposals from 
this institution? It is hard, Mr. Speak-
er. We all know what the truth is, but 
folks don’t want to admit it. 

I am going to bring us back to budget 
week. What I love about this week, Mr. 
Speaker, is that we focus on those big 
problems, those big drivers of spending, 
those social safety net programs that 
are so essential to so many Americans. 
This is the week we lay out our plans 
to save them. This is the week where 
we talk about doing the heavy lifting 
that we don’t talk about the rest of the 
year. 

I want the courage that we show in 
this week, Mr. Speaker, I want the 
ideas that we discuss this week to be 
the outline by which we live the rest of 
the year. I always hope for that. I don’t 
always get that. I am hoping for that 
again this year. 

Let’s talk about the plan, Mr. Speak-
er, that came out of the House Budget 
Committee. Now, the House Budget 
Committee is a fabulous group of peo-
ple. If you have not gotten a chance, 
Mr. Speaker, it is budget.house.gov. It 
is completely transparent. You can see 
anything you want to see about the 
House-passed budget and our delibera-
tions. 

We just had a markup last week, Mr. 
Speaker. We started about 10:30 in the 
morning. We finished just a little after 
midnight that day. We came back the 
next day and went for about an hour 
more. We discussed every single 
amendment that anyone had to offer, 
Mr. Speaker. We talked about the big 
ideas. We talked about unemployment. 
We talked about job creation. We 
talked about job training. We talked 
about national security. We got deep 
into every single issue that matters to 
families back home in my district— 
every single one—and back home in 
your district, Mr. Speaker. And this is 
the plan we have laid out. 

What I have charted here, Mr. Speak-
er, is the path of debt. The path of debt 
runs from back in World War II, where 
we had to borrow about 100 percent of 
the size of our economy. Granted, the 
economy was much smaller then, but 
as a percentage of the size of our econ-
omy—that is the way the economists 
take a look at what we do to make sure 
that we are still on good financial foot-
ing—100 percent of the size of our econ-
omy to defeat the Nazis to win World 
War II. 

Mr. Speaker, we are almost back at 
those same high levels today. You see 
it represented here by the dark blue 
line. We are almost back there today. 

Do we have severe economic chal-
lenges today? Of course, we do. Is the 
world a dangerous place today? Of 
course, it is. Are we united as a nation 
and fighting those challenges the way 
we were fighting World War II? Of 
course, we are not. Of course, we are 
not. But by engaging in this degree of 
borrowing when we are not facing an 
international challenge of the size of 
winning World War II, we are trading 
away our opportunities to face that 
challenge should it arise in the future. 

We are borrowing today, Mr. Speak-
er, for consumption when we borrowed 
in 1945 for investment. We are bor-
rowing today to pay the current bills of 
just running the Nation when we bor-
rowed in 1945 to defeat evil. What are 
we going to do when we are forced to 
confront evil of that magnitude again? 
I am not sure, because we have traded 
away, through borrowing and spending 
on today’s consumption, the oppor-
tunity to spend big to win those global 
challenges. 

So look at beyond the dark blue line, 
Mr. Speaker. This is what you are 
going to see there. The red line of debt, 
which you see rises far above World 
War II level borrowing—in fact, double 
World War II level borrowing—that red 
line is what happens if we close the 
doors of the Congress today. If we turn 
out the lights and never pass a new 
law, if we turn out the lights and never 
make a new promise, if we turn out the 
lights and promise not to spend one 
more penny than that that is already 
required by the laws on the books—and 
the White House does the very same 
thing, turns out the lights—that red 
line represents the level of borrowing 
necessary simply to keep today’s prom-
ises. No new promises. Today’s prom-
ises. 

I laid out the future that we are trad-
ing away. I laid out the opportunities 
to react to crises that we are trading 
away. I laid out the burden that this is 
putting on future generations. That is 
just where we are today. If we do noth-
ing and let current law continue, the 
problem doesn’t just get worst. It gets 
twice as bad. 

But, Mr. Speaker, I am tired of hear-
ing folks complain about what happens 
here and there. I am tired of hearing 
folks say, I know what all the problems 
are, but I don’t have any solutions to 
offer. I just want to tell you who to 
blame for your woes. I don’t want to be 
responsible for providing solutions. 

b 1915 

Nonsense, nonsense—this body is not 
filled with men and women, Madam 
Speaker, who came here to find blame. 
This body is filled with people who 
came to solve problems. 

Blue line, problem solved—that blue 
line, that light blue line, Madam 
Speaker, represents the House Budget 
Committee mark. If this institution 
passes the budget for FY16, for the next 
10-year window, if they pass the budget 
that we worked out in that Budget 
Committee, we don’t just avoid the 

economic catastrophe that is rep-
resented by current law, we reverse the 
trend. 

Madam Speaker, it is hard. Golly, I 
want to be able to tell children and 
grandchildren across this country that 
we are balancing the budget tomorrow. 
We are not. We are not. We can’t. 

Unless you want to raise taxes right 
through the roof and crush working 
American families, unless you want to 
cut spending right to the floor and 
crush our opportunities at national se-
curity, you can’t balance the budget 
tomorrow. The problem is too big. 

We laid out a 10-year glide path. It 
doesn’t put the tough decisions off for 
10 years, but it begins making the 
tough decisions today, begins bending 
that curve of borrowing today. 

Madam Speaker, $4.7 trillion in inter-
est is what we are projecting to spend 
in the 10-year window—$4.7 trillion on 
interest alone. 

Madam Speaker, the budget for the 
entire United States of America last 
year was only $3.5 trillion. We are only 
proposing, as a budget for next year, 
$3.8 trillion. Our interest payments, 
borrowing at the record-low teaser 
rates that we are borrowing at today— 
record-low rates—are going to see us 
pay $4.7 trillion in interest over the 
next 10 years. 

It is like taking 18 months off. Think 
about that. If our budget is about $3.8 
trillion for FY16, $4.7 trillion, that is 
about a year and a quarter off. Again, 
turn out the lights, send everybody 
home—no more national security, no 
more schools, no more roads. That is 
what debt is costing us, a year and a 
quarter of productivity out of the next 
10, and that is when we take these im-
portant steps to begin to curb it. 

Compare the difference in vision, 
Madam Speaker. This blue line rep-
resents our vision. The light blue line 
represents our solution to the red line, 
which represents current law. 

Madam Speaker, why is this so hard 
to do? Because this chart represents 
the President’s vision—leadership is a 
two-way street. We need folks leading 
on both sides of the aisle. We need 
folks leading on both sides of the Con-
gress. We need folks leading on both 
ends of Pennsylvania Avenue. Leading 
often means taking something that 
you disagree on and selling the other 
guy on why you are right. 

For us, Madam Speaker, we take our 
balanced budget proposal. We take it to 
the other side of the aisle. We take it 
on the other side of the Capitol. We 
take it on the other end of Pennsyl-
vania Avenue, and we try to sell it. 

We believe that balancing the budget 
is the right thing to do. We believe 
that borrowing from our children and 
grandchildren is immoral. The Presi-
dent takes a different view, and I don’t 
fault him for taking a different view. I 
question his math. I question the eco-
nomic guidance that he is relying on. I 
don’t question his motives. 

His view—which is represented by the 
deficit here in blue, our annual deficits 
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are represented in red—represent the 
budget the President sent to Capitol 
Hill this year. Now, this budget is sub-
stantially similar to the budgets he has 
sent to Capitol Hill every year. 

If the President was standing here to-
night, Madam Speaker, I don’t think I 
would be mischaracterizing him if I say 
what he would tell you is he wants to 
freeze our debt as a percent of the size 
of our economy, and as long as our 
economy is rising then, he believes we 
can continue to let our debt rise. He 
calls that primary balance, when you 
lock in your debt as a static percent of 
GDP but continue to borrow forever— 
forever. 

What I am showing you here on this 
chart, Madam Speaker, is our budget 
alternative, produced by the Budget 
Committee, to be voted on in the House 
tomorrow. What our budget does is 
take deficits for about $350 billion next 
year down to zero. 

I don’t even know if you know this 
word down on the end, Madam Speaker. 
It says ‘‘surplus’’—no reason you 
should know it. We haven’t seen one in 
your time on Capitol Hill. I would 
argue we haven’t seen one in my life-
time. 

We talked about them happening in 
the nineties, but as you know, that was 
a little funny math there, the Social 
Security trust fund and other issues. It 
has been a long time since we have 
seen a surplus in our budget, but that 
is what our ideas produce. That is what 
our tough choices produce. That is 
what our commitment to solving prob-
lems produces. 

The President, on the other hand, 
raises taxes over $1 trillion, new taxes 
over $1 trillion, and continues to spend, 
so much so that in the years that we 
are balancing, Madam Speaker, the 
President is borrowing an additional $1 
trillion a year. 

He would tell you that the reason he 
is borrowing it is because investment 
in America is important, and it is. He 
would tell you that the reason he is 
borrowing is because, if we don’t invest 
in challenges today, we are not going 
to be able to reap the benefits of those 
challenges tomorrow, and he is right. 

We are not arguing in this institu-
tion, Madam Speaker, we are not de-
bating in this institution, we are not 
grappling in this institution about the 
merit of investing in America. We all 
believe that we should. 

What we are talking about is whether 
or not we should pay for that invest-
ment. If we think it is a good idea, 
should we find the money for it today? 
Or do we just think it is enough of a 
good idea for our children to figure out 
how to pay for it or our grandchildren 
to figure out how to pay for it? 

But it is not so much of a good idea 
that you and I would actually burden 
ourselves with making the tough deci-
sion today—nonsense. I reject that vi-
sion. I reject the President’s growing 
deficits out. I reject the President’s 
budget that says: Not only am I not 
going to balance tomorrow, not only 

am I not going to balance in the next 
10 years, I am not going to balance the 
budget ever. 

Now, that is not a small thing we are 
arguing about. This isn’t just some 
sort of partisan sniping that happens 
between Republicans and Democrats. 
There is a fundamental disagreement 
about who we are as Americans, about 
what the role of Federal Government 
is. 

The House Budget Committee says: 
Let’s try to balance this budget in the 
next 10 years. The time to stop bur-
dening our children and our grand-
children with debt is now. 

The President says: I have spending 
priorities for America. Let’s grow the 
amount of money we are borrowing 
every single year. Let’s balance the 
budget never. 

I don’t know if you get this in town-
hall meetings back home like I do, 
Madam Speaker, but folks say: ROB, 
why can’t you guys just work this out? 
Why can’t you get together, close the 
doors, work this out? We have serious 
problems. You need to solve the serious 
problems. 

Madam Speaker, I have got a Presi-
dent who is prioritizing balancing the 
budget never, and I have got a House 
Budget Committee that is prioritizing 
balancing the budget in the next 10 
years. Those aren’t small differences. 
The differences could not get much 
larger. 

I don’t expect to sell everyone in this 
institution on the Budget Committee’s 
ideas for balancing this budget, Madam 
Speaker. I am not going to get every 
vote in this Chamber. I am going to 
keep selling it, but I am not going to 
get every vote in this Chamber. I rec-
ognize that. 

What I am going to prioritize is sell-
ing folks in this Chamber on the fact 
that if we choose to borrow money, we 
are either taking it from the next gen-
eration’s benefits, or we are taking it 
from the next generation’s tax bill. 

The bill is going to come due. These 
deficits that the President proposes are 
going to come due. These deficits that 
we have already run are going to come 
due. It’s either a benefit cut for the 
next generation or a tax increase for 
the next generation. There is no free 
lunch. 

Now, I don’t purport to have all the 
answers, Madam Speaker, though we 
have got a pretty good blueprint here. 
What I do propose, though, is that we 
are going to be closer to finding the an-
swers if we bring all of the ideas to-
gether. 

I see my friends from the Rules Com-
mittee sitting here in the corner to-
night, Madam Speaker. They have been 
upstairs grinding through the paper-
work. It was a little more complicated 
rule tonight than it ordinarily is be-
cause we took every single idea that 
any Member of this Chamber had about 
balancing the budget. If you wanted to 
write your budget, it is made in order 
for debate this week, budget week. 

I don’t know which budget is going to 
win, Madam Speaker, though I have 

my preferences. What I do know is that 
if you are in the solutions business, 
you had your shot this week. If you are 
in the solutions business, you had a 
chance to put your money where your 
mouth is, literally, your money, all of 
our money, all taxpayer money, these 
budgets together, in a document. 

We are going to debate some doozies 
this week. We are going to debate some 
budgets that purport cutting spending 
virtually in half, and we are going to 
debate some budgets that virtually 
double taxation in this country. We 
will see where those chips fall. 

Madam Speaker, that didn’t sound 
like the exciting thing that it is. That 
is what is so interesting to me about 
the work that goes on. Everybody is 
out in front of the cameras all day 
long, every day, talking about the 
issues that the pundits want to talk 
about. 

What our reading clerk just did here, 
in 15 uneventful seconds, is set into 
motion the most open, the most com-
prehensive, the most optimistic week 
of public policy debate this institution 
will see in 2015. I am honored to be just 
a small part of that. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H. CON. RES. 27, CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION ON THE BUDGET 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 2016 

Mr. WOODALL (during the Special 
Order of Mr. WOODALL), from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 114–49) on the 
resolution (H. Res. 163) providing for 
consideration of the concurrent resolu-
tion (H. Con. Res. 27) establishing the 
budget for the United States Govern-
ment for fiscal year 2016 and setting 
forth appropriate budgetary levels for 
fiscal years 2017 through 2025, which 
was referred to the House Calendar and 
ordered to be printed. 

f 

OBAMACARE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
MCSALLY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 2015, the 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. GOHMERT) for 30 minutes. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Madam Speaker, 
well, here we are, the fifth anniversary 
of—well, at least this weekend—what 
many affectionately or disaffection-
ately call ObamaCare. 

It is kind of hard to call it the Af-
fordable Care Act because we—many of 
us—know exactly how much jeopardy 
it has put finances for people all over 
the country. There are some people 
that are getting back enough in sub-
sidies that they like it. 

It is important, I think, as a great 
followup to my friend from Georgia 
talking about the budget, to follow up 
and look at the predictions that were 
made 5 years ago about the bill that 
passed without a single Republican 
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