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I look forward to Kelly Craft’s great
leadership as Ambassador to Canada,
and I urge a swift confirmation process
in the Senate.

————

SENATE BILL A MARCH BACK TO
BAD OLD DAYS FOR WOMEN

(Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of
New York asked and was given permis-
sion to address the House for 1 minute.)

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New
York. Mr. Speaker, some of my friends
and colleagues on the other side of the
aisle continue to claim that, under the
Senate’s healthcare plan, women will
be protected from discrimination. They
won’t be charged more for their
healthcare than men. However, the
facts show that nothing could be fur-
ther from the truth.

The Senate bill actually targets
women for the cruelest cuts of all. It
does so by allowing States to do away
with guaranteed access to essential
health services, now available under
the Affordable Care Act. They are serv-
ices like maternity care, no-cost birth
control, and mammogram screening.

But the Senate plan would allow
States to completely waive any guar-
antee of service. States could, once
again, allow insurers to consider pre-
existing conditions, like pregnancy, in
setting fees and allow them to charge
more. Plus, $800 billion in Medicaid
cuts and defunding Planned Parent-
hood disproportionately harms women.

Mr. Speaker, no matter how many
times they say otherwise, they are
marching back to the bad old days for
women.

————
DEBT AND DEFICIT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BERGMAN). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2017, the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
SCHWEIKERT) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Speaker, I
yield to the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Ms. KAPTUR), who has always treated
me very kindly.

NAFTA NEGOTIATIONS

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, as
NAFTA renegotiation approaches, I
rise to call attention to the mammoth
U.S. trade deficit with our NAFTA na-
tion partners.

Our current deficit with NAFTA na-
tions is $74 billion. This red on the
chart translates into tens of thousands
of lost U.S. jobs, all while wages are de-
pressed for North America’s struggling
workers. Since NAFTA’s passage, there
hasn’t been a single year of trade bal-
ance for this country. That translates
into lost jobs.

Thus far, President Trump has failed
to correct these trade deficits. In fact,
the trade deficit this year has
ballooned to more than $22 billion from
the same period in 2016.

Balanced trade accounts in 5 years
should be first on our agenda. My bill,
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the Balancing Trade Act, H.R. 2766, re-
quires the administration to address
trade deficits of more than $10 billion
with any nation.

As negotiations near, let’s focus on
key principles such as vigorously en-
forcing a first world rule of law; includ-
ing labor provisions that allow workers
across this continent to improve their
standard of living and outlaw labor
trafficking; enact environmental
standards for human health and forge
an agricultural labor agreement that
helps displaced farmers; reform the un-
accountable tribunals called Investor-
State Dispute Settlements so that they
work for people, not just big corpora-
tions; address currency manipulation;
and, finally, stamp out the illegal drug
trade that is plaguing this continent.

The wealth NAFTA created has not
been shared by all, but only a very few,
and often only the very rich. Our
foundational principle for NAFTA re-
form must be free and fair trade among
free people with a rule of law.

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Speaker, this
is one of those things I partially do, I
think, as therapy. About once every
other month, I ask for a block of time
to try to take a bunch of very complex
numbers and try to find ways to put
them on boards and demonstrate them.

I am going to take a little divergence
just for a moment or two, in response
to some of the things I have heard
today. We are actually going to focus
on debt and deficit and what is actu-
ally demographically driving them,
what is really happening in this coun-
try, and what is going to drive all pub-
lic policy in our life.

You have had a handful of things said
about the ACA—many people know it
as ObamaCare—and our replacement. I
know some of the things that the Sen-
ate is working on.

There is a math problem—and it is
very simple—in the individual market.
So if you hear someone turn to you and
say, This is about healthcare for every-
one or this is employer-based, or Medi-
care, it is not.

In my congressional district, less
than 2 percent of my population actu-
ally purchased in the individual mar-
ket. So you have to start putting this
in perspective.

Here is your math problem. Because
the prices kept moving up and the
deductibles kept becoming larger and
larger, half of our population—that 50
percent that only uses 3 percent of
healthcare dollars—stopped buying.

I came across a number earlier this
week—I haven’t had a chance to vet it,
but it was in a publication—saying
that, of the 18- to 30-year-old popu-
lation that would be in the individual
purchasing market, only about 17 per-
cent of them were actually buying the
insurance.

So those of you who do math, you
start to understand what happens in a
world where half the population that
really uses very little healthcare serv-
ices doesn’t buy a product and those
who are purchasing it are those who
are the high users of it.
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Remember, 50 percent of all
healthcare dollars are used by 5 per-
cent of the population. So you start to
see it is this hockey stick curve that
shoots up. That is the math problem
that is trying to be fixed.

In the last 3 years, if you are from
Arizona, you have had a 190 percent
price hike in the mean plan and you
have a single choice. So if we are going
to be intellectually honest, should we
hold our brothers and sisters around
here to their own words and their own
promises? You remember the promises
a few years ago about keep your doc-
tor, $2,600 discount, lots of choices, lots
of options, well, in Arizona, your prices
have skyrocketed, you didn’t get to
keep your doctor, and you now have a
single choice.
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That is the reality of the math.
Sometimes it is just so hard sitting
here when you hear people just pulling
things out of the air, and then you go
to the bill and say: But I can’t find
that.

And you get these weird logic trains
that if this happened and a meteor hit
here and this and that. At some point
we need to be honest with the Amer-
ican people saying it is a math prob-
lem. This is not about removing costs
from the healthcare system. It is actu-
ally moving around, how you fairly dis-
tribute the cost of it.

This summer now we are starting to
work on it, just like we voted on about
an hour ago a piece of legislation that
starts to remove cost out of the sys-
tem. It is these future pieces of legisla-
tion, like the tort liability bill that
was just passed out of the House here,
that will actually start to drive down
costs.

Remember a really important con-
ceptual idea: in 1986, there was a law
passed here, signed by President
Reagan, that said you cannot deny an
American health services if they show
up at the emergency room, if they
show up at the hospital.

So if you actually look at the num-
ber of procedures in society in the last
30, 31 years, pre-ACA, after the ACA
came into effect, what we see in the fu-
ture, we haven’t removed procedures
and costs. We have just moved the
money around.

All right. So what is happening in
our country? Do you remember when
the President introduced his budget,
what, about 6 weeks ago, 2 months ago,
and the gnashing of teeth and the wail-
ing and the crying?

We have a math problem, and it is
based on demographics. We are going
to see this multiple times in these
slides. I am one of them. I am at the
very tail end. I am a baby boomer.
There are 76 million of us who are baby
boomers, who are heading towards re-
tirement. That demographic curve is
changing the cost structure of govern-
ment.

On the slide you see next to me, this
is 9 years from now. Remember, we are
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working on, what, the 2018 budget? So
actually less than that. This is what
the world will look like in 2026.

Do you see the Social Security being
24 percent of all spending? Do you see
Medicare being 19 percent of all spend-
ing? Do you see interest on the debt?

If you start to add up everything, you
have to understand the world we are in
is we are heading toward a time where
three-quarters of spending—actually,
even more than that are what we call
mandatory. They are formulas. You get
this benefit because you turned a cer-
tain age. You get this benefit because
you fell under a certain income. You
get this benefit because you served in
the military.

But what so many of us talk about as
being government is becoming tiny. In
2026, which is not that long from now,
11 percent of the budget is going to be
defense; 11 percent of the budget will be
nondefense. So that is your parks, that
is your medical research, that is your
education. That is this branch of gov-
ernment. That is all the branches of
government. So 22 percent will be what
we call discretionary. It is what I get
to come down here and vote on because
everything else is run by a formula.

So if you are someone who comes to
me and says: I really think we should
be going to Mars. I really think we
should be doing this type of healthcare
research. I really think we need this
money in education.

Okay. I agree they are all incredibly
important in our society. Are you
going to help me find a way to reform
what we call mandatory spending, enti-
tlements?

Entitlements—because of the aging
of our population—is the primary driv-
er, are consuming every incremental
dollar.

In a decade, this government will be
spending $1 trillion more, and every
dime of that will functionally have
gone into entitlements. We will have
gone 10 years where what we call dis-
cretionary spending—you know, these
little two parts here—has stayed flat
for a decade.

This huge growth in government is
actually in Medicare, Medicaid, Social
Security. Certain other entitlements
are things you get because you fell
below a certain income, and interest on
the debt. Until we are actually honest
about this—because it is so dangerous
for a political person to even say the
words ‘‘Medicare’’—we have to look at
the numbers and understand the trust
funds are bleeding.

If you really want to protect our
brothers and sisters and protect retir-
ees, some of these are things we should
have done a decade ago. And we keep
avoiding them because so often Wash-
ington cares more about the political
up side of attacking each side from
even mentioning what is going on de-
mographically and in these numbers.

We are going to try to run through a
bunch of these slides. Some of them, I
apologize, when you blow them up on
the big printer, they are going to get a
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little fuzzy, but we are going to just
try to walk through these numbers.
Hopefully, they will make some sense.

Why is this slide up?

This one is really important.

When you get down to the very last
bar chart, do you happen to notice
something? You notice how they basi-
cally touch each other.

That is 2027.

How many years from now—how
many budget years from now?

So about 9 budget years from now.

Do you see the lighter blue?

Okay. That is Social Security. The
gray is the Medicare. Then the Med-
icaid. Then you get up to net interest.
Then you see the green at the very top,
and that is other mandatory.

Oh, heaven. Do you understand what
that slide is telling you?

That is saying, in 9 years, just the
mandatory spending consumes all reve-
nues, meaning defense will be on bor-
rowed money, meaning almost every-
thing you think of as government—
once again, the Park Service, medical
research, education—will be on bor-
rowed money.

At that point we are going to be bor-
rowing probably a little over $1 trillion
a year every year, and it gets worse
and worse.

I am incredibly blessed. I have a 20-
month-old, and since the blessing of
her coming into my life and my wife’s
life, I think constantly: In the time I
am spending here in Congress, what am
I handing to her?

Because right now the game is we
spend it today, we consume it today,
and we are going to let our kids and
our grandkids pay it back.

How does this become ethical?

Yet if you listen to the speeches that
happened on this floor today, it was
speech after speech of: We want more
money for something.

At the same time—this is impor-
tant—do you know how much we are
going to borrow today?

We are going to borrow over $1.6 bil-
lion today.

I have 1 hour to speak here to you.
Hopefully, if we are all blessed, I won’t
go that long.

Okay. So $1.6 billion divided by 24.
Sixty-six million dollars an hour.

Start to divide that and just think
about that is just the borrowing side of
spending, because we are going to
spend about $11 billion today on a $4
trillion-plus budget. So just understand
that this is where we are going. This is
already baked into the cake. This is
the math.

It is time for almost revolutionary
thoughts on we need to look at the
budget holistically. That means no
longer having this little silo over here
of this is discretionary, this is manda-
tory; and if you even talk about man-
datory, you lose your political office.

In many ways, this one is sort of
doing the same thing but letting you
see what is happening on the debt side.

Now, why is the debt side so incred-
ibly important to also focus on?
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We have to pay interest on it. We are
borrowing money from your retire-
ment, from the Union retirement, from
the State retirement, but we are also
borrowing money from a thrifty family
in China, and we owe interest on it. We
also make ourselves, as a nation, much
more fragile to the world markets.

We have been incredibly lucky the
last few years of these stunningly low
interest rates.

How many of you actually believe
the interest rates when you look at a
10-year instrument today that I think
was at 2.2 and believe that is normal?

If we actually just moved back to
nominal interest rates, our interest
would grow very quickly in the next
couple of years to be greater than our
entire defense budget.

As you look at this slide, look out to
2026, many years from now, except it is
not that long from now. Do you see the
green bar up there?

That is total debt. That total debt is
starting to crash in on $30 trillion.

A bit of trivia. You often hear the
differential people say: Well, there is
public debt and there is publicly issued
debt, and then there is debt where we
borrow from the trust funds. Okay. And
many of the economists really only
score debt that is sold in the open mar-
kets.

Okay. Fine. I understand that is the
practice, but there is something that is
intellectually lazy, because we still
owe the money back to the Medicare
trust fund, to the Social Security trust
fund. It has been a while since I
checked this, but I think last year I
checked, and we were paying a 3.1 per-
cent interest spiff. So we pay a higher
interest rate for borrowing those mon-
eys out of those trust funds.

Do we have an obligation to pay that
back?

Of course we do. But for the intellec-
tually lazy, it is just so much more
comforting to say: Well, let’s just not
look at that because, if we look at
that, we are already over 100 percent of
debt-to-GDP when we put in those dol-
lars we have loaned to the general
fund. Let’s just call it that.

Let’s move on to the next one. If you
look at this slide, you notice there is
starting to be a theme here. I am try-
ing desperately to get my brothers and
sisters in this body to understand the
greatest threat to our society is the
money we are spending that we actu-
ally don’t have a way to pay for. If you
actually look at demographics and
where this debt curves, it just blows off
the charts.

This is an interesting little slide.
This is a CBO slide for 2027. When you
actually look at it saying: Okay. What
does the world look like if mandatory—
Okay. Do you see the blue?

That is mandatory and defense
spending. Because many people say:
Look, we are going to spend on defense.

We will be down to only—11 percent
of this budget will be things you think
of as government. Everything else will
be entitlements or defense.
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Just as a perspective, we did this
slide just so you could sort of see. I
hear candidates running for office say:
We are going to take care of waste and
fraud, and that will balance the budget.

Really? When only 11 percent of the
budget in just a few years will be ev-
erything that isn’t mandatory or isn’t
defense?

You have got to understand the
scale.

This one is a little hard to read. I am
going to reach over to it and play with
my pen.

When you actually look at this, what
I am begging of you also to understand
is—I think this is the 2016 year—we
spent actually a bit over $3.9 trillion,
but we only took in $3.3 trillion.

You see the nature of the differen-
tial?
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And when you start to look at, first
off, the beige there in the upper, we
have been really blessed with incred-
ibly low interest rates. So at a time
where we should have actually been
having an interest bill that would have
been approaching a few hundred bil-
lion, we had less than $250 billion.

Now, the dear Lord and the interest
markets have been very, very Kkind to
us. When you actually look at the
curve, so much of the spending, once
again, is what we call mandatory. But
if you actually look at—we will call it
the rust over there, something most
people don’t understand. I am going to
reach over and point to what is the in-
dividual income tax portion. What
most people don’t understand is the in-
dividual income tax is the majority of
the income to this country that is not
intended for one of the trust funds.

If you actually look at the corporate
income tax, it has been going up, but it
is still a fairly small sliver. Now, why
did that change? And so often I will get
people that bring me charts and say:
“David, 25, 30 years ago, the corpora-
tions paid so much more.”” Well, also,
25, 30 years ago, there was this new
concept of pass-throughs: LLCs and
partnerships.

So what happened is many things
that used to be corporations in the fif-
ties, sixties, seventies, up and through
the eighties, at the end of the eighties
there was this revolution where States
all over said: Hey, why don’t we create
these pass-through entities; they’re
more tax efficient.

How many of you actually have had
an LLC? Well, that is a pass-through
entity. But that is where you actually
see the shift of corporate taxes going
down and individual taxes going up. It
is not that corporations all of a sudden
start escaping taxes. It is their taxes
now were actually booked as individual
income. Just to understand, so when
you see those charts, you have got to
be able to sort of process and think
that through.

This is sort of important to under-
stand where the taxes are. But, do you
see that circle there, that 40 percent of
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the entire curve? That is payroll taxes.
That is the income that goes into your
unemployment, your Social Security
disability, your Social Security, your
Medicare. Those are revenues that are
specifically for either your retirement
future, if you have a break in your em-
ployment, or, God forbid, you become
permanently or temporarily disabled,
with Social Security disability having
its definition of what temporarily dis-
abled is.

Just to understand, those are our
revenue sources.

Then you will see the little slivers on
the bottom, and some of that is tariffs
and some of the other fees that come
in, partially through trade.

I know, sometimes these slides are a
little hard to see, so we actually blew
a couple of them up. The idea here was
just so you could actually see the total
revenues.

Now, this is for 2017, so this is our
projection of what is going on this
year.

And my wife, right about now is
when she would typically start texting
me and saying I am putting everybody
to sleep. But I am married to an ac-
countant, so that could explain why we
have no friends.

That is the payroll taxes.

Do you see the far side? Let’s call it
turquoise. That is the individual in-
come tax. That is why those of us on
the Ways and Means Committee, when
we are actually working on tax reform,
many of us believe we have to sort of
do an organic, a unified budget or a tax
reform proposal that actually does ev-
erything from what you see here, cor-
porate, which actually is much of our
job engine, over to the individual,
which is also now a huge portion of our
job engine.

Do not let someone just talk about
lowering rates and not also understand
that what you see on the individual
side may be what you pay as a worker,
but also, if you are an employer but
you are organized as an LLC or part-
nership or pass-through, you are also
on that side, just to know it is out
there.

Now we get to some of the more fun
stuff.

You were just looking at some of our
revenues. We already know that this
year, if you use the President’s budg-
et—or Office of Budget and Manage-
ment—we are about $600 billion short.
If we use that of the Congressional
Budget Office, we are, let’s just call it,
$5650 billion short, meaning we are
spending that much more money than
we are taking in.

But, once again, let’s actually just
look at where we are spending the
money. So the turquoise, Social Secu-
rity, Medicare, and other health pro-
grams, so Medicare and Medicaid. Na-
tional defense is this. Then come over
here. This is everything else, and this
is interest.

So, last year, we spent about $245 bil-
lion in interest. This year, we are still
blessed with incredibly low interest
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rates. We are only expecting about $266
billion in interest. Still stunning
amounts of money. But the little white
area is what most people will think of
as government.

So if you look at last year—and the
nice thing about using this one is it is
booked. We know what it is. We took in
$3.3 trillion; we spent $3.9 trillion. You
already start to see the structural dif-
ference.

So, if you actually start to come over
here, now this is much better than it
was a few years ago. The problem is, in
this fairly strong economy, it is closed,
and now, demographically, it is about
to start to move away from us. This is
the line you always have to constantly
think about.

If that is my revenues and I drop my
line down, you have to start under-
standing that everything beyond that
line is borrowed money. Just visually,
I have always found this easiest when
you actually start to show different
groups saying: ‘“Look, this is just
where we are at.” And then you will
stand up and say: ‘‘Hey, why don’t we
do this? Tell me what I can cut because
you want a balanced budget this year.”

All right. Understand the math. If we
are going to borrow $600 billion, that is
most of defense.

Okay. How about the other side, ev-
erything else we call discretionary? We
could actually eliminate all of it and,
believe it or not, you still don’t have
enough money to cover the borrowing.
So, if you are borrowing $600 billion
this year, I believe that is greater than
all of the nondefense spending in the
government this year.

So let’s actually start going through
a little bit more where we are at and
what is actually about to happen. The
frustrating thing here is we have a
number of charts that we have worked
on about why we have been so off on
our economic growth projections. If
you go back a couple of years ago, we
had these fairly rosy pictures where we
were going to be, yet the country has
not grown nearly fast enough.

We are hoping this year, with the
new administration, you are actually
starting to see economic growth that
will take care of a lot of these sins. I
think GDP now, as of a couple of days
ago, the Atlanta Fed’s calculator was
at about 2.9 percent of GDP. You would
like to be substantially higher, but if
we could hold 2.9 through the rest of
the year, we will take it because it is
so much healthier than where we have
been the last few years.

Why this is important is, I just want
to show, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice’s baseline for 2017, $559 billion
more spending than we are taking in.
But I am going to reach way over here
and say, hey, what does the world look
like 10 years from now? Ten years from
now it is saying the annual shortfall,
the annual borrowing, will be 1.4—actu-
ally, let’s be accurate—$1.408 trillion.

So just the borrowing in 9 budget
years will be greater than all of the
discretionary spending of this year.
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And it is growth in entitlements; it is
growth in mandatory spending.

Why isn’t that what you hear behind
these microphones all day long? I have
to believe that those of us who get be-
hind those microphones, we love our
kids and we love our grandKkids, but
this is absolute decimation of the fu-
ture.

And do not blame the parts of the
government that we vote for, the dis-
cretionary, because the math doesn’t
show that. When you actually take a
look at this, you see the darker and the
lighter. The darker is defense, the
lighter is nondefense.

One more time, I know this is sort of
geeky. But if you actually look from
1996 to 2001, yes, we have had certain
economic upheavals; we have had an
attack on our country. But if you actu-
ally look at the percentages of gross
domestic product, which is how so
many economists sort of look at our
spending and say, ‘‘Hey, you are spend-
ing 3 percent over here of your GDP on
defense,” it is pretty much identical
where we were last year as to where we
were 10 years or 20 years earlier.

So, once again, what is exploding on
us? Well, if you want to break it down,
if you actually look at the different
categories—and we are only going to do
this slide for a second—the different
categories will have stayed almost flat
in the discretionary area for 10 years.

So what is happening in our society?
We are getting older. Something I
thought was just fascinating because I
have a great interest in the reality: We
knew people were going to be turning
65. We knew baby boomers were going
to be turning 65 for how many years?
This body knew we had 76 million of
our brothers and sisters who were born
in an 18-year period that would be mov-
ing into their time with their earned
benefits, and we did what to prepare for
it? So we are now about our fifth year
into the baby boomers retiring, and we
are now beyond the inflection point.

If you went to school many years ago
and you sat in a demographics class,
they talked about, oh, in the 2000s,
there is going to be this time where
you are coming up against this inflec-
tion where the spending is going to ex-
plode.

You are going to see a couple of
slides in a moment where I am going to
show you what has happened now
where, when I was a child, for every $4
spent for children, $1 was spent for sen-
iors. Today, that is reversed. There is
some math difference in there and
there is some population difference,
but that is where we are at.

This is an interesting slide. You do
understand, as a nation, we function-
ally have zero population growth with-
out immigration. In about 25 or 30
years, the country of Nigeria will have
more population than the TUnited
States. So when you hear someone
talk, saying, ‘“Well, I am uncomfort-
able with trade,” they have got to un-
derstand, if we need consumers for our
products, we need to be finding these
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countries that are going to have lots of
young people, and they are our future
markets.

We in the United States are moving
down. I think our average age this year
is 37.2, and that will continue to go up
for about the next 25 years.

I just put this up because it is fas-
cinating seeing where the young people
are going to be in the world, and we
need to start thinking about, if we are
getting older as a society, how do we
still use our intellectual prowess, our
creativity, our manufacturing prowess
to make things that are desirable to
growing populations, and let’s make
sure we have built a world and environ-
ment here where we can sell things to
them.
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Because if we don’t, we don’t have
the market ourselves. We are not going
to have enough young consumers. So
you have got to take that into reality.

Once again, this one is a tough chart.
It is on here just basically to under-
stand what is happening in the world.
What is incredibly fascinating is many
Americans see China as our primary
competitor, and in many products they
are.

On high-value products, countries
like Germany, actually, are more of a
competitor. But do you see this line
here, this collapse? That is the Chinese
demographics. If you understand that
line, you understand a lot of things
that China is doing around the world in
trying to buy assets that produce in-
come so they will actually have an in-
come stream to start paying for their
senior population.

The United States is this dark here,
and you will see—here is where we are
at. We are sliding. But look at how
many of our trading partners also are
in the same demographic curve. It is
just worth understanding that when
you see many of us who lean towards
being free traders, we are looking for
where there are populations in the
world that we can go sell things to. I
am an American; I want to sell you
something.

Now, within the Nation, just fascina-
tion, if year 2000 the average age in the
United States was 35.3, 16 years later,
we are 37.9, that is a huge shift. I know
that may not seem like a big difference
when you start talking about two-and-
a-half some points. That is a big shift
in 16 years on average age.

But also what is fascinating is for
those of us out in the West, we will ac-
tually be somewhat younger than the
middle of the country and back East. I
am blessed to be from Maricopa Coun-
ty, Arizona, the fastest growing county
in the country. Come visit us. But it is
also to understand that this aging of
America also is going to require dif-
ferent societal needs, and different
States are going to have very different
approaches.

If you actually look at a State like
Utah, it remains fairly young. Some of
our States back East actually get quite
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old and are going to actually have very
different societal needs.

This is the mandatory spending
chart. I actually wanted to spend just a
moment over here on some of the per-
centages. This one I know is really
hard to read, but if you actually start
to look at the second part over here,
“‘discretionary,” do you see all of those
little tiny percentages? This is where a
lot of our discussions get very dis-
ingenuous around here.

We will have people coming behind
these microphones almost acting like
their hair is on fire because some dol-
lars have been removed from this agen-
cy, or dollars are going to be removed
from this spending program, and the
unwillingness to understand the scale
that we are talking about. It is just
real simple.

If that is every dollar of discre-
tionary spending plus defense, and
every dollar of mandatory, the manda-
tory is what, two-and-a-half times big-
ger? So if you are going to have a dis-
cussion of spending priorities, are we
going to be a mature enough group to
actually deal with the reality where
the dollars are at? I promise, we are
down to the last couple of these.

So the share of the budget outlays,
and this one is more—I am not being
judgemental on this. It is just more of
a thought experiment. This is actually
from the Urban Institute, which it is
always interesting to see a Republican
using charts from the Urban Institute.
This is a couple of years old, and the
chart now is actually more aggressive.
I just couldn’t get the newest one
printed.

Do you see this little edge right here?
This is sort of the Federal spending.
Ten percent is going to children.
Forty-one percent of the spending goes
to seniors. It is just a thought experi-
ment. We want to honor and keep our
commitments to the earned entitle-
ments, but the reality of the demo-
graphics keep moving up, and as we
keep those commitments, the pressure
on everything else is going to get much
more cantankerous, much more
cranky, much more difficult.

We have a saying in our office: It is
always about the money. Some of the
disharmony you hear around here is
going to get louder because, as you
have already seen, the trillion-dollar
engine over the next few years that
consumes the next trillion dollars is all
mandatory spending, is all demo-
graphics. So that is just another
thought experiment.

Every once in while we will get the
people who come to us and say: Hey,
David, why don’t you remove this pro-
gram or that program? One more time,
we are borrowing—so much for my
writing—$1.6 billion every single day.
And that is just the borrowing side,
and we are spending close to $11 billion
every single day.

So on occasion, you will get a group
that comes in and says: David, we want
you to get rid of all foreign aid, but we
want to make sure you still protect
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Israel, and we still want to help the
countries that are trying to help us
deal with narcotics.

And you start to get down and say:
Okay, so you want us to cut half of the
foreign aid budget?

Okay, great. Well, that would be
about 14 days of borrowing—not spend-
ing, borrowing. Because remember, we
are borrowing $1.6 billion every day.
And there becomes the intellectual
problem where you will get an indi-
vidual who comes in and says: David,
just take care of the waste and fraud.
And there is waste and fraud out there,
and we are going to have to do it. And
we are going to have to be much more
disciplined in the adoption and the use
of technology.

But a lot of that language is gim-
mickry until you have someone who is
willing to step up and actually just
talk about the demographics that are
our Nation.

So think about this: I will have stood
behind this microphone—let’s just pre-
tend it is an hour. Do you feel like you
got $66 million worth of speechifying?
Because we are borrowing $66 million a
minute, $1.6 billion a day, and it is just
not that.

One of the reasons this is such a pow-
erful chart—and this is from a private
organization that does the U.S. debt
clock. You do realize, the majority of
debt in this country is borrowed.

There was an article in Politico a
couple of years ago that did this bril-
liant job. If you actually think about
this, all of the student loans, all of the
mortgages that have Fannie Mae,
Freddie Mac, Ginnie Mae, SBA, all of
these things, it was somewhere around
63 or 64 percent of all debt in the
United States, you and I as taxpayers
guarantee.

The unfunded liabilities in Medicare
itself over the 75 years, many actuaries
have over $100 trillion. So when you see
us fussing with each other down here,
it is almost always about the money.
And until we are willing to start talk-
ing about these numbers that are spin-
ning out of control, the fussing is just
going to get more and more angry until
we step up and deal with the reality of
what is driving our future, and that is
demographics.

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

————
PRIDE RESOLUTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. HIG-
GINS of Louisiana). Under the Speaker’s
announced policy of January 3, 2017,
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. AL
GREEN) is recognized for 60 minutes as
the designee of the minority leader.

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise tonight, and I am proud to do
so, to present the Pride Resolution as
June is Pride Month.

I am also very proud tonight to have
with me a member of the LGBT Equal-
ity Caucus, who happens to be the co-
chair—one of the co-chairs. There are 6
co-chairs and 11 vice chairs, 109 mem-
bers.
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So at this time, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. POLIS), the
co-chair, after which I shall make some
additional comments.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman, AL GREEN of Texas, for
bringing forward a resolution simply
acknowledging the importance of this
month to the millions of gay, lesbian,
bisexual, and transgender Americans
across the country.

AL GREEN’s resolution stands in
stark contrast to the silence of the
Trump administration. For the first
time in nearly a decade, there was no
White House proclamation to celebrate
Pride. And, you know what, Mr. Speak-
er, we are all proud of being Ameri-
cans, and we all are proud of our herit-
age, and we are proud of who we are.
Just as people are proud of their Irish-
American heritage, or their Catholic
heritage, or they are proud to be
women or proud to be men, people who
are LGBT in our country no longer
need to stay in the closet.

They can be fully authentic with who
they are, and they can celebrate in a
spirit of brotherhood and sisterhood
with their allies, and other LGBT
Americans.

Mr. Speaker, I got to participate in
the Pride festivities in Denver this
year, and I am looking forward next
week to, for the very first time, being
the grand marshal of a parade, the Col-
orado Springs Pride Parade. I have
never had the opportunity to be a
grand marshal before.

But I am glad that AL GREEN and his
cosponsors, including myself, are lend-
ing their voice, to say that this body,
the House of Representatives, wants to,
of course, honor and respect the full di-
versity of our country, and in the in-
clusive spirit, celebrate the civil rights
accomplishments of the LGBT move-
ment as well as recognize the work
ahead to make sure that LGBT Ameri-
cans are fully equal under the law.

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for his kind
words, and I especially thank him for
coming to the floor tonight. It means a
lot that a member of the caucus would
be here, and I want to let him know
that I wish him the very best with the
Pride parade next year.

In Houston, we had our Pride parade.
It is one of the largest events in Hous-
ton, Texas. Literally, thousands upon
thousands of people line the streets,
and everybody is celebrating a rich his-
tory that is American history. Again, I
thank the gentleman for his attend-
ance.

Mr. Speaker, the resolution has 26
original cosponsors, and this resolution
is one that we have presented for many
years. As I am grateful to the many
who have signed on to this resolution,
I have to mention Senator SHERROD
BROWN because he has presented a reso-
lution on the Senate side to acknowl-
edge June as Pride Month.

He has done so because of the cir-
cumstance that was called to our at-
tention by Mr. PoLiS. The White House
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has not issued a resolution, breaking
with an 8-year tradition. This is some-
thing that is expected. It is something
that has occurred, and people tend to
look to the top for the tone and tenor
of our behavior to be demonstrated.

I regret that we did not get the reso-
lution from the White House. My pray-
er is that at some point the White
House will have a change of heart, a
change of mind, and will present a res-
olution.

But be that as it may, tonight we are
proud to present this resolution, and it
is important that I present it as an ally
of the LGBTQ community. I am an ally
of the community for good reason, Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, I know what discrimi-
nation smells like. I know what it
talks like. I know what it walks like. I
know what it looks like. I have been
the victim of invidious discrimination.
I lived in the South. I am a son of the
South, and the rights that were ac-
corded me under the Constitution of
the United States of America, Mr.
Speaker, were denied by my fellow citi-
zens of the South.

I lived in the South, Mr. Speaker,
born in Louisiana, lived in the South
at a time when I had to drink from col-
ored water fountains. And I must tell
you, a good many of them were not the
kinds of fountains that you would want
to drink from. They were filthy, to be
quite frank with you.

I lived in the South at a time when I
had to sit in the back of the bus. There
could be many seats available in the
front of the bus, but I had to make my
way to the back to claim my seat.

I lived in the South at a time when I
had to sit in the balcony of the movie.
It didn’t matter that there were seats
in the lower level. I was always shown
the balcony.
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At a time when I had to receive my
food from the back door, couldn’t go in
to many restaurants, and if I did have
a restaurant that I could go in, it was
some room in the back that was set
aside for coloreds only—colored water
fountains, colored restrooms, back of
the bus, balcony of the movie, and,
when we were locked up at that time,
it was in the bottom of the jail.

I know what invidious discrimination
is like, Mr. Speaker, which is why I am
here tonight, because I believe that,
until all of us are free of invidious dis-
crimination, every one of us is at risk
of being a victim of invidious discrimi-
nation.

This resolution is important because
it speaks of the many gains that have
been made in the LGBTQ community:
Barney Frank, the first openly gay
Member of Congress; Annise Parker,
first openly gay mayor in the city of
Houston; speaks of Stonewall; speaks
of many accomplishments; speaks of a
lot of the tears that have been shed.

But tonight I want to really focus on
the very end of the resolution. Rather
than go through all of the whereases, 1
want to go to the be it resolved.
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