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Except we saw some of the boards 

that if we are borrowing $2.5 trillion a 
year, and I get $1.7 trillion over 10, so 
it is about $170 billion of tax receipts 
by getting rid of all deductions. This is 
a Democrat proposal. It is real money, 
but it is nothing. It is just still almost 
nothing compared to the scale of the 
borrowing. Remember, Mr. Speaker, we 
borrowed $2 trillion in the last 12 
months. 

Let’s take another proposal here. 
Raise the FICA cap. Just get rid of the 
cap. Maybe this is the part of this that 
we should have a debate over, but don’t 
think it solves all the problems. It is 
more complicated. 

What breaks my heart is I actually 
think letting the Social Security trust 
fund run out of money is immoral on 
all of our parts, but we are terrified to 
talk about it, Mr. Speaker, because you 
will lose your election if you do. I am 
an idiot. I talk about it. 

Mr. Speaker, if you get rid of the 
FICA cap, then, over the 10 years, it 
produces $2.18 trillion. It doesn’t get 
you there. I think if you remove the 
caps and you can keep the current ben-
efit formula, Mr. Speaker, then it 
takes care of only 19 percent of the 
shortfall. 

We have to decide. We are going to be 
taxed on every dime with the 15.3 per-
cent FICA tax, and if we are going to 
give people the same formula of bene-
fits, then we are only covering about 19 
percent of the shortfall, but that is one 
of the big talking points on the left, to 
raise the cap. Okay, but don’t pretend 
it actually takes care of the problem of 
saving Social Security. 

In 2022, tax revenues were $1 trillion 
of prepandemic levels. Now, under-
stand, Mr. Speaker, there is a lot of 
pandemic spending in this and those 
things, but do understand, it is $1 tril-
lion. We went from $3.7 trillion to $4.8 
trillion, a trillion-dollar growth. It is 
like 20 percent, 25 percent growth in 
tax receipts prepandemic to 
postpandemic, yet somehow we are 
still burning through it. 

Go back to a couple of the other pro-
posals, Mr. Speaker. 

How about a 50 percent income tax 
rate on everyone earning $200,000 and 
up? Take everyone $200,000 and up, and 
we get a 50 percent Federal income tax. 
Now, on top of that, put on FICA and 
put on State and local taxes. We are 
basically $1.59 trillion, or 0.45 percent 
of the economy, in additional taxes. 

We are heading toward a time when 
we are going to be borrowing 71⁄2 per-
cent. That is CBO’s number. That is 
the most conservative number, 7, let’s 
call it 71⁄2 percent, and this does less 
than half a percent going to 50 percent 
income tax rate on everyone over 
$200,000. 

We can’t pretend that raising these 
taxes gets us close to the numbers that 
are necessary. 

I have a couple of more boards, and 
then I will shut up. 

Taxing 100 percent of all income over 
$500,000 would balance the budget over 

the decade. I can show you a dozen 
Members who have said those things 
behind these microphones, that we just 
need to take those rich people making 
$500,000 and up and just tax everything 
additional. It would raise about 5.1 per-
cent of the economy, assuming we 
don’t slow the economy down. 

Remember, Mr. Speaker, these are 
static scores. They are not dynamic. If 
we take everyone who makes over one- 
half a million dollars, fine, take every 
dime of income, and then pretend the 
economy does not crash on us and does 
not slow down. The economy stays the 
same, and then we get about 5.1 per-
cent of the economy in taxes. We are 
borrowing 71⁄2, so you closed a bunch of 
the gap. 

It is also fantasy that we didn’t just 
blow up the economy. 

Let’s do a couple of the other fan-
tasies. Raise corporate income tax 
from 21 percent to 35 percent. Okay, we 
get $1.39 trillion over 10, so we get 
about another $130 billion a year. 

Did I mention we borrowed $2 trillion 
in the last 12 months? 

However, we could go to a 35 percent 
corporate income tax and make us not 
competitive in the world. Remember, 
Mr. Speaker, corporate income taxes 
are just passed to you as the consumer, 
but it makes us feel better. 

We have lists of the different pro-
posals our brothers and sisters on the 
left have given, and maybe there is a 
need for fixing parts of the tax code. I 
believe tax codes are living documents 
because we have to compete with the 
rest of the world, which is also always 
changing, but living in the fantasy 
world that just raising a handful of 
these taxes gets us anywhere is just 
not true. 

Just as we have some people on our 
side say that if we get rid of foreign 
aid, then we can balance the budget. 
That is 12 days of borrowing. 

We have to have our brothers and sis-
ters on the other side stop pretending 
that if we just tax rich people more, 
then we will balance the budget. 

It is not true. We all know it is not 
true. 

Do we care so much more about not 
telling our voters the truth because 
they might not love us anymore? Guess 
what, Mr. Speaker? They don’t love us 
anyway. 

The math is the math. We have a de-
mographic problem in this country. 
Take a look at where we are at, Mr. 
Speaker. Think of that. The Social Se-
curity trust fund at the end of last 
year, the very end of last year, held 
$2.7 trillion, and that is gone in, func-
tionally, 9 years. This helps us under-
stand the burn rate. 

Seventy-five percent of what goes out 
in Social Security is functionally what 
comes in on the FICA tax. The 25 per-
cent is what goes out from the trust 
fund, and that 25 percent is going to 
chew up $2.7 trillion over the next 9 
years. 

Most of these trust funds are gone by 
the end of this decade. What do we plan 
to do? 

Mr. Speaker, typically, when I do 
these, I try to come to the end and talk 
about what we can do with diabetes 
and obesity and making our society 
healthier and the effects that would 
have on balancing the budget, but I 
have just grown so weary of doing 
these presentations to show the crash-
ing of our window of opportunity, the 
scale of the growth of debt. 

Remember, Mr. Speaker, we bor-
rowed $63,000 per second in the last 12 
months, and then we get these idiots 
who say we can just raise this guy’s 
taxes, and we will be fine. 

It may make you feel better, Mr. 
Speaker. You may not like people to 
earn money. You are allowed to do that 
but don’t pretend it actually solves the 
problems. 

Complex problems require complex 
solutions, Mr. Speaker, and I worry 
this place isn’t capable of complexity 
anymore. 

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

f 

SUPREME COURT DECISION ON AF-
FIRMATIVE ACTION WILL HAVE 
DEVASTATING EFFECTS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 9, 2023, the gentlewoman from 
Florida (Mrs. CHERFILUS-MCCORMICK) is 
recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mrs. CHERFILUS-MCCORMICK. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members have 5 legislative days to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude any extraneous material on the 
subject of this Special Order hour. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mrs. CHERFILUS-MCCORMICK. Mr. 

Speaker, it is with great honor that I 
rise today to coanchor this CBC Spe-
cial Order hour along with my distin-
guished colleague, Representative 
JACKSON. 

For the next 60 minutes, members of 
the CBC have an opportunity to speak 
directly to the American people on af-
firmative action, an issue of great im-
portance to the Congressional Black 
Caucus, Congress, the constituents we 
represent, and all Americans. 

I rise today in the wake of the con-
sequential U.S. Supreme Court decision 
on affirmative action, which will have 
devastating ripple effects and exacer-
bate inequities for years to come. 

I am a Congresswoman, but one of 
my other most important jobs is being 
a mother to two amazing college stu-
dents. Supporting our children through 
their admissions process was a frank 
reminder of my own personal journey. I 
remembered the blanket of anxiety I 
experienced when pondering my op-
tions for higher education. 

Even with excellent grades, would 
the pronunciation of my last name 
work against me? 
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Would someone see my volunteer 

work and judge keywords such as 
Urban League of Broward County or 
Black student union? 

Would I be accepted? Would I be 
enough? 

Last month, SCOTUS delivered a 
crushing and unnecessary setback to 
the promise of higher education and its 
ability to provide economic mobility to 
communities of color. I could not stop 
thinking about every high school sen-
ior who is now worried that they won’t 
have a fair chance to go to college and 
who fears they won’t have the same 
shot at the American Dream. 

As Americans, we are better than 
this. We must live up to the ideals of 
this Nation. We cannot ignore the in-
visible advantages embedded in our so-
ciety. The alternative to so-called neu-
tral indicators of merit, like standard-
ized test scores and extracurricular ac-
tivities, are far from neutral. They are 
often influenced by unfair and dev-
astating disadvantages that fall along 
racial lines. 

Here is what I know for sure: the grit 
and grind ingrained in the heart of one 
who has to push twice as hard for many 
Black students and minorities who are 
trying to actually raise the bar for 
their families and for their commu-
nities and who don’t have access to leg-
acy networks or rich family members 
who are donors. 

We must fight so that every student, 
regardless of their race, has an equal 
opportunity for higher education. 

Let me be clear. We will not stand by 
silently as extremists attempt to turn 
back the clock on civil rights. We must 
live up to the ideals of equality in our 
country. We must have the congres-
sional body and the Supreme Court 
think about this decision and how it 
will affect generations to come. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. JACKSON), my co-
anchor. 

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the Honorable Congress-
woman SHEILA CHERFILUS-MCCORMICK 
from Florida for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to lend my 
voice to the chorus of those who are 
mortified and offended by the recent 
and misguided Supreme Court decision 
striking down affirmative action in 
college admissions. 

Today, I stand in unity with the 
thousands of Black and Brown families 
I represent in the First Congressional 
District of Illinois and the millions 
across this Nation who have personally 
endured the harsh realities of racism in 
America and deserve to be respectfully 
heard on this significant matter. 

What the Supreme Court has done 
flies in the face of what African Ameri-
cans have been working to achieve in 
this country for over 250 years. 

Black people in America have never 
asked this country for special treat-
ment, but what we have rightly asked 
for and demanded is that there be poli-
cies put in place that do not inten-
tionally and unrepentantly exclude us 

from participating in the benefits of 
the American Dream. 

b 2015 

Affirmative action was not a way for 
Black people to be given special privi-
leges but was rather a very conserv-
ative solution to attempt to atone for 
the legacy of generational bigotry and 
systemic injustice. 

I dare anybody to justify the logic 
that would compel someone to believe 
that giving people who have been ex-
cluded from the game an opportunity 
to get on the field is somehow racist or 
an affront to White people. 

If the game were fair, we wouldn’t 
need affirmative action in America. If 
the rules were transparent, we would 
not need affirmative action in Amer-
ica. And if the playing field was even, 
and everybody was judged by their 
character and merit, we would not need 
affirmative action in America. 

But when has this ever been the case? 
And it is not the case today. There has 
never been a time in this Nation when 
favoritism didn’t tip the scales at the 
expense of other equally deserving in-
dividuals. 

You see, this formation of the middle 
class in the United States is not a tale 
of self-made success alone, but a story 
profoundly influenced by government 
policy. 

It is a narrative indelibly marked by 
historical reality: The U.S. Govern-
ment, through a combination of Fed-
eral programs, played a pivotal role in 
creating an exclusively White middle 
class. 

Beginning with the Homestead Act, 
followed by the G.I. Bill, and the provi-
sions of the Federal Housing Adminis-
tration and VA loans, a triad of Fed-
eral programs was established. These 
programs were instrumental in allow-
ing Whites to extricate themselves 
from poverty and achieve a modicum of 
the American Dream. It is crucial to 
understand that middle class White 
Americans did not solely pull them-
selves up by their bootstraps. The G.I. 
Bill emerged as an historic opportunity 
for wealth creation, unprecedented in 
world history. 

Homeownership, once an elusive 
dream for many, became a reachable 
goal. Car financing expanded its reach. 
Higher education became a feasible 
ambition for a broader population. 

The government acknowledged that 
empowering people to be self-reliant is 
not the same as bestowing unearned 
advantages. These programs systemati-
cally excluded African Americans from 
reaping the legal benefits that they 
had rightfully earned through their 
military service and their ancestors’ 
enslavement. Thus, while these pro-
grams shaped a burgeoning White mid-
dle class, they simultaneously perpet-
uated an insidious racial wealth gap. 

During our previous Memorial Day 
commemoration, I stood here and re-
counted the stark reality of how ear-
lier administrations diligently under-
mined the legal rights of Black vet-

erans. The number of Black individuals 
granted land or qualifying for the 
Homestead Act was woefully low, even 
though their ancestors were promised 
40 acres and a mule—a promise explic-
itly made, endorsed by the full faith 
and credit of the United States of 
America, yet a promise unfulfilled. 

While Black Americans descended 
deeper into poverty, the White middle 
class began to flourish. 

Now the Supreme Court would like 
us to believe that after 50 years of try-
ing to level the playing field, that 
somehow miraculously and fundamen-
tally our Nation has been transformed. 
The Supreme Court would like for us to 
believe that what took 300 years to de-
stroy has now been completely resur-
rected in 50 years. 

Show me a single instance where re-
construction outpaces destruction. To 
make matters worse, the Supreme 
Court used the 14th Amendment, an 
amendment that was designed to en-
sure equality, to strike down a Federal 
program that permitted race as an ac-
ceptable consideration for admission 
opportunities. 

Does anyone else perceive the irony? 
The very amendment utilized to 

reach this flawed decision was designed 
to incorporate race as a lasting con-
stitutional consideration at every level 
of American life. 

How can one justify using a law cre-
ated to safeguard a certain race as the 
basis for undermining fundamental as-
pects of their protection? 

But what this decision shows us is 
that conservative members of the Su-
preme Court are not strict construc-
tionists, as they would like us to be-
lieve. What this decision shows us is 
that the Supreme Court doesn’t actu-
ally believe in the furtherance of a 
meritocracy in America. We know this 
because while the Court eliminated 
race as a viable consideration, it did 
not, however, do anything about legacy 
admissions. 

According to Forbes Magazine, ap-
proximately 42 percent of the appli-
cants accepted into Harvard Univer-
sity, our Nation’s oldest private insti-
tution, founded in 1636, were donor-re-
lated applicants, while another 34 per-
cent of the admissions were legacy. 

Mr. Speaker, I would ask my col-
leagues on the other side to explain to 
me how this qualifies as meritocracy. 

Plainly stated, it does not. If you are 
wealthy, if your family has a legacy of 
attending a certain school, you will be 
given favorable attention with respect 
to the consideration of your applica-
tion. 

What the Supreme Court has told us 
is that money and nepotism are com-
pletely acceptable for choosing who 
should be educated at the selective en-
rollment universities. 

The Supreme Court would have us be-
lieve that racism has ended, and every-
body is equal. However, if you are for-
tunate to come from wealth and your 
family has a tradition of attending a 
specific school, you can receive pref-
erential treatment. 
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This was not a decision based upon 

precedent. This was not a decision 
based upon history. Nor was this deci-
sion rooted in the current realities of 
America. Yet, we will not be deterred 
by this setback. We will not quietly 
allow the victories of our past to fade 
into the obscurity of the night or let 
the spark of our conviction be extin-
guished. 

We refuse to watch helplessly as the 
new America, the America that Dr. 
Martin Luther dreamed of and indeed 
gave his life to birth, becomes threat-
ened. 

The scales of justice have tipped in 
favor of those with privilege for too 
long. It is high time we redress this im-
balance. 

Mr. Speaker, I implore my col-
leagues: Let us rise to the occasion. It 
is not enough to express outrage; we 
must challenge it into action. Let us 
wield the power vested in us by the 
people to enact legislation that ensures 
liberty, justice, and equal access to 
education for all. 

This is not an insurmountable task, 
but a duty we owe to our constituents, 
and indeed, to the generations to come 
after us. Let us strive to create an 
America that truly stands as a beacon 
of justice and equality, an America 
that fulfills its promise to all of its 
citizens, not just a privileged few. 

Only then can we truly say that we 
have honored the legacy of those who 
fought for equality and justice before 
us. Only then can we ensure that their 
struggle was not in vain. Only then can 
we look into the eyes of our children 
and promise them a brighter and fairer 
future. This is about the kind of Nation 
we want to be and the kind of future we 
want to leave for those who come after 
us. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today as both a rep-
resentative of the people and a humble serv-
ant in the enduring journey toward equality, 
justice, and civil rights. 

Today, I stand in this chamber, in the after-
math of the Supreme Court’s decision on 
overturning affirmative action, a fundamental 
pillar of our relentless pursuit of racial equity. 

Over a century ago, on this very day in 
1905, an assembly took place near the preci-
pice of Niagara Falls, Ontario. But it wasn’t 
convened to marvel at the natural wonder of 
Niagara Falls. Instead, it was driven by the 
pressing issue of civil rights for all, irrespective 
of skin color. 

This assembly was led by none other than 
W.E.B. Du Bois and the esteemed journalist 
William Monroe Trotter. The group of more 
than 50 African American men gathered on 
the Canadian side of the falls after a white 
hotel proprietor refused them lodging. Their 
meeting birthed the Niagara Movement, the 
precursor to the enduring organization we 
know today as the National Association for the 
Advancement of Colored People, or the 
NAACP. 

The members of the Niagara Movement de-
veloped a Declaration of Principles. This dec-
laration called for ‘‘every single right that be-
longs to a freeborn American, political, civil 
and social,’’ and they vowed that ‘‘until we get 
these rights we will never cease to protest and 
assail the ears of America.’’ 

Today, the words in the Declaration of Prin-
ciples resonate with even more urgency in the 
wake of the Supreme Court’s recent decision 
on affirmative action. Three principles outlined 
in the declaration particularly underline the 
issue at hand: 

First, Economic Opportunity: The Niagara 
Movement members decried the denial of 
equal opportunities, particularly in economic 
life. They understood as we do today, that 
systemic discrimination in the economic 
sphere can amount to a form of modern peon-
age, crushing the aspirations and potentials of 
minority communities. 

Second, Education: The Niagara Movement 
championed universal and compulsory com-
mon school education, and access to high 
school training for all, and opposed the mo-
nopolization of college training by any class or 
race. They pushed for federal education aid, 
particularly in the South, and an increase in 
public high school facilities. They advocated 
for trade and technical schools for training arti-
sans, emphasizing the necessity of higher 
education. These principles echo the aims of 
affirmative action—to level the playing field, 
ensuring that every American, regardless of 
race or, class, has access to the same oppor-
tunities. 

Third, the Courts: The Niagara Movement 
called for upright judges in courts, the abolition 
of color-based jury selection, equal punish-
ment, and equal reform efforts for both black 
and white offenders. Now, we find ourselves in 
a moment when these principles seem to re-
verberate with even more urgency, as our Su-
preme Court appears to have lost its compass 
with a conservative-leaning and recent scan-
dals of corruption. This decision on affirmative 
action serves as a sobering reminder of our 
Nation’s ongoing struggle for racial justice and 
equality, and the urgent need for our institu-
tions to uphold the very principles our Nation 
was built upon. 

Rather than surrender to this setback, we 
must draw strength from our past and press 
forward. We must reaffirm our commitment to 
equality, continue our struggle for justice, and 
remember that the purpose of affirmative ac-
tion always has been, and must remain, to 
mitigate the disadvantages that systemic dis-
crimination imposes on our citizens. The quest 
for equal opportunities for everyone, regard-
less of their race, is a battle that we must not 
abandon. 

Indeed, our fight is formidable, and the road 
to equality can often seem daunting. But as 
we stand here today, honoring our past, we 
must remember—we are not the first to under-
take this mission, and we certainly won’t be 
the last. The struggle for civil rights, equality, 
and justice, represents our collective pursuit to 
form a more perfect union. 

Let us find fortitude in our history and the 
legacy of movements and individuals that 
fought before us. From the courageous voices 
of the Niagara Movement and the NAACP to 
pioneers like W.E.B. DuBois and William Mon-
roe Trotter, we find our inspiration. Armed with 
their legacy, let’s continue their work, imbued 
with hope and resilience, to ensure our jour-
ney toward justice remains unyielding. 

Mrs. CHERFILUS-MCCORMICK. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. SCOTT), my colleague 
from Virginia’s Third District. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentlewoman for yielding. 

I also thank her and the gentleman 
from Illinois for talking about the im-
portance for opportunity and a recogni-
tion of the history of discrimination in 
the United States. 

The Supreme Court has long held 
that our Nation has a compelling inter-
est in creating racially diverse college 
campuses. 

Holistic college admissions practices 
that narrowly tailor the use of race as 
one of many factors in evaluating pro-
spective students are a key to fostering 
such diversity in a college campus en-
vironment. 

Such admissions policies not only 
help the historically underserved stu-
dents, research confirms that diverse 
campuses also provide all students 
with a better quality, well-rounded 
education. 

Last month, the Supreme Court de-
cided, with little regard for precedent, 
that Harvard’s and the University of 
North Carolina’s pursuit of these com-
pelling interests is unconstitutional. 

Regrettably, the Supreme Court’s de-
cision is a setback in our effort to 
eliminate invidious disparities in ac-
cess to higher education and an effort 
to ensure diverse learning environ-
ments for all students. 

Now that it is done, it is imperative 
that we review all other facets of col-
lege admissions that research shows 
may be racially discriminatory and 
have a disparate impact and determine 
if they, too, need to be eliminated, 
given this ruling. 

Now, there are admissions factors to 
take into consideration: Racially in-
equitable K–12 schooling opportunities, 
racially biased admissions tests, the 
legacy admissions that have been men-
tioned, and other factors that may 
have a discriminatory impact. 

Now, race-conscious affirmative ac-
tion provides a counterbalance to these 
discriminatory practices, but since the 
Court has invalidated that balance, we 
must now review all current admis-
sions practices to see if they, too, have 
disparate impact so that we can see 
whether or not they are in violation of 
the Equal Protection Clause or Title VI 
of the Civil Rights Act. 

To facilitate that review, we must 
pass the Equity and Inclusion Enforce-
ment Act. This bill that has been pend-
ing for several years would hold feder-
ally funded programs, including 
schools, accountable for providing stu-
dents with equal access to education by 
restoring a private right of action for 
students and parents to bring disparate 
impact claims under Title VI of the 
Civil Rights Act. 

Because of a Supreme Court’s inter-
pretation about 20 years ago, there is 
no longer a private right of action in 
Title VI cases. Those cases based on 
disparate impact must be brought by 
the Federal Government. So if there is 
discrimination going on, the Federal 
Government has to run around the 
country and find it. If it is going on in 
your community and you know it, you 
can’t bring that individual case. 
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Mr. Speaker, Justice Sotomayor said 

it best in her dissent when she said 
that: ‘‘Ignoring race will not equalize a 
society that is racially unequal. What 
was true in the 1860s, and again in 1954, 
is true today: Equality requires ac-
knowledgment of inequality.’’ 

Mrs. CHERFILUS-MCCORMICK. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE), my colleague. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman from Florida for giv-
ing me the opportunity to speak on 
this issue tonight, and I also thank my 
colleague, the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to discuss 
the U.S. Supreme Court’s horrible deci-
sion to reject affirmative action in col-
lege admissions. 

Last month, the Court ruled that af-
firmative action programs and college 
admissions violated the Equal Protec-
tion Clause of the 14th Amendment to 
the U.S. Constitution, but that ruling 
opposes decades of Supreme Court deci-
sions that said just the opposite. They 
said that the use of race as an admis-
sions factor was consistent with the 
14th Amendment. 

In 1978, the Court said that institu-
tions of higher learning had the right 
to pursue a diverse student body to ad-
vance academic freedom, and they 
could consider race as a factor to 
evaluate college applications if it was 
one of many factors. 

In 2003, the Court reaffirmed this rul-
ing because student diversity is a com-
pelling interest in education. In addi-
tion, these policies helped counter the 
historical racism that denied edu-
cational opportunities to African 
Americans and other minorities, and it 
was working. 

In public universities nationwide, mi-
nority enrollment increased when race 
was one factor of admissions. These mi-
nority students equaled or exceeded 
the successes of their White peers in a 
variety of academic fields when they 
graduated. 

Today, these policies help foster a 
rich and diverse environment for all 
Americans in higher education, and 
they help minority students secure 
higher paying jobs in STEM fields such 
as engineering and science. 

b 2030 

However, the Supreme Court has de-
cided that this type of equality is bad 
for America. It wants to reject the fact 
that race has been a factor in college 
admissions for decades. Unfortunately, 
it was used as the only factor to reject 
candidates and not one of many factors 
to consider when accepting them. 

I am outraged that the Supreme 
Court has rejected a successful policy 
that has helped millions of Black and 
other minority students receive the 
quality education they deserve. 

At one time, they weren’t allowed to 
enter these schools. What was the rea-
son? Was it because of many factors 
that they could not attend these 
schools? No. It was one factor—their 
race. 

It is yet another indication of how 
our country is slowly returning to a 
time when equal opportunities were 
not afforded to all Americans. The 
Court said that race-related admission 
standards violated the Equal Protec-
tion Clause, but where was that Equal 
Protection Clause during slavery and 
Jim Crow? Where is that equal protec-
tion today in housing, workforce hir-
ing, and voting rights? 

Conservative Justices and politicians 
want to pretend that our country has 
no racial issues. They are not con-
nected to reality in that thinking. 

This decision is yet another road-
block to success for Black Americans 
in this country, but we have overcome 
them before, and we will overcome 
them again. I will continue to fight to 
help us overcome these roadblocks 
wherever we find them, and I will not 
stop until we have racial justice and 
equality for all Americans in this coun-
try. 

Mrs. CHERFILUS-MCCORMICK. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. BOWMAN). 

Mr. BOWMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
Representative CHERFILUS-MCCORMICK 
for her leadership and for bringing to-
gether the CBC this evening to once 
again discuss racism in America. 

How long are we going to have to 
have this conversation? It seems like 
day after day, month after month, year 
after year, since 1619, we have had to 
have this conversation in some con-
text. 

The Supreme Court’s decision, unfor-
tunately, is not surprising because 
three of our Court Justices were chosen 
by one of the most, if not the most, 
racist Presidents in American history, 
former President Donald Trump. He 
chose three of the Supreme Court Jus-
tices. His slogan is to Make America 
Great Again, take America back to a 
time when African Americans did not 
have the rights that we have fought for 
and died for throughout American his-
tory. 

Here we go again. This Supreme 
Court has now become a Supreme 
Court that legislates as opposed to a 
Supreme Court that simply imple-
ments the pillars of our Constitution, 
the same Supreme Court that rolled 
back Roe v. Wade not too long ago, 
that is now making it easier to carry 
concealed weapons in Democrat-led 
States with strong gun laws like New 
York, the same Supreme Court that 
says it is okay to turn away LGBTQ 
customers if you do not want to do 
work for that particular demographic. 

This Supreme Court has gone rogue, 
and this Supreme Court has lost its le-
gitimacy. Look at the reports: mem-
bers of the Supreme Court receiving 
gifts from billionaire donors over the 
course of their careers, members of the 
Supreme Court allowing billionaire 
conservative donors to pay for their 
children’s tuition as they attend pri-
vate schools. 

This is unacceptable. This is uneth-
ical. There are members of the Su-

preme Court who should immediately 
resign or be impeached because of tak-
ing these gifts from conservative bil-
lionaire donors. 

These recent decisions rolling back 
Roe v. Wade and definitely the one as 
it relates to affirmative action are in 
alignment with MAGA Republicans and 
extreme conservative Republicans in 
our country. Notice the hypocrisy. No-
tice the disgusting decision to use the 
14th Amendment, which was designed 
to protect the civil rights and citizen-
ship of newly freed slaves. They use 
that argument to now take away rights 
from African Americans as it refers to 
entry into our most prestigious insti-
tutions. 

This decision is going to prohibit 
millions of African Americans across 
this country who are brilliant from re-
ceiving the same access and oppor-
tunity as their White peers. 

I think all of that is captured in this 
chart behind me when we look at the 
issue of wealth inequality in America. 
Look at this chart and the median fam-
ily wealth gap. The average White fam-
ily median wealth is $171,000. Compare 
that to the average Black family. The 
median in an average Black family is 
$17,409. The average Hispanic family is 
$20,920. 

It is the consistent attack on Black 
and Latino communities that contrib-
utes to this wealth gap. It is not just 
the affirmative action decision in 
terms of the higher education institu-
tions of America. It is also as it relates 
to employment opportunities, to career 
opportunities, to private investment in 
Black and Latino businesses, to the 
Federal budget, and where our money 
is allocated toward right here in this 
body, the United States House of Rep-
resentatives. 

It goes back to the issue of 
globalization and blue-collar jobs leav-
ing Black and Brown communities as 
part of a race to the bottom for profit 
based on low-cost labor in other coun-
tries. When those factory jobs left our 
country and left Black and Latino 
communities, nothing replaced those 
jobs. As a matter of fact, I have 
misspoken. Something did replace 
those jobs: heroin, the numbers game, 
and crack cocaine replaced those jobs. 
Do you know what else replaced those 
jobs? Law enforcement. 

You take away access and oppor-
tunity from a jobs perspective, from an 
economic perspective, from a higher 
education perspective—also, by the 
way, because of our support of red-
lining Black communities, the White 
middle class in the 1930s and 1940s was 
able to buy homes at very low interest 
rates, very low cost, move to the sub-
urbs, out of public housing, and build 
their wealth. Do you know who was 
forced to stay in public housing? Afri-
can Americans and Latinos. Those 
communities were considered devalued, 
less valuable because of the race of the 
people who lived there. 

This is historic. This is not just the 
enslavement of Africans, not just Jim 
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Crow, not just the Black laws, not just 
the Homestead Act. This is redlining, 
the Iran-Contra scandal, and drugs in 
our community. Now, in 2023, we con-
tinue to have these conversations be-
cause of the Supreme Court’s recent 
decision. 

I am also here to say that to us in 
the Congressional Black Caucus and to 
African Americans across this country, 
these setbacks are only that. They are 
only setbacks. Each setback makes us 
stronger, makes us more powerful, 
makes us more united, and gives us a 
deeper sense of commitment and self- 
determination as we work to reclaim 
our Black sovereignty not just here in 
America but throughout the African 
diaspora, in the Caribbean, on the Afri-
can Continent, and in Central and 
South America. 

We don’t die; we multiply. We will 
continue to multiply exponentially as 
we weather this storm, grow our en-
rollment in historically Black col-
leges—a shout-out to HBCUs for doing 
the great work that they do so that is 
going to grow. 

We also are going to let our voices be 
heard as we vote with our feet and go 
to the polls next year because we have 
to bring transformational change to 
the United States of America. We have 
to build a nation that works for every-
body, and right now, we do not have 
that nation. 

I will close with this: The Supreme 
Court has not only revealed its illegit-
imacy through receiving gifts from bil-
lionaire conservative donors. We have 
to look at complete Supreme Court re-
form as it relates to ethics reform and 
ending lifetime appointments. 

We also need to look at the size of 
the Supreme Court. It is time to ex-
pand the Court beyond the nine mem-
bers. This nine-member Supreme Court 
has been in place since 1869. America 
was 30 million people in 1869. It is now 
330 million people, over 10 times the 
size. 

There are 7,000 cases presented to the 
Supreme Court every single year. They 
hear only 80 of them. They do not have 
the capacity to respond to the com-
plexity, diversity, and nuance that is 
American society today. 

It is time for democracy reform, and 
it begins with the Supreme Court. It 
also begins with the electoral college. 
It also begins with ending the fili-
buster. We change all that by voting 
the right people into office and getting 
the wrong ones out of office. 

Mrs. CHERFILUS-McCORMICK. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield to the gentlewoman 
from North Carolina (Mrs. FOUSHEE). 

Mrs. FOUSHEE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my esteemed colleague from Florida 
for her leadership and this opportunity 
to speak. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to join my 
colleagues in condemning the Supreme 
Court’s decision to roll back decades of 
judicial precedents and strike down 
race-conscious admissions efforts. 

Since 1978, the Supreme Court had 
consistently held that race-based ad-

mission policies in colleges and univer-
sities are in the best interest of edu-
cational institutions, but this recent 
radical decision will dismantle efforts 
to ensure higher education is accessible 
to all students, further questioning the 
legitimacy of this politicized Supreme 
Court, which seems more eager to pro-
tect legacy admissions than providing 
students who are historically disadvan-
taged with equal opportunity to a qual-
ity education. 

b 2045 

Diversity makes our Nation stronger, 
and the repercussions of this decision 
will be felt for generations. 

Members of the Congressional Black 
Caucus stand united in our fight for a 
more equitable society, and we will 
continue to push for equal opportunity 
admissions for students across this 
country. 

Mrs. CHERFILUS-McCORMICK. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield to the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. KAMLAGER-DOVE), 
my colleague. 

Ms. KAMLAGER-DOVE. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida for hosting this important topic. 

I rise today to call out the corruption 
and the hypocrisy of this Supreme 
Court. The affirmative action ruling is 
a total sham. 

Justice Clarence Thomas is good at 
accepting gifts. One gift he received 
was the gift of going to Yale Law 
School, thanks to affirmative action. 
He said: ‘‘God only knows where I 
would be today’’ if it were not for af-
firmative action. 

Yet, in this last ruling, he opined 
that affirmative action was bad for Af-
rican Americans because if they got 
into these institutions, they would be 
unable to thrive. 

Elite institutions remain the gate-
ways into government, into big indus-
try, into C-suites. Eight of the nine sit-
ting Justices on this court either at-
tended Yale or Harvard Law School. In 
fact, three of the Justices on this 
bench are beneficiaries of affirmative 
action and have stated it. 

Allowing themselves to get into col-
lege because of affirmative action, they 
got on to the bench because of affirma-
tive action. Both Democrat and Repub-
lican Presidents considered race when 
selecting them as nominees for the Su-
preme Court, appropriately so. 

It is about representation. It is about 
diversity. It is about making sure that 
all voices are seen and heard. Affirma-
tive action is more than just about ad-
missions. It is also about economic 
progress. But this ruling has cut gen-
erations of students from this critical 
benefit. 

The Court is facing a legitimacy cri-
sis. The Supreme Court is out of step 
with reality. 

In States that have actually banned 
affirmative action, schools in those 
States have seen a 20 percent reduction 
in Black applicants and in Black stu-
dents. Talk to an admissions counselor. 
Heck, talk to a biologist, and they will 

tell you that homogenous environ-
ments do not thrive. They do not sur-
vive. 

In an orchestra, you need all kinds of 
musicians playing all kinds of instru-
ments in order to make music. 

In movies, you need all kinds of char-
acters to tell a story. 

On college campuses, you need a di-
verse campus, of all kinds of students, 
to stimulate growth, research, eco-
nomic development, innovation and 
survival. 

This ruling goes beyond admissions. 
It is about the hiring of faculty. It is 
about how companies recruit, hire, and 
retain, and it is about procurement. 

This ruling is divisive. It is hypo-
critical, and it is out of step with the 
American people, just like the Su-
preme Court. 

You know what this ruling does? This 
ruling says to Black students, this rul-
ing says to Black children like yours 
and like mine, that this Supreme Court 
doesn’t see you and that this Supreme 
Court doesn’t care about you. 

But to our students, to our children, 
to our students and our children who 
are Black, I am here to tell you on be-
half of the Congressional Black Caucus 
that we see you. We hear you. We are 
fighting for you, unlike this Supreme 
Court. We are not going to stop fight-
ing, nor will we stop telling the truth 
about the history of this country, 
about this Supreme Court, about this 
ruling, and about what is ahead. 

Color blind is an aspirational state of 
mind, but it is not yet reality. So let’s 
live in reality and talk about what our 
students are facing and the hypocrisy 
that is coming out of this Supreme 
Court. 

Mrs. CHERFILUS-McCORMICK. Mr. 
Speaker, you have heard from my dis-
tinguished colleagues about affirma-
tive action and issues of great impor-
tance to the Congressional Black Cau-
cus, our constituents, Congress, and all 
Americans tonight. 

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

Ms. SEWELL. Mr. Speaker, for centuries, 
African Americans were systematically denied 
the opportunity to pursue a higher education, 
build wealth, and achieve financial independ-
ence, leaving behind a painful legacy of dis-
crimination that persists to this day. 

Let us not forget. It was in 1963—only six 
decades ago—when Black students were fi-
nally allowed to enroll alongside their peers at 
the University of Alabama. 

Almost half of the members serving in this 
be today were alive at that time. 

Make no mistake—we have made tremen-
dous progress since then. For the past four 
decade colleges and universities across this 
nation have had the freedom to build student 
bodies that reflect the diversity of our great 
nation. 

With the blessing of the Supreme Court, 
these schools have used affirmative action 
policies as a tool to break down educational 
barriers for students who would otherwise be 
left behind. 

Tragically, two weeks ago, in an extreme re-
versal, this Republican-controlled Court has 
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once again chosen to ignore our history and 
roll back our progress. 

By banning affirmative action in college ad-
missions, the Supreme Court has deprived us 
of a critical tool in our continued fight for 
equality and justice for all. 

Not only is this decision a blatant attack on 
educational opportunity, it also upends nearly 
40 years of precedent, undermining the sacred 
trust that the American people have placed in 
the Court. 

From voting rights, to reproductive freedom, 
to educational opportunities, this Court has 
demonstrated time and time again that it is 
willing to ignore history, ignore precedent, and 
ignore common sense in order to strip away 
our freedoms and roll back our progress. 

Mr. Speaker, we know that ignoring our past 
will not make it go away. In the words of Jus-
tice Ketanji Brown Jackson, ‘‘deeming race ir-
relevant in law does not make it so in life.’’ 

If we are going to address the injustices of 
the past, we must be intentional about leveling 
the playing field and providing opportunities to 
those who have been left behind. 

After all, our entire nation benefits when tal-
ented students of diverse backgrounds get a 
fair shot at success. 

Despite this shameful decision, we must not 
be deterred. Let this decision serve as a re-
minder that progress is elusive, and every 
generation must fight to preserve the progress 
of the past and advance it. 

Now is the time to redouble our efforts and 
to hold this nation accountable to its highest 
ideals of equality and justice for all. 

Until every American can enjoy the full 
promise of our democracy, our work con-
tinues. 

Mr. HORSFORD. Mr. Speaker, thank you, 
Congresswoman SHEILA CHERFILUS-MCCOR-
MICK and Congressman JONATHAN JACKSON, 
for co-chairing tonight’s Special Order Hour. 

I rise today with my colleagues of the Con-
gressional Black Caucus to address the recent 
Supreme Court ruling in Students for Fair Ad-
missions v. Harvard and UNC. 

The Supreme Court determined in a 6–3 
vote that race-based affirmative action pro-
grams in college admissions processes vio-
lated Title Six of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 
as well as the Equal Protection Clause of the 
Fourteenth Amendment. 

The Supreme Court’s decision to strike 
down decades of precedent set in the Bakke 
case in 1978, which gave students—regard-
less of their race or ethnicity—a better chance 
at equal admissions to our nation’s top 
schools was a needless blow to America’s 
promise of equal and fair opportunity. 

We have to be clear on what this decision 
means for the legacy of the Court and what 
this decision will mean for race-conscious ad-
missions policies across our country. 

By delivering a decision on affirmative ac-
tion so radical as to deny young people seek-
ing an education equal opportunity in our edu-
cation system, the Supreme Court has thrown 
into question its own legitimacy. 

By imposing these radical changes to col-
lege and university race-based admission poli-
cies, the Court has made clear that it does not 
stand on the side of dismantling barriers to 
give our young people the opportunity at a 
better life, which will only stand to benefit the 
wealthy and well-connected. 

Unfortunately, we have seen backlash to 
progress many times throughout our Nation’s 

history. During Reconstruction, we had a mere 
12 years of Black achievement in policy, poli-
tics, the arts and sciences, and education that 
were followed by 70 years of state-sanctioned 
Jim Crow. 

We didn’t stop fighting for equality then and 
we won’t stop now because too much is at 
stake to allow extremists to turn back the 
clock on progress or to use Affirmative Action 
as a cultural wedge issue. 

That is why the CBC is proud to work along-
side our Tri-Caucus colleagues to make clear 
that we will not be divided because our Na-
tion’s diversity is our greatest strength. 

I want to thank my colleagues of the CBC, 
including Representative BOBBY SCOTT, Rank-
ing Member of the Education and the Work-
force Committee for their work on this issue 
and for being united in making clear that deci-
sion does not take the responsibility off of col-
leges and universities to do all they can to ex-
pand access to educational opportunities for 
students coming from underrepresented com-
munities. 

The CBC is calling for colleges and univer-
sities to not only work towards diversifying 
their campuses to more closely reflect Amer-
ica, but also to reevaluate their legacy admis-
sions programs because while the Court went 
so far as to eliminate race-conscious admis-
sions practices, it did nothing about other de-
termining factors such as legacy status. 

In fact, a lawsuit has been filed against Har-
vard University, saying that the legacy admis-
sions programs that give preferential treatment 
to the children of wealthy donors and alumni 
discriminates against students of color who 
have the academic merit to attend the school. 

As such applicants with donor relationships, 
athletic recruitments, employee relationships, 
and other special recommendations will con-
tinue to receive preferential treatment. 

Giving unequal opportunity to an education 
for legacy admissions starkly contrasts the 
message we need to send our young people 
and threatens any progress we have made in 
providing equal access and diverse learning 
environments for students across our country. 

And while no Nevada institutions of higher 
education implemented race consideration in 
admissions, Nevadans of color who want to 
attend schools out of state, like Harvard, MIT, 
Georgia Tech, or other schools, will suffer as 
a result of this decision. 

Let me be clear—our students have the 
merit, academic credentials, knowledge, and 
drive to succeed at these schools. But we 
cannot turn a blind eye to the history of our 
nation that has prioritized wealth and access. 
At the same time, families of color have bat-
tled generations of discrimination and racism 
that limited their access to quality education 
and wealth building. 

This decision specifically exempted military 
academies. Why? 

Race can be a factor when police stop 
someone on the streets. Why? 

But race cannot be a factor in deciding 
whether someone can pursue a higher edu-
cation. Why not? 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mrs. CHERFILUS-MCCORMICK. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 50 minutes 

p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, July 12, 2023, at 10 a.m. for 
morning-hour debate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

EC–1373. A letter from the Secretary, De-
partment of the Treasury, transmitting a 
six-month periodic report on the national 
emergency with respect to the threat from 
securities investments that finance certain 
companies of the People’s Republic of China 
that was declared in Executive Order 13959 of 
November 12, 2020, pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 
1641(c); Public Law 94-412, Sec. 401(c); (90 
Stat. 1257) and 50 U.S.C. 1703(c); Public Law 
95-223, Sec 204(c); (91 Stat. 1627); to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

EC–1374. A letter from the Assistant Sec-
retary, Bureau of Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting Department 
Notification Number: DDTC 23-002, pursuant 
to Section 36(c) and (d) of the Arms Export 
Control Act; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

EC–1375. A letter from the Assistant Sec-
retary, Bureau of Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting Department 
Notification Number: DDTC 23-038, pursuant 
to Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

EC–1376. A letter from the Assistant Sec-
retary, Bureau of Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting Department 
Notification Number: DDTC 23-024, pursuant 
to Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

EC–1377. A letter from the Assistant Sec-
retary, Bureau of Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting Department 
Notification Number: DDTC 22-035, pursuant 
to Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

EC–1378. A letter from the Associate Gen-
eral Counsel General Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting a notifica-
tion of a discontinuation of service in acting 
role, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 3349(a); Public Law 
105-277, Sec. 151(b); (112 Stat. 2681-614); to the 
Committee on Oversight and Accountability. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. MCHENRY: Committee on Financial 
Services. H.R. 2622. A bill to amend the In-
vestment Advisers Act of 1940 to codify cer-
tain Securities and Exchange Commission 
no-action letters that exclude brokers and 
dealers compensated for certain research 
services from the definition of investment 
adviser, and for other purposes; with an 
amendment (Rept. 118–134). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mr. MCHENRY: Committee on Financial 
Services. H.R. 1548. A bill to amend the Secu-
rities Exchange Act of 1934 to specify that 
actions of the Advocate for Small Business 
Capital Formation are not a collection of in-
formation under the Paperwork Reduction 
Act, with an amendment (Rept. 118–135, Pt. 
1). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mrs. RODGERS of Washington: Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. H.R. 752. A bill to 
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