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and I urge my colleagues to cosponsor 
it. 
CONGRATULATIONS TO ALVIN COMMUNITY COL-

LEGE FOR EDUCATING GENERATIONS FROM 
TEXAS 
Mr. WEBER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 

rise today to proudly acknowledge and 
celebrate the remarkable achievement 
of Alvin Community College. 

Let me hasten to add that it is where 
I met my beautiful bride of 47 years 49 
years ago in the cafeteria there at 
Alvin Junior College, or what was 
called Alvin Junior College. 

Alvin Community College, once 
again, for the seventh time, ACC has 
been recognized by their prestigious 
Aspen Institute as one of the top 150 
community colleges in America. 

The Aspen Institute’s recognition, 
citing ACC’s achievements in teaching, 
degree completion, workforce success, 
and equitable outcomes underscores 
the college’s commitment to student 
success. Don’t I know it. 

As an ACC alum, I can personally at-
test to the transformative power of 
this institution. It laid the academic 
groundwork for my future and even, 
more importantly, became the ser-
endipitous backdrop where I met my 
beautiful bride. Did I mention that, Mr. 
Speaker? I think I did. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just say that I 
thank Alvin Community College for 
not only educating generations of folks 
from Texas 14th Congressional District 
and the neighboring communities, but 
I congratulate them for continuing to 
shine as one of the best in the Nation. 
ACC rocks. 

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

f 

MATH ALWAYS EVENTUALLY 
WINS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 9, 2023, the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. SCHWEIKERT) is recognized 
for the remainder of the hour as the 
designee of the majority leader. 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Speaker, 
thank you for your patience as we get 
ourselves set up here. 

Mr. Speaker, I obviously try to do 
this every week we are here, and my 
goal is not to sound like some idiot ec-
onomics professor. I am trying to point 
out the biggest thing that is ahead of 
us, the reason we are here, and the 
hardest thing we talk about. 

I want to start off by saying that, ap-
parently, I hurt some people’s feelings 
in the last two floor speeches when I 
walked through the math, and I don’t 
care. The math is the math, and the 
math will win. The math always even-
tually wins. This is substantially a 
math-free zone. 

Another thing I want to point out for 
some of the folks who end up watching 
a video of this and they get cranky 
that there is no one in the House. That 
is actually the way it is supposed to be. 
They are supposed to be off in their 
committees or other places working. 

This is our chance to talk to the 
body. Please understand that we are on 
hundreds and hundreds and hundreds of 
televisions right now talking to staff. 
The reason I show up with these charts 
is trying to see if you can break-
through and understand just the scale 
of what is going on. 

Remember, we have a debt and demo-
graphics issue, and that is the thing 
that just enrages me. If you are on the 
left, you say we don’t tax enough. If 
you are on the right, we can’t cut 
enough, which I am more on the cut 
side; however, you still got a mathe-
matical problem. 

I will show you in some of the slides 
that you can get rid of every dime of 
Defense and every dime of discre-
tionary and you are still borrowing 
hundreds of billions of dollars. 

Last year, we borrowed 8.4 percent of 
the economy. Ever hear these discus-
sions about having a 2 percent GDP 
growth? Okay. Fine. That is what long- 
run projection is. We borrowed 8.4. 
That is just the borrowing, not the 
spend. That is what we borrowed. 

It is also one of the reasons we have 
tried now not to talk in percentages of 
GDP because no one has any idea what 
the hell you are talking about. 

Mr. Speaker, let’s actually have some 
fun here. We are going to actually try 
to break this up in two or three dif-
ferent presentations over the next cou-
ple weeks. 

Today, I am just going to relay out 
the math, see if any of it still sinks 
through. Then next week, we are going 
to try something that we haven’t done 
in a few months. We are going to come 
in with optimism that the break-
throughs in healthcare, the break-
throughs in technologies, the opportu-
nities that are out there will help us 
bend the debt curve. 

b 1230 
Once again, I am going to go back to 

a sentence I had a couple moments ago, 
for those who will text my office, call 
my office, fuss at me when I am in 
Costco and say, ‘‘David, I want you to 
balance the budget this year.’’ I can do 
it. You just have to be willing to let me 
get rid of all of defense, all of discre-
tionary, and $300 or $400 billion of your 
Medicare. That is how upside-down the 
numbers are. 

Let’s walk through some of this. We 
are two-plus months into this fiscal 
year, and the number one spend this 
fiscal year will be Social Security. 
Now, let’s talk about this for a mo-
ment. 

Social Security is its own trust fund, 
its own funding mechanism. None of 
the money is spent in the general fund; 
it is loaned to the general fund. Social 
Security gets these special Treasury 
notes, and then they are paid interest 
twice a year. If you ever geek out and 
you are someone who watches U.S. 
debt and all of a sudden there is this 
sudden spike, often that is actually be-
cause we made our twice-a-year inter-
est payment to Social Security, but it 
is separate. 

You have also got to understand the 
flip side of that. In 8 or 9 years, when 
the Social Security trust fund is 
empty, it doesn’t have a claim on the 
general fund, either. 

CBO put out a number of 2033. The 
Social Security actuaries, which I 
think are a year behind in their re-
ports, had projected 2034. However, 
let’s use CBO’s number. CBO projects 
that a 25 percent cut in your check is 
coming in 81⁄2, 9 years. 

For the average couple in America on 
Social Security, I think that is like a 
$17,400 cut. We will double poverty in 
the senior population in America. 
Okay. It is immoral, and the solution 
we get is, okay, just raise these taxes, 
do the cap. 

Now, we are still working on the 
math because it turns out Tax Founda-
tion, the actuaries, and CBO have vast-
ly different modeling numbers. We 
found a couple interesting nuggets, the 
Democrat bill does cut benefits, it cuts 
benefits on high-income earners where 
they told us they would never cut bene-
fits. 

We are starting to realize rhetoric is 
often different than reality when you 
are trying to make the math work. 

Hopefully, in the next couple of 
weeks we will actually have nailed 
down the actual impact, but right now 
it looks like raising the cap on Social 
Security, doing these other mecha-
nisms still does not close that $616 bil-
lion shortfall. That is a $616 billion 
shortfall. That is the very first year 
the Social Security trust fund is gone. 

Why this isn’t talked about con-
stantly here, when defense is like $830 
billion, and just the shortfall in a sin-
gle year in Social Security is over $600 
billion, does anyone see the scale we 
are talking about? 

Understand, if we use the tax solu-
tions, where you say we are just going 
to raise these taxes, we are going to 
take everyone over $400,000 or just ev-
eryone, and you are going to pay the 
extra 12.4 percent, and then we are 
going to tax some of these unrealized 
capital gains and these things to make 
up that difference. Okay. If that is the 
Democrat solution, you have just used 
up your entire opportunity because 
there is no more money. 

What do you do with the other two- 
thirds of the borrowing, which is the 
shortfall in Medicare? You have no 
more capacity. We are going to walk 
through that. 

Why this board here is so important 
to understand is: in 2024, Social Secu-
rity will be $1.450 trillion this year, so 
$1 trillion, $450 billion. Social Security 
is our number one spend. 

Gross interest, that means the inter-
est we pay to Social Security but also 
the interest we pay to whoever has 
been willing to buy one of our bonds, is 
over a trillion dollars this year. Inter-
est now is number two. Interest is now 
number two this fiscal year. That 
wasn’t supposed to happen for like 8, 10 
years, and it happened. 

Number three is Medicare. 
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Number four on our spend is defense. 
When you have someone who runs 

around saying, Cut defense, that is 
where all our spending is, they are ei-
ther willfully ignorant or they are just 
out of date, they are just so out of 
date. 

Demographics is the driver of our 
debt, and it is so hard to talk about 
that because for one thing, it is not Re-
publican or Democrat. Us becoming 
gray hairs, it is not Republican or 
Democrat, it is math. The solutions 
may ultimately be partisan, but what 
we are as a society isn’t. 

I am going to be much more gentle 
because I have someone behind me, so 
I am not going to throw the boards. 
That was also one of the complaints. 

One more time, the exact thing I just 
said, but I made it into a bar chart be-
cause the bar chart is much easier to 
see, particularly on the television. This 
is our Social Security. This is interest. 

Now, if you say, DAVID, it is not fair 
to use gross interest because we are 
paying ourselves. We are not paying 
ourselves; we are paying the trust fund. 
Remember, we just talked about Social 
Security being its own. If you want to 
conflate the two, then you are sort of 
breaking the wall, but God bless you. 

If you just go to net interest, it is 
still right there as the second biggest 
expense we have in the Federal Govern-
ment this year, and then you have 
Medicare, and defense now is number 
four. 

Why does this matter? The number of 
folks who live in this sort of mathe-
matical fantasy world—and just skip 
1965, you can see, but do you see this 
red here? This is last year’s spend. Sev-
enty-three percent of the Federal Gov-
ernment’s spending was on autopilot, 
we don’t get to vote on it. You get 
elected to Congress; you do not vote on 
73 percent of all the spending because 
it is formula. 

You worked your 40 quarters; you got 
Social Security. You hit a certain age 
and participate; you get your Medicare. 
You are part of a certain tribal group, 
you get this. These are things that are 
formulas. You fall below a certain in-
come, you get these. 

Defense was 13 percent of our spend-
ing last year. Well, defense is really 
tricky. Yes, we need modernization. 
Maybe some of the large weapon plat-
forms need a revolution in technology, 
those things. That is fine. However, the 
fighting you hear, the fighting that ul-
timately removed the Speaker, the 
things that go on here are over this lit-
tle green wedge here that is 15 percent, 
15 percent. 

The punch line you need to just burn 
into your mind, all of this green is bor-
rowed, all this blue is borrowed, and 
last year about $400 billion of the red 
was borrowed. Everything a Member of 
Congress votes on is borrowed money. 
Sink that in. Everything we vote on is 
on borrowed money. 

The frustrating thing is we have ab-
solute battles here on the floor and in 
our committees, trying to save a little 

here, trying to save a little there. Fine, 
we should do it. One of the reasons the 
approps bills are taking so long is we 
are breaking them down line item by 
line item, saying, does this make 
sense? But stop pretending that at the 
end of 10 years you will even notice 
those differences. They won’t even 
show up as rounding errors because we 
are borrowing. 

This is really important to me and 
forgive me if it is slightly narcissistic. 
I don’t mean it to be. We are trying to 
find some way to communicate math. 

We started something in our office a 
couple of weeks ago where you can go 
to our official website, and you can 
sign up. Just give me your name and 
your cell number, and every day we are 
going to text you—and I know this is 
really exciting—what the day’s bor-
rowing was and what the day’s tax re-
ceipts were. We are going to do it two 
ways, so we are doing it absolutely in-
tellectually honest. We are going to 
give you a 364-day clock, so no timing 
effects because you know Treasury, at 
the end of the fiscal year plays some 
game where they roll some of the 
spending into the next year. There are 
all these timing effects. Following 
that, we give you the actual fiscal 
year. 

Mr. Speaker, I won’t ask you to actu-
ally answer this because I am actually 
not supposed to have the dialogue with 
you, but it is always fun to point at 
you. 

What would you guess we are bor-
rowing per second, a per second bor-
row? I think as of yesterday, because 
we printed this a couple days ago, we 
were at $78,480 per second. 

You can sign up on our website and 
get this wonderful text message sent to 
you every day with the actual facts, 
not the made-up crap that goes on 
here. The number of times I hear peo-
ple speaking behind these microphones, 
and you are pulling out your calculator 
and wondering, where did they come up 
with that? They just make things up 
because these numbers are so difficult. 

If you actually do so far this fiscal 
year—and it will change as tax collec-
tions come in—we are over $112,000 per 
second in borrowing; and of that $78,000 
we are borrowing right now per second 
over the last 364 days, $30,000 to $35,000 
of that now is interest. 

It gets worse because a lot of the 
bonds we sold over the last couple 
years—because we are idiots—we sold 
short on the curve, so we had incred-
ibly low interest rates, and now those 
bonds are going to have to be refi-
nanced at these higher interest rates. 

I am going to put this chart back. We 
are just trying to help people under-
stand. Interest is one of our great 
fragilities. What that means is, what 
happens when Congress is no longer in 
charge of the Federal budget, but the 
bond market is? The bond market gets 
cranky. 

Look, 3 weeks ago we had a 30-year 
bond auction—I appreciate the chair-
man of the Ways and Means Committee 

letting me take my subcommittee, and 
we brought in some of the bond market 
experts. The hearing, once again, deni-
grated back into Republican-Democrat 
talking points, which frustrated me be-
cause we were supposed to have a seri-
ous conversation. 

Three weeks ago, we had a 30-year 
bond auction where the broker-dealers, 
the market makers had to take 24 per-
cent of it. Now, everybody that is lis-
tening, you just went, huh? 

What happens when there are so few 
buyers or there is so much inventory 
that has to be sold that the broker- 
dealers don’t have enough credit line to 
take it all down? 

Does that become a failed bond auc-
tion? 

Do we start to see stress in the world 
bond market? 

Remember, the entire world uses our 
bonds as the oil, the liquidity that 
keeps financial markets working here 
and around the world, our mortgages, 
everything else. 

Intellectually, I don’t think we un-
derstand the serious nature of what a 
chart like this tells you when you start 
looking at gross interest just marching 
along, and then this is functionally the 
last 12 months, so you had some of the 
lower interest rates in the beginning of 
2023. Remember, interest rates didn’t 
really start to move until April last 
year, and this is showing, just in the 
last 12 months, we functionally added 
$923 billion in financing costs on those 
interest rates. This year it is going to 
be over a trillion. 

Then you come over here, and you 
start looking at things like net inter-
est. Net interest is ultimately going 
up, gross interest is starting to—the 
two lines are meeting. Why? 

Because the trust funds are getting 
smaller and smaller because they are 
shrinking. Remember, the transpor-
tation trust fund is gone in a few years. 
Medicare part A, the hospital portion, 
is gone in 7 years, Social Security is 
gone in 81⁄2, 9 years. You have got to 
understand that also has an effect on 
our borrowing because we can’t borrow 
internally. 

I don’t think you need to see this 
board because I have said it like six 
times, we are borrowing $1 trillion 
gross interest this year. 

This one is important. I feel like an 
idiot, I feel like I am the only one com-
ing up here and screaming about this. 
It is like, SCHWEIKERT stop telling us 
things we don’t want, there is math in-
volved. 

What was the movie, there was a 
joke, or is it Chevy Chase on ‘‘Satur-
day Night Live,’’ 30 years ago I was 
promised there would be no math? 

This chart is very, very simple. We 
have done an estimate with the Joint 
Economic economists that we are 
going to bring this fiscal year $9.6 tril-
lion to the bond market. About $2 tril-
lion of that will be what we call virgin, 
that is new borrowing to cover our 
shortfall because about 30 percent of 
everything we spend is on borrowed 
money. The rest is being refinanced. 
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You go, what do we care, it is refi-

nancing? 
We are now refinancing at much 

higher interest rates. If we are blessed, 
you know, 10 years, a little over 4, but 
that thing used to be at 0.6, 0.7. That 
gap is why we estimate—and so does 
Treasury, so does OMB—that we are 
going to spend over a trillion dollars in 
interest, and now it is our second big-
gest expense. It just continues. 

b 1245 

How do you think about this? We ac-
tually had 2 months last year—now, 
this is timing effects when tax receipts 
come in and those things—where we 
were borrowing to make our interest 
payments. 

Think about that. We were borrowing 
to be able to pay for our borrowing. 
Does anyone care? Is it just too com-
plicated? This is the reality. 

Yet, if you ever listen to us, and, in 
particular, my brothers and sisters on 
the left, they will be behind this micro-
phone saying, if we just tax rich peo-
ple, we will be fine. Let’s keep spend-
ing. 

These are major components of the 
2023 Federal budget. I am not going to 
walk you through all the line items, 
but here is the basic point. 

If you break it out per household, 
last year, our spending was over $48,000 
a household. Okay. Receipts, that 
means tax collections, everything, you 
know, from excise taxes to income 
taxes, capital gains, all of them. 

We spent $48,000 per household last 
year. We took in $33,800. Anyone see a 
problem? Structurally, this gets uglier 
every year, uglier the next year, uglier 
the next year. 

It is not because of mandatory spend-
ing. It is not because we are spending 
more money on foreign aid or spending 
more money on this and that. It is de-
mographics. 

I can show you slides, and I am going 
to show a couple of these. It is always 
the ones I get the most angry emails 
about. 

Mr. Speaker, 100 percent of the 
spending from today through the next 
30 years, 100 percent, according to the 
CBO—and if anyone has ever read the 
CBO reports—Medicare and its interest 
for its shortfall. 

Remember, its cash shortfall is I 
think $88 trillion over those 30 years 
and Social Security, if we choose to 
backfill it, in 9 years when the trust 
fund is gone. 

It is functionally healthcare and if 
we choose to backfill Social Security. 
So Medicare—healthcare, is the pri-
mary driver. It is 70-plus percent of all 
future borrowing. 

The brain trust here, we will come 
behind these microphones, and we talk 
about financing it. ObamaCare is a fi-
nancing bill. The ACA is a financing 
bill, who gets subsidized and who has 
to pay. 

Let’s be honest. Our Republican al-
ternative was a financing bill. It is who 
had to pay and who got subsidized. 

Medicare for all is a financing bill. 
None of it is about the adoption of 
technology that makes people 
healthier. 

I have come behind this microphone 
a handful of times this year and 
showed the data from the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee, the Republican re-
port, go to Chapter 3, and we did some 
very difficult things, and they worked 
very hard. 

I vetted this for weeks. We did the 
thing we hate to talk about, but it is 
amazing, the numbers. We talked about 
diabetes and obesity in America. 

What would happen if I could come to 
you right now and say the most power-
ful thing you could do to roll down U.S. 
sovereign debt is take on obesity in 
America? The morality. 

It is also one of the most powerful 
things you can do for income inequal-
ity, for my Tribal populations, for the 
rural poor, for the urban poor. 

We actually had some other crazy 
data talking about the labor force par-
ticipation that would go up and family 
formation. 

Is that Republican or Democrat? It is 
just moral. It is a solution. It was a few 
trillion dollars over the 10 years—the 
single most powerful thing you could 
do. 

How many people have you had come 
behind these microphones and want to 
talk about we need to help our brothers 
and sisters live? We are about to have 
a fifth year of life expectancy falling in 
America. Our brothers and sisters are 
dying. 

If you look at the data, drugs are 
right up there. Obesity is even higher. 
Is it just because you are going to get 
nasty people saying horrible things 
about you on social media? Well, screw 
them. Morality is on our side. It is 
great economics. It is also the right 
thing to do, and it is really hard 
around here. 

Let’s actually talk about one of the 
other things. If I get one more leftist, 
well, you guys supported tax reform. 
Okay. The single biggest movement in 
closing income inequality, single big-
gest movement in raising wages with-
out raising inflation because it allo-
cated money. 

Smartly designed tax reform actually 
puts the money where it gets the great-
est amount of productive growth. 

Remember your basic high school ec-
onomics class. What are the two ways 
you get paid more? Inflation. Well, 
that doesn’t get you anything. When 
your check goes up for inflation, you 
are just treading water. 

Productivity. We had stagnant pro-
ductivity for a couple decades. We did 
tax reform at the very end of 2017, and 
we had 2018, 2019, the first quarter of 
2020 before the pandemic, and it was 
the ultimate Goldilocks because we 
were growing. Wages were going up. 
The poor were getting less poor. We 
didn’t set off inflation. Income inequal-
ity is shrinking. 

The Democrats keep saying, well, the 
face cost of that was going to be $1.7 

trillion. Yes, we were taking in dra-
matically more tax receipts than we 
ever expected, and it actually added a 
whole bunch to the life expectancy of 
Social Security. Stunning amounts of 
money came back repatriated from 
overseas, but it was a tax cut. 

The same brain trust on the left who 
is attacking tax reform forgets in just 
20 months, President Biden’s initia-
tives have added $4.8 trillion to the 10- 
year deficit. 

They come at us hard. We did tax re-
form, and the face value of that was 
$1.7 trillion, but they have added $4.8 
trillion, and it is like they forget. 

This also set off—the best econo-
mists—I want to be honest on this—set 
off half of inflation. Some of it was 
supply chain. Half of it was the amount 
of stimulus the Democrats dumped into 
the economy. 

I have done it here on the floor show-
ing that the 30 months of inflation we 
just had was the single biggest modern 
tax hike. Whether you know it or not, 
you have been crushed. 

If you live in the Phoenix-Scottsdale 
market, and you are not making 22, 23 
percent more today than you did 30 
months ago, you are poorer. 

The brilliance of the left’s not liking 
inflation but not screaming about it or 
trying to crush it because there are 
things we could have done in this body 
to help roll down inflation, but it 
would have required policy, and it 
would have required them to admit it 
was crushing the working population, 
particularly the working poor, and the 
dirty little secret is it changed the 
debt to GDP because inflation devalues 
the existing debt. You get to pay it 
back with inflated dollars. 

Whether you know it or not, you are 
about 20 percent poorer today than you 
were 30 months ago. If your paycheck 
hasn’t gone up, if you are in the Phoe-
nix-Scottsdale area, if you haven’t 
gone up about 22 percent, you are poor-
er today. It is math. 

We keep coming back to the under-
standing of the scale of the drivers of 
our debt. I am not going to belabor this 
board. I have done it before. 

We can get rid of every dime of dis-
cretionary. There is no defense. There 
is no State Department. There is no 
Supreme Court. There is no Congress. 
That might actually be a good thing, 
but there is nothing. You are still bor-
rowing. Even at the end of 10 years, 
you are still borrowing. 

To help you understand the scale— 
and this one I have done entire presen-
tations on, and this is the one where I 
get the most interesting comments 
from Democrats. 

Well, we need to tax people over 
$400,000 more. Okay. Dirty, fun little 
secret. If you made $400,000 4 years ago, 
3 years ago, today your purchasing 
power is probably 320, 328. 

Part of the scam here is let inflation 
run a bit. You have heard of bracket 
creep; same sort of concept. There is a 
great paper out there. It is on the Man-
hattan Institute’s, Brian Riedl, where 
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he basically took all sorts of studies, 
leftist studies, OMB studies, CBO stud-
ies, and said, Mr. Speaker, what would 
happen if you basically maximized 
every tax rate, if you took people over 
$400,000 and said, I am going to maxi-
mize their income tax? 

There are formulas now because we 
have really good modeling for this. We 
can get them up to this tax rate before 
it changes their economic effects, and 
the revenues actually go down. 

Maximize their capital gains. Maxi-
mize their estate tax. Maximize every-
thing. Adjust for the economic effects. 

If you don’t believe me, go read the 
paper. You will get about 1.1 to 2 per-
cent of GDP in new tax receipts. Okay. 

Let’s split the difference. Let’s call it 
1.6 of new taxes by maximizing every 
tax rate of those over 400,000. Okay. 

The reality is the majority of the 
people that make over $400,000 vote for 
Democrats anyway, so I don’t know 
why we keep trying to say, but the eco-
nomics are theater. 

Back to the point when we began. 
What did we borrow last year? Anyone 
listen? We borrowed 8.4 percent of 
GDP—8.4. 

The Democrats’ solution covers 1.6 of 
it. When they do that, the capacity we 
need to be able to cover the shortfalls 
in Social Security, Medicare, if there is 
a disaster, if there is a war—we have no 
more capacity. This is how fragile we 
are as a society and intellectually 
vacuous, the debate here is. 

Mr. Speaker, how much time is re-
maining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Arizona has 9 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Speaker, I 
will try to wrap this up in the next 
couple boards so the gentleman from 
Texas can have his time. 

This is pretty much the same thing. 
We actually did the modelling on the 
permanent deficit, its interest carrying 
costs. That is what is over here in 
whatever earth tones that is. 

One of the things I have heard the 
Progressive Caucus talk about, there is 
some absurd thing called the oligarch’s 
tax where they are going to find really 
rich people, and the richer they are, 
they are just going to take portions of 
their unearned income or their assets. 
Okay. Fine. 

I guess that is where the left’s brain 
is, but you have to stop lying to people 
about the math. It only covers a tiny 
fraction of the borrowing. 

Part of this even comes from one of 
the progressive group’s own math. It is 
revenge for people who made a bunch of 
money, who vote for them and con-
tribute to them, and then they make 
up the math. 

This is such an absurd place. Look. 
Maybe no one actually cares. I have 
come here in the past and sort of 
showed the trajectory we are on to the 
amount of our economy that will be in 
debt, and we are already right here. 

Remember, this is a chart that if you 
actually start to do the baseline, and 

you start to actually do different base-
line annual growths—you have to un-
derstand, in less than a decade, if our 
annual growth does not exceed the 
mean, meaning we only grow at a half 
a percent over those years, we are al-
ready at 125 percent debt to GDP. 

Now, because we are the reserve cur-
rency, we get a little bit of a SPIF for 
more capacity, but basically you have 
to understand the number. 

The time for doing something was ac-
tually a couple years ago. Every day 
we wait, the policy options—and this is 
going to be part of my closing, and I 
am going to say it two or three times. 

The policy options close because 
there are things you need to do 
policywise. If you look at all the taxes 
the left wants to do—I just showed you 
a slide—it comes in about 1.5, 1.6 per-
cent of GDP. We borrowed 8.4 last year. 

The things we can cut. I can get you 
a couple of points of GDP we can cut, 
and I am willing to do some very dif-
ficult cuts. 

Is it rational for us to borrow money 
on our nondefense discretionary and 
send it to States and jurisdictions that 
have their own taxing authority? We 
are basically playing a game of here is 
some free money that we are bor-
rowing. Well, that is $300 billion of the 
discretionary, but that is a fraction of 
the GDP. 

The two ends here, that means the 
actual structural deficit that is actu-
ally from the demographics, you need a 
revolution in the costs. You can’t tax 
enough, and you can’t cut enough. It is 
math. 
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Once again, another model out there 
that shows once you do the actual eco-
nomic effects of taxing the rich, it gets 
you only a fraction of the 10-year def-
icit. 

I am going to close on this board be-
cause it is the board that enrages most 
people. It is the one that has been mod-
eled by left groups, right groups, some 
of the honest universities, back to the 
point I have made. This board is al-
ready a year out of date, meaning when 
it says over the next 30 years, we will 
have $116 trillion in borrowed money, 
we have a model in our office that is 
approaching $130 trillion with the high-
er interest rates. 

On this one, $77 trillion of that short-
fall over the next 30 years is Medicare. 
It is healthcare costs. 

Another one is a $38 trillion shortfall 
if we backfill Social Security and the 
shortfall there. 

It is immoral what this body is doing 
by avoiding, and every day that we 
avoid, you find yourself saying taxes 
are your only opportunity, though I 
have just spent the last half an hour 
trying to explain policy is where the 
money is at. 

Making people healthier is the sin-
gle-biggest thing you can do to reduce 
the U.S. debt. Actually, you reduce it 
but stabilize it because we are going to 
continue to grow it because we are get-

ting old, and our healthcare costs are 
going to go up. 

Can we use technology? Can we use 
cures? I could come to you tomorrow 
and point out the simple fact that 33 
percent of all healthcare spending is di-
abetes. A revolution in our brothers 
and sisters with diabetes, which we 
know how to do it now—we actually 
have pharmaceuticals that are remark-
able, and I am not thrilled with talking 
about pharmaceuticals, but the math is 
the math. We sometimes have to deal 
with the reality in front of us. 

If we can cut diabetes in half in 
America—let’s see, 15 percent of U.S. 
healthcare costs is about $700 billion a 
year. If you cut 33 percent and then get 
the economic effects of people being 
able to work and other things, so a tril-
lion dollars a year. 

I mean, you start to understand this 
doesn’t have to be dour. It doesn’t have 
to be dystopian. There is hope. It just 
requires thinking and maybe owning a 
calculator and reading. 

We are too busy saying the same crap 
to our voters because they applaud for 
us. Even though it is 20 years out of 
date, we say the same crap over and 
over. 

I have been here 10 years. When I 
first got elected, 1 out of 8 was 65. 
Today, it is like 1 out of 5.8 is now 65. 
Demographics is our destiny. 

Why are we incapable of telling each 
other the truth? 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 
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SHARING CHRISTMAS CAROL 
HISTORIES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 9, 2023, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. CARTER) for 
30 minutes. 

Mr. CARTER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
as Christmas approaches, I rise to 
share the histories behind the most be-
loved Christmas carols. 

My wife found a book, and I started 
reading it at breakfast one morning. I 
thought it was really interesting to 
know where Christmas carols came 
from. I thought I would come up here 
and share this with my colleagues and 
with the rest of the country that cares. 

I have done three of these now, and I 
have 30 minutes to do a bunch more. 
Today, we are going to talk about a lot 
of them. 

The first one is ‘‘It Came Upon the 
Midnight Clear.’’ It was written and 
composed by two men from similar 
backgrounds who never met. 

Edmund Hamilton Sears was a Uni-
tarian minister and graduate of Har-
vard Divinity School. Sears, who pre-
ferred a quiet life among his New Eng-
land congregation, emphasized Jesus’ 
message of peace on Earth, good will 
towards men. The words to ‘‘It Came 
Upon the Midnight Clear’’ first ap-
peared in print in 1850 in the Christian 
Registry. 

By contrast, composer Richard S. 
Willis led a very public life as an editor 
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