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racial diversity, equity and inclusion,
and prosperity for the Black commu-
nity. We will remember her leadership
as president of the NAACP and its New
York chapter, which solidified her as a
source for social action and change. We
will remember how she stood tall
against the oppressive status quo of
Jim Crow and paved the way forward
to a more enlightened, more accepting,
more loving era for our country and
world.

I know I will remember the image of
her arm in arm with my mother, Dr.
Una Clarke, at the Democratic Conven-
tion, where they stood in the trenches
together, fighting for the Black com-
munity at each other’s sides.

Truly, Dr. Dukes lived a life of cour-
age, resolve, and unmatched tenacity.
We owe her a debt of gratitude that can
never be measured or repaid, and I will
miss my friend’s warmth and wisdom
so dearly.

Ma Dukes, we will never forget you.
May you rest in power. May you rest in
peace.

——
SAYING GOOD-BYE TO A GIANT

(Mr. JACKSON of Illinois asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, today we say good-bye to a giant, a
leader, a warrior for justice. Today, we
mourn the passing of my dear friend
and brother in service, Congressman
Sylvester Turner.

Mr. Turner was more than a col-
league. He was family. He carried the
weight of his community on his shoul-
ders, never once complaining, never
once backing down from a fight when
the people needed him. He walked
these Halls not for power, not for pres-
tige, but for purpose. That purpose was
clear: to uplift the forgotten and fight
for the unseen and to ensure that every
child, no matter the ZIP Code they
were born in, had a fair shot at success.

His legacy will be defined by his life-
long fight for civil rights, economic
justice, and opportunity for all, but
perhaps some of his most visionary
work was cofounding the Congressional
Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Cau-
cus that he, Congressman FIELDS, and I
took on together with urgency and pur-
pose.

Sylvester knew that representation
wasn’t just a box to check, it was the
foundation of our democracy itself. He
fought to break down barriers, to build
pipelines of opportunity, and to ensure
that government truly reflected the
people it served.

——
THIS IS NOT NORMAL

(Ms. STANSBURY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. STANSBURY. America, continue
to be courageous because what is hap-
pening right now is not normal: The
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dismantling of agencies, including
today the Department of Education,
the firing of teachers, veterans, mili-
tary, hacking your personal data,
cozying up to foreign adversaries. This
is not normal.

We must continue to fight back, to
push back in Congress, in the courts,
and in our communities, so here is
what you can do. Raise your voice.
Push your Members of Congress, push
the administration, push your State
and local leaders, engage in collective
action, and engage in everyday acts of
resistance in your own life because,
America, this is not normal. We will
not go back.

I say to you, stay strong, raise your
voices, and engage in acts of courage.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to address their re-
marks to the Chair.

————

A REAL MATH PROBLEM

(Under the Speaker’s announced pol-
icy of January 3, 2025, Mr. SCHWEIKERT
of Arizona was recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.)

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Speaker,
have you ever had the time here where
you basically are having to take on
two things that push against each
other, that create a real math problem,
and that telling the truth about it—
how do you say it?—oh, yeah, gets the
crap kicked out of you? Let’s have at
it, though.

President Trump stood there just a
couple days ago, and within his speech,
when you talk about some of the policy
to help our brothers and sisters in this
country, there was the discussion of no
tax on tips, no tax on overtime, these
things, and the pushing to get us in
Congress, the Senate included, to move
the extension of the 2017 tax cuts. I am
going to show you why that is so im-
portant.

However, at the same time, within
almost the same breath, the President
looked out at us and said he also wants
a balanced budget.

Okay. Now we need to deal with the
reality of how hard that math is, but
there is a way to do it. I just don’t
know if intellectually, when you think
about the things you heard behind
these microphones this last week, how
many of our brothers and sisters here,
how many of the public, how many of
the armies of lobbyists that are in the
hallways here lined up saying they
want more spending, more money,
more regulation on their competition
understand this. Let’s go through some
of the basic math facts, and then let’s
have a brutally honest conversation of
how we stabilize and how far we can ac-
tually go.

All right. An oldie but a goodie, and
the numbers are actually worse, but I
didn’t want to print another chart, so
we have been using the same one from
last year.

Do you see all the red in the chart?
That is what we call mandatory. It is
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automatic. It is earned benefits. It is,
you served in the military, your pen-
sions, those things. Interest is auto-
matic. You have to pay it.

Do you see the blue? That is military
and what we call nondefense discre-
tionary. A Member of Congress, other
than in a reconciliation opportunity—
we are going to come back to why it is
s0 important—only votes on this blue.
Every dime a Member of Congress
votes on, other than that moment of
reconciliation, is borrowed. It is all
borrowed money. Last year, for every
dollar we took in in tax receipts, we
borrowed $1.39.

Look, the number of times I have
come before these mikes, and I have
done the charts and shown, in times
when we have had very high marginal
tax rates, we take in about 17, 18 per-
cent of GDP in taxes. When we have
had very low marginal tax rates, we
take in about 17, 18 percent of GDP. It
is the seesaw of lower marginal tax
rates, the economy grows; higher mar-
ginal tax rates, the economy shrinks.
We are getting basically the same per-
centage of the economy in tax receipts.

There is an article on the Manhattan
Institute’s website that does an aggre-
gation of a lot of studies, many of them
from leftwing groups, showing that if
you raised every tax that functionally
the Dems have offered that has gotten
scored, and then you adjust it for its
economic effects, you get about a 1.5
percent of GDP in taxes, additional
taxes.

The cuts we had been talking about
were now actually getting much broad-
er, but let’s go back to that point and
a half. We are going to borrow 7.25 per-
cent of the entire U.S. economy this
year, so when the President turned to
us and said he really wants a balanced
budget, that is a tough one.

Now, his Treasury Secretary has
talked about if we could get down to 3
percent stability. Ray Dalio, who is
talking about a book he is giving away,
talks about his incredible fear of the
squeeze that is happening around the
world because the countries in the
world are bingeing on debt and that
there may be a shortage of borrowable
capital, which will cause us, as he says,
a heart attack. He says it would be
good if we could get back to 3 percent
of the size of the economy.

Okay, maybe that should be our goal,
but, once again, remember your gov-
ernment is functionally an insurance
company with an army because the
vast majority of our spending, the vast
majority are things like Social Secu-
rity, Medicare, and other benefits you
get either because you hit a certain
age, you worked a certain number of
quarters, you fell below a certain in-
come, or you are part of a certain Trib-
al group, but they are automatic. The
one time we get an honest opportunity
to really look at them is when there is
this reconciliation. You are able to
open up and look at the formula
spendings.

Let’s actually walk through this for
someone like myself, who basically is
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intellectually whipsawing, just beating
the crap out of myself.

O 1145

Mr. Speaker, I do not want and be-
lieve it would be a horrible thing to
allow taxes to go up at the end of this
year, particularly on small businesses
and the working population.

This is the average. Understand that
I represent the Phoenix and Scottsdale
area. For my folks, our math is $3,300,
almost $3,400 a year for my average
family in tax hikes. For the country, it
is $2,850.

That is the tax hike that is already
in the law. That is already what is
coming at us. That is what the Demo-
crats have been arguing, saying we
shouldn’t extend these tax cuts, and
then they give these beautiful speeches
about defending the working class.

This is coming to us. This is part of
the battle. Understand those tax hikes
aren’t just going on rich people. Mr.
Speaker, 62 percent of the tax-paying
population actually see their taxes go
up. I am going to show some distribu-
tional charts later.

After 2017, remember we actually
made the tax code in the United States
more progressive, meaning with a high-
er income, we are paying a higher per-
centage of the Federal income tax.
What we also did was we functionally
took half of our brothers and sisters
who make much more moderate wages
and pulled them off the tax system.
They are still paying payroll tax,
which is Social Security, Medicare, un-
employment, and disability, paying
into those as sort of a retirement ac-
count. Think of it that way. They pay
almost no income tax.

We are going to focus on these charts
about the income tax side. Once again,
remember this is coming at us at the
end of the year. This is what the budg-
et reconciliation ultimately is about.

For some of us, we are stressing
about: How do I not let the taxes go
up? How do I not play the scam of,
‘““Here, we are going to extend the tax
cuts,” and, ‘“‘Here, give me a credit
card so I can charge it to you’’? That is
the scam.

Mr. Speaker, is it really economi-
cally honest? We have a great set of
data that shows if we borrow the
money at the end of the decade, it ac-
tually costs those working families
more because we have slowed down the
economy and raised interest rates,
those things, instead of saying I ex-
tended your tax cuts but because I
charged it to you, your retirement ac-
count, your kids’ future—understand
that borrowing money is a tax. It is
just not collected right now. It is col-
lected in the future with interest on it.

Let’s actually walk through a chart
that has upset a number of my fellow
Republicans, but the math is honest.
The day we were elected this Novem-
ber, we publicly borrowed—let’s do a
quick explanation. When we hear some-
one say our total debt is $37 trillion or
36-point whatever, a portion of that we
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borrow internally. We reach into the
Social Security trust fund and borrow
that money.

We pay interest. The Treasury gives
them special T bills. We pay interest
on it. In some years, the interest we
were paying to the different trust funds
we have borrowed money from was ac-
tually a pretty good interest rate. That
is internal borrowing.

Then, there is the public borrowing.
These are the options. This is the note,
T bill, or bond that is in a retirement
account. Another country may buy it
to hold in their version of their Federal
Reserve.

Remember, China is not our number
one buyer of our debt. As a matter of
fact, China has been rolling off its debt
for years, the holdings of TU.S.
sovereigns. They are actually some-
where under $900 billion now. It should
make us a little nervous that certain
foreign governments are no longer
bingeing on U.S. debt because we would
love to get their money. Most of the
debt we sell to the retirement, to the
business, to the bank, and other things.

The day we were elected, publicly
borrowed debt was about $28 trillion.
Let’s do a math experiment. Baseline
borrowing for the next 10 years is $22
trillion. If we were to do the tax exten-
sions—and this is going to make sense.
When we hear people running around
here saying let’s just use current pol-
icy, let’s just pretend our spending
stays the same, our tax policy all stays
the same, and we don’t have to pay at-
tention to the actual law, that would
be $5.5 trillion plus another $1.3 trillion
on top of that in interest.

Then, let’s add in some of the Presi-
dent’s priorities: no tax on tips; no tax
on overtime if we could find the me-
chanics, which is a little harder be-
cause we can’t actually do it in rec-
onciliation; no tax on Social Security.
If we add those all up, it would mean,
at the end of 2035, the amount of debt
that has been borrowed from the pub-
lic—one of the reasons the public num-
ber is higher is, in 2033, the Social Se-
curity trust fund is empty. We don’t
get to reach over there and keep using
that as a piggy bank, even though we
pay it back every month because the
tax receipts from FICA taxes don’t
match the checks going out the door.

Here is the punch line. It took us 240
years to get to that $28 trillion. We are
basically talking about doubling it in
10 years. The publicly held debt is not
exact, but it is close. It is math I can
do in my head. We are talking about al-
most doubling the publicly held debt in
the next 10 years.

When we hear those coming behind
the microphone and saying DOGE is
horrible and evil. Really? Federal
spending this year will be about $7 tril-
lion, but we are only going to take in
$56 trillion, so we are going to borrow
about $2 trillion or $2.3 trillion. If I
came to a business and said they are
bleeding, for every dollar of revenue
they are taking in, they are spending
$1.36, $1.39, wouldn’t that business turn
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around and try to find some ways to re-
duce spending and to modernize on how
they do business?

Think of this, if we are going to
spend 7, could we find 15 percent sav-
ings? Maybe. It would be really hard.
People would complain. It will screw
up some people’s business models.
Some of the public employee unions
will be cranky. If we can find 15 per-
cent, that would be $1 trillion a year.

It still doesn’t get us to 3 percent of
the GDP borrowing because, remember,
again, 7% percent of the entire econ-
omy will be consumed by this govern-
ment in borrowing this year.

When idiots like me hold up charts
like this and I get complaints that I
am hurting people’s feelings, the fact
of the matter is this is why we have to
thread this needle and do really hard
things. How do we extend the tax cuts,
the tax reforms, the tax benefits, and
the baseline economic growth of what
we accomplished in 2017 but find ways
to offset as much of it as we possibly
can?

Once again, even CBO and some of
the outside studies made it very clear:
If we offset the spending so that money
stays in the economy, instead of being
borrowed by government here, by it
staying in the economy, we maximize
economic growth because it gets lent
to this business, lent to this new con-
struction project.

When we take it out of the econ-
omy—remember, our baseline, we are
already borrowing $22 trillion over the
next 10 years. How many more trillions
should we stack on top of that? If we
don’t find offsets, it means we doubled
U.S. publicly held debt in 10 years. It
took us 240 years, and then we double it
again in 10.

This is how insane the chart looks
from the people running around this
place and saying just use current pol-
icy because it is easy and so I don’t
have to say no to the army of people
sitting in my office and wanting money
for whatever their cause is.

Mr. Speaker, you do realize when you
start looking at this stuff, you are
talking about 140, 150-plus percent of
debt to GDP. It goes from a 100 today
to almost a 50 percent increase in the
next 10 years. It is uncomfortable. The
primary driver of U.S. sovereign debt is
interest and healthcare costs.

The people who run around here and
just want to pretend the law doesn’t
exist and that if we were already doing
it, we should just pretend and look the
other way and just keep doing it. If we
do that, that means in 9 budget years,
just the interest—and this was assum-
ing the interest rates from last Decem-
ber—we spend over $2 trillion a year in
interest.

When we hear members from the dif-
ferent committees around here talk
about how hard this is, how difficult it
is, when the Democrats are saying how
dare we talk about these benefits, help
us. Where is the creativity? Where is
the modernization? Where is the use of
technology to disrupt the cost but
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make it better, faster, and cheaper?
Help us.

That doesn’t give us the dopamine
hits and the hope to win back the next
election to take the majority because
winning around here is more important
than doing what is moral, right, and
economically rational.

This is important. Are we ready as a
country? My math for this year is we
are going to spend about $1.2 trillion in
interest. Dear Lord, please don’t let in-
terest rates move against us.

Also, just an economic concept I need
everyone to process is to think of a see-
saw. When we see interest rates going
down, yay, except the problem is that
it typically means the economy is
slowing down. There is less demand for
debt in the markets, and the economy
is slowing down.

What happens, Mr. Speaker? What
happens to the U.S. Treasury? It means
tax receipts are going down. They may
not go down immediately. We often
don’t see the lag for three quarters,
sometimes a year. We can see it in the
growth calculations that interest rates
are falling, the economy is slowing
down, and we are going to take in less
tax receipts.

Oh, good, the economy is growing. In-
terest rates go up. We are now paying
it because this year or in the next 12
months we have to refinance $9 trillion
of U.S. sovereign debt, plus probably
add another couple trillion on top of
that of what we call new issuances.

We are going to take in higher tax re-
ceipts because the economy is doing
well, but it all gets consumed by the
higher interest rates.

The center of this seesaw—it is a
technical economic term—we are
screwed. There is no free option any-
more. When we walk around with $37
trillion of debt, when our baseline adds
another 22, and that is with none of
these policy discussions, why aren’t
more people around here just terrified?

Is it that our constituents are so des-
perate for more money from the Fed-
eral Government that explaining that
we are not giving them something free,
that we are putting it on their credit
card, that they will pay this back in
some fashion will deflate the value of
the dollar so their savings crashes and
raise the cost of goods, or that, at some
point, we are going to brutalize their
kids, their grandkids, and their retire-
ment? It doesn’t have to be that way.

God knows that, over the last couple
of years, I have showed how we can
crash the price of healthcare by using
technology. Then, the lobbyists are in
our offices, saying that would mean
they have to change their business
model.

Yesterday, on CNBC, Eric Cantor
was, in many ways, almost mocking us.
He is a former majority leader here.
Now, he is on Wall Street. He said: Do
we really think the bond market isn’t
going to notice if we just do this pre-
tend thing and say let’s call this thing
current policy, so we will keep the cur-
rent tax regime. Yes, it means financ-
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ing another $5.5 trillion, plus another
$1.3 trillion of interest on top of it, and
the bond market won’t even notice
that.

We have the greatest fragility right
now to this country. We are on the
cusp of putting the bond market in
charge of this country, not President
Trump, not Congress. If we borrow
about $60,000 or $70,000 a second every
day, what happens when we pull up the
next bond option and not enough peo-
ple show up for it? It would create
chaos around the world.

It is a dangerous, dangerous game we
are playing around here, but we go
home and talk to voters. They want
things. They need our help.

Please understand this is a dan-
gerous, dangerous game we are playing.

I was just trying to make the point
that if we do all these things without
financing, we are basically over 150 per-
cent of debt to the GDP.

Let’s actually do something difficult.
The Treasury Secretary, Ray Dalio,
these other people who are sort of eco-
nomic experts—they are a lot smarter
than I am or anyone else here—Kkeep
saying if we get to 3 percent of debt
every year, it is actually somewhat
equivalent to the growth of tax re-
ceipts.

To get to 3 percent, it functionally
requires a couple of trillion dollars of
reduction in spending every year—
think about that, with where we are
going growth-wise.

0 1200

How many of you see Members of
Congress come behind these micro-
phones and say that we should work on
this, let’s get to $2 trillion a year. That
is actually how screwed up these num-
bers are.

When you get into the out-years,
when you get to 2034, it is not $2 tril-
lion you would have to move to. It is
over $3 trillion.

The current policy budget deficit is
in the billions. If you want to be at 3
percent, you have got to cut 2 this
year, 2 the next year, and it grows and
grows and grows. I don’t think there is
an understanding.

This is a sequitur. These tie together.
The United States in 7% years now will
have more deaths than births. We have
a shortage of young people. Yet, you
want to live in a fantasy world of, oh,
we are going to grow at 3 percent.
Great. Tell me how, unless you are
willing to do talent-based immigration,
adoption of AI, or promotion of syn-
thetic biology to do things better, fast-
er, cheaper.

There are ways I can get you there. I
am blessed. I am chairman of the Joint
Economic Committee. We have a hand-
ful of Ph.D. economists, freaky smart.
We have a model to do it.

What is my chance, Mr. Speaker, of
getting this body to say—the President
talked about doing talent-based immi-
gration 2 nights ago, talked about mod-
ernizing, using technology.

When you call the IRS—their own
auditor says only 31 percent of the
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phone calls get answered. Why
wouldn’t you jump up immediately and
say we are going to use the latest
version of an AI chat that sounds like
a person, that knows everything about
the tax code, will stay on the phone
with you, will help you fill out your
forms, maybe even send you a YouTube
video of how to fill out the form,
maybe a PDF of the form, and it will
stay on the phone with you all night
long and will always pick up the phone.
You get the union that goes: No, you
can’t use technology.

That is part of the discussion going
on here. Do you want to keep living
and existing in a model that is decades
out of date and isn’t working and is
burying your future in debt? Actually
you’re currently in debt. Functionally,
we are borrowing about $6 billion a
day.

I was doing a little math standing in
the back, off the top of my head. If you
had 70,000 Federal employees accept
early retirement, and they make
$135,000 with benefits, you are cutting
less than 2 days of borrowing. You need
to do it. Do not take that comment and
say: Oh, you see, it isn’t enough.

Just the opposite. It is just the be-
ginning. The lack of understanding of
how much trouble we are in is the
problem. Stop pretending and saying
these little things aren’t big enough.
That is why you have got to do dozens
and dozens and dozens and dozens of
them.

But it might affect my business
model; it might affect my—look, do
you care about the future?

I have a 2% year old we have adopted.
My wife is my age. When my little boy
becomes—I think my math was 24
years old—so 22 years from now, every
tax in the United States has to have
doubled just to maintain baseline serv-
ices because that is our burn rate. This
place is absolutely immoral.

Let’s actually add to it. In 8 years, so
2033, the Social Security trust fund is
empty. Yet, I will see my Democrat
colleagues come behind saying we
should expand the benefit. Great. Tell
me how to finance it.

If the first year where the Social Se-
curity trust fund is completely
empty—our rough math is it is over a
$600 billion a year shortfall. I think
that is the entire corporate income
tax.

There is this lack of understanding of
the scale. We are in trouble. What is
wrong with this place?

Is it so much easier to go home and
just lie?

On cable television tonight, how
many of them are going to do—whether
it be the left or the right cable—hold
up charts and say: Here is the reality
of the demographics and math and how
much trouble we are in?

For those folks who come up here
and say, I care about poor people; I
care about this, do you have any idea
how much danger you are putting our
future in?

I personally believe prosperity is
moral. Design a tax code, design a reg-
ulatory code, design the adoption of
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technology to maximize prosperity.
Somehow, I am the idiot who keeps
getting up behind this microphone and
trying to get people—saying let’s try
to do things hard, maybe think about
how we deliver healthcare services.

We are doing modeling with our
economists on silly things. How many
billions and billions and billions do we
spend every year in just Medicare with
duplicative MRI scans, x-ray scans, and
ultrasounds? If you take that scan and
attach it to someone’s phone, then it
becomes portable. Now, our original
number—I am having trouble believing
it because it needs more vetting—was
like $20 billion to $25 billion a year.
What if it is a quarter trillion over 10
years? Is that a cut in services, or is
that using technology to make it more
modern, portable, faster to use, easier
to use, more accessible?

There will be lobbyists in my office
tomorrow because I said this, saying:
David, you don’t understand. Those du-
plicate scans are our profit model.

Help us. If you are on the left, or
even a couple of my Republicans, and
you don’t like the discussions of we are
trying to do reforms, then bring us
ideas.

There are freaky smart people in this
country. You have a supercomputer in
your pocket right now. The concept of
what this thing can do—15 years ago,
did you think you would have the
world’s knowledge and AI on it?

Save us. Save yourself. Save your re-
tirement. Save your kids. Save your
grandkids. You have got to do it by
thinking.

The idiots I get—sorry, Mr. Speaker.
I want to retract that.

I will get people who say if we just
didn’t have foreign aid—and you send
them the charts saying it is 5 days of
borrowing. This isn’t easy, but it is
math.

For my friends on the left that keep
saying: Make the tax code more pro-
gressive. Okay. You have already seen
your own studies from the progressive
groups that say you might get another
1% percent if you blow up everything,
you maximize every tax policy you
have ever promoted. You are borrowing
TVa this year.

Remember, today, half the tax-
payers—97 percent of the Federal in-
come tax is paid by the top half, mean-
ing the bottom half of those who are
out there working their hearts out but
don’t make a great income pay almost
no Federal income tax. They may pay
FICA tax, Social Security, Medicare,
those things.

Taxes now have become incredibly
progressive. Maybe you need to make
it more progressive, but don’t pretend
it actually makes that much difference
in the debt model. It doesn’t produce
nearly the revenues.

I am going to bang through some of
these real quick.

The Federal tax code remains incred-
ibly progressive. It is more progressive
today than it was prior to the 2017 tax
reform.
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Today, right now, if you actually
take a look at the top earners, they are
still paying the vast majority. What
happens when your top 20 percent of in-
come-earners are paying, I think a lit-
tle shy of 70, 80 percent of all Federal
income taxes?

Instead of an idiot standing here giv-
ing you percentages of GDP and num-
bers, I thought we would do it as time.
Let’s use it as a calendar. For some
people, it is easier to see. How Wash-
ington finances 366 days of spending in
2024. Remember, it was a leap year.
There was an extra day.

The top 20 percent of earners covered
201 days of Federal spending. The next
20 percent covered 41 days. The middle
earners covered 17 days of government
spending. The bottom 40 percent alto-
gether covered 4 days.

If you take the folks below the 40
percent, we spent 103 days. We sent
them money. We didn’t tax them. We
sent them money on the Federal in-
come tax side.

Yet, when the intellectual vacuists
say to just raise taxes, tell me how to
get beyond the 17 percent GDP conun-
drum. The only model that really does,
which is why much of the rest of the
world uses it, is a value-added tax,
where every separate production, you
stack a tax on. Fine. Maybe that is
what we are going to have to do in 10
years. Understand, that crushes the
poor and crushes the middle class be-
cause their consumption is so much
higher than those at the higher in-
come.

Upper-income taxpayers overwhelm-
ingly finance the Federal Government.
Yay. The punch line here, get to the
bottom 20 percent, we actually pay
them. Take the bottom 40 percent, it is
actually less than 5% percent of the
total Federal income tax. I don’t know
how much more progressive you can
make the tax system.

If you want to do a super progres-
sivity, great. When the people keep
lying about the budget resolution—
please, understand. I do not believe
there was enough spending offsets in it.
I want to make that perfectly clear. I
actually felt incredibly let down. We
spent months and months and months
and months running around here trying
to show people how you can modernize
the delivery of services and lower the
price of government. That scared too
many people. So we got a budget reso-
lution where functionally the baseline
is $1.2 trillion in cuts and another half
trillion in shock absorbers. Yet, it is a
$4.5 trillion authorization. Meaning
you would end up borrowing 3.3—$1.7
trillion is discretionary, completely
unenforceable, and another $2.6 trillion
of income is magic, thinking that
somehow the GDP is going to grow 40
percent over baseline because we are so
good looking.

In that sentence I just gave you, I
just made a whole bunch of people
angry, but it is math.

Find me a credible economist that is
a truth teller and say somehow magi-
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cally in a time where the United States
has a shortage of young people—re-
member, in 7Y% years, we have more
deaths than births—and somehow
magically we are going to start grow-
ing at this freakishly incredible rate
while pulling stimulus out of the econ-
omy, which we have to do.

There is a way to make this work,
but unless you are willing to do hard
things—and then an army of people
will show up and say: DAVID, I really
want to balance the budget, but I need
more spending because that is how I
get elected. I bring the bacon home.

That bacon is put on your own credit
cards.

The highest-earning 20 percent of
taxpayers pay 90 percent of all Federal
income taxes.

Let’s try it one more time. The high-
est-earning 20 percent of taxpayers pay
90 percent of all Federal income taxes.

It is math. It is not comfortable. It
doesn’t fit almost any of the speeches
you hear from the left behind the
microphone.

That is a tax cut for billionaires and
rich people. That is not what the math
says. Because when it comes to math,
we are able to lie about it all the time
because it is big and it is hard. A tril-
lion, 12 zeros, no one can see that, so
you just make crap up around here.

Let’s actually go to, one more time,
the chart that gets me the most com-
plaints, it upsets the most people, and
yet it happens to be absolutely truth-
ful.
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The next 30 years, this is the CBO
using current law, not make-believe of
let’s just continue to pretend we can
extend policy, and it has no cost be-
cause the bond markets aren’t going to
pay any attention when we are bring-
ing trillions and trillions of dollars to
the bond market. The world is happy to
just keep giving us all of their capital.

One more time, 100 percent of the
next 30 years of borrowing is Medicare
and its financing costs, and Social Se-
curity, because, remember, 8 years
from now, the Social Security trust
fund is empty. We doubled senior pov-
erty. Good job, guys. We doubled senior
poverty in 8 years because the average
recipient is getting something like a 20
percent cut.

How many people speechifying
around here have been talking about
how to stabilize Social Security? It is
hard. They will run television ads say-
ing mean things about you because you
mentioned the word ‘‘Social Secu-
rity’’—the absolute immorality of mod-
ern politics and how little the public
understands.

Well, they stole the money. No, no
one stole the money. The average fam-
ily with their 40 quarters actually gets
about a $72,000 spiff out of Social Secu-
rity. It is a crap rate of return. It is a
horrible rate of return.

Many of you are the ones that went
to war 25 years ago when President
Bush said: Could we take a little tiny
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piece and put it into the markets?
Today, you would have dramatically
greater wealth. That decision was
made. The public spoke—actually, the
leftist unions spoke and scared the
crap out of people.

The real battle is that we are almost
to the point of, for every dollar you put
into Medicare and that payroll tax, you
are almost taking out, well, $7. That
right there is the primary driver of
U.S. debt.

Do you cut things? No. My argument
is modernize, change it. My little ex-
ample of the duplicative MRIs and
scans and those things, why are we so
terrified to modernize how we deliver
Medicare? How many of you went to
Blockbuster Video last night? The fact
of the matter is technology changed
because you now go home and hit a
button, there are all your movies. Oh,
well, that made my life more conven-
ient.

You are telling me that the thing
you can blow into, the thing you can
wear on your body, the technology on
this, you couldn’t also use it to keep
yourself healthy when obesity is the
single biggest expenditure in this gov-
ernment. Think about that. We mod-
eled last year that obesity will add an-
other $9 trillion of additional spending,
$9.1 trillion on the top end of spending
over the next 10 years.

Maybe the revolution is the way you
stabilize U.S. debt is to stop being fear-
ful of technology, be willing to actu-
ally modernize and cut spending where
it is not working for the American peo-
ple, and help our brothers and sisters
get healthier.

That means taking on farm bills, nu-
trition policy, how we deliver
healthcare. Maybe things like Medi-
care Advantage and these things
should be rewarded for making their
populations healthier instead of run-
ning around scoring them as sicker.
There are solutions here.

We have known this chart for dec-
ades, that this is coming. Why the hell
can’t this place have an honest con-
versation? ‘“‘Oh, David, that is hard.”

The President stood there just a cou-
ple of days ago, gave us a list of things
he wanted to help the middle class. He
also asked us to find a way to balance
the budget. I am not sure I can make
that happen, but I think I can get us to
3 percent, which is what the Treasury
Secretary asked for.

Mr. Speaker, my question is, who is
willing to join us? I handed out my
binders with research for months and
months. I footnote everything, and you
guys just beat the crap out of me for
trying to tell the truth and trying to
save us. Screw me. I am an idiot who
runs for this job. You have kids. How
many of you have grandkids? How
many of you would like your retire-
ment? How many of you are prepared
for a 20 percent cut in your Social Se-
curity in 8 years? Help us. This Repub-
lic is worth saving. Maybe we should
actually buy calculators.

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

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

INCIVILITY IN CHAMBER

(Under the Speaker’s announced pol-
icy of January 3, 2025, Mr. GREEN of
Texas was recognized for 60 minutes as
the designee of the minority leader.)

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
and still I rise.

And still I rise, a proud, liberated
Democrat, unbought, unbossed, and
unafraid.

I rise today, Mr. Speaker, to call to
the attention of the House, this place
that I revere and, notwithstanding re-
cent events, that I have great respect
for.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in response
to a censure, a censure that took place
as it relates to my behavior. I have
been told by some that they did not
have an opportunity to hear the actual
resolution as it was read. I have here
H. Res. 189, the censure resolution as it
relates to my behavior.

I believe this resolution should be
read. I am not in any way upset with
the Speaker. I want people to know
that the Speaker did what he was sup-
posed to do. He did what he was sup-
posed to do when we had the joint ses-
sion of Congress.

When I interrupted, the Speaker
called it to my attention. He did it on
multiple occasions. I have no reason in
my heart to be upset with the Speaker.

Later, persons came over and es-
corted me out. I appreciate them. They
were very kind to me, the officers, very
kind. They said kind words to me.

As a result of my behavior, I have
been censured.

I am going to read the resolution and
give some commentary. It reads, ‘‘H.
Res. 189. In the House of Representa-
tives, Mr. Newhouse submitted the fol-
lowing resolution, which was referred
to the Committee on’’—and the copy
that I have does not have a committee.
I am not sure it was referred to a com-
mittee. It may have come straight to
the floor. Regardless as to how it ar-
rived, it did, and I am not contesting
the procedure.

The resolution reads: ‘‘Censuring
Representative Al Green of Texas.

“Whereas, on March 4, 2025, during
the joint session of Congress convened
pursuant to House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 11, the President of the United
States, speaking at the invitation of
the House and Senate, had his remarks
interrupted by the Representative from
Texas, Mr. Green;

‘“Whereas, the conduct of the Rep-
resentative from Texas disrupted the
proceedings of the joint address and
was a breach of proper conduct; and

“Whereas, after numerous disrup-
tions, the Representative from Texas
had to be removed from the chamber
by the Sergeant at Arms:

“Now, therefore, be it resolved,
that—

““One, Representative Al Green be
censured;

“Two, Representative Al Green forth-
with present himself in the well of the
House of Representatives for the pro-
nouncement of censure; and
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“Three, Representative Al Green be
censured with the public reading of
this resolution by the Speaker.”

That concludes the resolution.

Some things bear repeating: I respect
the Speaker. I have no ill feelings to-
ward the Speaker, none toward the per-
sons who escorted me away from the
floor because I did disrupt. I did so be-
cause the President indicated that he
had a mandate—and I wanted him to
know that he didn’t have a mandate—
to cut Medicaid.

I did this because Medicaid is the
only insurance many people have in
this country. I am blessed. As I stand
here now, there is a physician waiting.
If something should happen, I will be
taken to that physician. I have the
best healthcare in the world.

There are other people who have less
than I. I would have them have what I
have, but I surely would not stand by
and see them lose what little they do
have.

Medicaid is for people who don’t have
the kind of healthcare that 435 Mem-
bers of Congress and 100 Members of
the Senate have, but they do have
some healthcare.

It has been approved by legislation
that the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee would cut $880 billion from their
budget. The overwhelming majority of
that budget has to do with healthcare.
I see no way for this cut to take place
without cutting into Medicaid.

I am going to fight the cutting of
Medicaid. I hope that this comment,
this message that I am giving today,
will deter them and cause them to go a
different way. Then, they can say: “We
were never going to do it. Al Green just
had this false notion.” Well, let me
have it. Don’t cut Medicaid. It is all
they have.

This is the richest country in the
world. Mr. Musk has doctors. He will
get the best healthcare. Let him under-
stand that he should be on my side. He
should be on the side of the people who
need this healthcare. He has the ear of
the President.

Mr. Musk, speak to him. He listens to
you. But for the grace of God, dear
brother, you could be on Medicaid. You
just have been blessed. Don’t assume
that it was your intellect that has
caused you all of these great blessings
that you have received. You have just
been blessed beyond measure. Speak to
the President and tell him that Med-
icaid ought not be cut.

But I continue. I interrupted.

I was set to be in need of sanctions.
I came to the floor today, and while
the Speaker was reading, I recalled
what happened in the sixties. I recalled
that when we were faced with adverse
circumstances, we would sing a song
that would inspire and encourage us to
move forward with alacrity.
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The words were:
We shall overcome,
We shall overcome,
We shall overcome some day.
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