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of persons having a right to due proc-
ess. 

Everybody in the country knows—as 
he would say, ‘‘everybody.’’ We know 
everybody doesn’t, but that is his ter-
minology. Everybody knows that we 
get due process in the United States of 
America except the President. They 
get what a might-makes-right men-
tality accords them when they are 
dealing with the President. 

We have this countdown to impeach-
ment. I am going to file against him 
before the Christmas break. I will let 
everybody have fair shots at me and do 
whatever they need to do. I probably 
shouldn’t have said ‘‘shots.’’ I will let 
everyone take whatever lawful meas-
ures they think they should take. 

Before the Christmas break, I plan to 
have articles filed and voted on right 
here in the Congress of the United 
States of America because we cannot 
allow him to normalize the notion that 
someone can just hang Members of 
Congress because they don’t agree with 
their position. Even if their position is 
wrong, he shouldn’t say it. I am refer-
ring to six Truth Social posts, one in-
cluding that he advocated for hanging 
the Democrats. 

If anybody wants to read this, it is in 
Politico. Thank God for Politico. It 
says: ‘‘Trump calls for Democratic law-
makers to face trial for seditious be-
havior.’’ 

By the way, there are Members who 
will agree with this. There are Mem-
bers who will say it is okay for the 
President to say we can hang people in 
this fashion. They will say it because it 
has become normal for some people. 

Mr. Speaker, I don’t live in that 
world. I live in a world where the Presi-
dent of the United States is supposed 
to be the most respected person in the 
country and where the President of the 
United States is a person who sets the 
example. He is an exemplar and not 
just an example. He is an exemplar. He 
is a supreme and superb exemplar of 
what behavior should be like in the 
country. 

Even Presidents make mistakes, but 
these are not mistakes. These things 
are done with intentionality, and they 
are done almost on a daily basis. There 
is something new almost every day. I 
expected something new today, but I 
didn’t expect this. 

Before Christmas, we will vote again 
on impeachment. I am giving notice 
now so that no one will say they are 
surprised when I bring additional arti-
cles. I already have some on file, and 
there are other things that he has done 
that I shall pay attention to. This has 
some specificity associated with it, but 
there are other things, as well. 

Mr. Speaker, as I conclude my mes-
sage tonight, I think it is important to 
note that we live in a participatory de-
mocracy. Every person has a duty, re-
sponsibility, and an obligation to par-
ticipate in our functioning democracy. 
We should vote. We should serve on a 
jury. We also have a duty in a 
participatory democracy to protect the 
democracy. We have to protect it. 

We can’t just allow a President to be-
come a might-makes-right authori-
tarian. We have to protect the democ-
racy that we have inherited. We do it 
for ourselves. We do it for posterity. 
We do it because, without this 
participatory democracy, the world 
itself becomes at greater risk. 

Mr. Speaker, the United States of 
America is a pretty important piece of 
the puzzle of life that the entire planet 
Earth is a part of. We have got to pro-
tect this participatory democracy. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to refrain from en-
gaging in personalities toward the 
President and to direct their remarks 
to the Chair and not to any perceived 
viewing audience. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will remind all persons in the 
gallery that they are here as guests of 
the House and that any manifestation 
of approval or disapproval of pro-
ceedings is in violation of the rules of 
the House. 

f 

b 1840 

FACING FISCAL REALITY 

(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, I 
have missed all of you. I don’t know if 
you missed me. 

We are going to actually try some-
thing tonight, and some of what we are 
going to do this evening is a little bit 
complex. It is going to be a little bit 
thick, but we have double-checked and 
triple-checked the math, which means 
that a number of our brothers and sis-
ters will turn their ears off almost im-
mediately because, remember, Mr. 
Speaker, we all work in a math-free 
zone. 

A couple of items of order first. I 
thank—though I don’t know if they 
were screwing with me or having some 
fun. I think it is ‘‘Forbes Breaking 
News’’ that took about 12 or 13 hours of 
these floor speeches and put them up 
on YouTube. I have actually had a cou-
ple of people who obviously don’t have 
lives who have been watching them, 
and we have been playing this game of: 
Here is the prediction, SCHWEIKERT, 
you made over the last year. Here is 
what you have right, and here is what 
you have wrong. 

First, I got wrong my prediction on 
interest rates. I really thought the 10- 
year bond would be closer to 5. It is at 
4.1. However, things like the U.S. get-
ting downgraded, things like the 
semaglutides crashing in price by the 
end of the year, we have actually got-
ten right. 

The one thing I wish I had gotten 
wrong was the debt and deficit projec-
tions. For the trolls out there who im-
mediately say, ‘‘Well, there is all this 
spending in the tax bill,’’ most of that 
hasn’t started yet. If you actually look 
at the breakdown of what is going on, 
what the two drivers of U.S. sovereign 
debt are, they are the very things that 
we are not allowed to talk about. It is 
interest and demographics. 

We are going to walk through some 
of the reality of the math because this 
is how perverse this place has become. 
The Democrats will blame, and Repub-
licans will blame, and we are going to 
blame shiny objects, things that actu-
ally have almost no actual value to our 
future, to this Republic, and where we 
are going. 

As we start this, I need everyone to 
embrace a couple factoids. We have 7 
years until the Social Security trust 
fund is empty. No one stole the money. 
We just didn’t have enough young peo-
ple to keep the ratios. So, in 7 years, 
the math right now says a 24 percent 
cut. 

In 7 years, we double senior poverty 
in America. In 7 years, the math says: 
You are going to start to see baby 
boomers doubling homelessness. In 7 
years, the Medicare trust fund is 
empty. Hospitals right now and others 
who are part of the Medicare part A 
cash flow take about 11 percent cuts. In 
7 years, we double the spending on 
Medicare. We go from $1 trillion right 
now to $2 trillion. 

It is demographics. Mr. Speaker, I am 
going to show you some of those 
charts, but let’s first walk through the 
craziness. I have had some administra-
tion folks and other folks talk to me 
about tax receipts being up, and they 
are. There is a whole series of things 
we have done to reduce spending, but 
none of it appears to be big enough to 
deal with the cost of the refinancing of 
debt that is coming off the very low in-
terest rates from a few years ago to the 
much higher interest rates today, to 
the medical inflation, to the 
healthcare utilization, and to just the 
things that are basic driven by our de-
mographics. 

Let’s deal with some reality. If any-
one has a question about my math, you 
can look it up online, Mr. Speaker. Go 
to the Treasury’s website. This is im-
portant. We are now 51 days, I believe, 
into the new fiscal year. We are 51 
days. 

Mr. Speaker, do you realize we have 
now borrowed $628 billion in the first 51 
days of this new fiscal year? Treasury 
has put more—is holding almost $900 
billion in cash, which they typically 
operate with about $800 billion because 
of the in and out, but you start to real-
ize, at the current borrowing rate, we 
crossed $1 trillion this fiscal year be-
fore Christmas. 

It is not Republican or Democratic. 
It is demographics and interest, but 
that isn’t a lot of fun because our polit-
ical consultants need something where 
we can attack each other. By doing 
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that, we are incapable of an honest 
conversation of the bleed. 

Understand a basic principle, Mr. 
Speaker: At this rate of borrowing, 
when you are clicking off $1 trillion in 
just 4 months, 5 months, then you have 
decided the bond market, basically, is 
the most powerful organization in rul-
ing your country. It is not us as policy-
makers. It is not the White House. It is 
the bond market because if you do the 
last 12 months, we have been borrowing 
about $6.3 billion a day. So far this last 
51 days, we are borrowing closer to $12 
billion a day. 

It is just math, except we are incapa-
ble of actually talking about it. 

Think about these microphones here, 
Mr. Speaker. How many people since 
we got back from the shutdown have 
you heard, on the left and the right, 
get behind these things and say, ‘‘Hey, 
guys, the greatest threat to your Re-
public is actually the math’’? 

This group hates something Donald 
Trump does. Our side doesn’t like some 
of the things they do. Okay, great. The 
lack of civility is crushing. However, 
one of my personal theories is the rea-
son you just had a 40-something-day 
shutdown, Mr. Speaker, is that it is not 
like the old days, where you could have 
bought the Senators’ votes. Hey, if you 
vote for us, you get a bridge. We now 
have to deal with the fact that we 
don’t have cash lying around. 

We are going to borrow. You will 
start to see this. We went from $37 tril-
lion to $38 trillion in 71 days. There 
were lots of excuses for this. There 
was, hey, we had the debt ceiling, had 
to repopulate, pay back the internal 
borrowing we did, those things. Except 
the difference is here we are into the 
new fiscal year after the debt ceiling 
has been raised, and the burn rate still 
looks really similar. 

I am sure all the committees, all the 
leadership, all the folks who are help-
ing us watch the bond market and the 
liquidity and our ability to borrow are 
all paying attention to the bleed rate, 
but it is math. It is real. 

Mr. Speaker, our debt to GDP when 
we closed the ’25 fiscal year actually 
got slightly better, but we also rolled 
some of the borrowing into the next 
day, which hit a new fiscal year. It 
happens all the time. You have strike 
dates of when you can actually pay cer-
tain bills, Mr. Speaker, but this one 
isn’t in question. Last year, for every 
dollar of tax receipts we took in—this 
is customs duties. This is excise tax, 
income tax, corporate tax. Everything 
we took in, we spent $1.43. 

This year, for every dollar we take 
in, our budget says that we are going 
to also spend $1.43. How long can we do 
this? How long can we do this? 

Mr. Speaker, my 3-year-old—and, 
yes, I am this age. My wife is my age. 
We have a 10-year-old and a 3-year-old. 
There is a dataset out there that basi-
cally says that when my 3-year-old is 
about 22, 23 years old, so 20-some years 
from now, every tax in America, every 
tax, needs to be doubled just to main-
tain baseline spending. 

Mr. Speaker, how many people have 
you had come behind this mike and 
who have just said: Look, is this 
moral? Is this really what America is 
all about? Yes. 

I am going to show the slides that 
show what the Democrats say: We will 
just tax billionaires and rich people. It 
doesn’t get you anything close. It 
doesn’t close the gap, and you know it. 

For our side, we are going to cut 
spending. Really? It doesn’t get you 
close because we are not ready to have 
the revolution of how we spend money. 
That is because adopting the very tech-
nologies, the cures, the things we can 
do, this army of lobbyists outside this 
door loses their blanking minds be-
cause we are requiring them to either 
change their business models or make 
the bureaucracy do it differently or 
maybe come up with the conclusion we 
shouldn’t do it at all. 

Once again, for every dollar we take 
in of tax receipts, we are going to 
spend $1.43. Why doesn’t that almost 
create a sense of panic, of agita, for the 
left or the right? 

b 1850 

Is it just that we run into the prob-
lem of telling the truth to our voters 
after maybe we have lied to them? It is 
rich people that we don’t tax enough. 
It is waste and fraud. It is illegals. All 
of those are real, except, in the scale of 
the spending, they are just not that 
much. It is just the insanity of what is 
going on. 

Look, I am trying to help you under-
stand wages. 

Let’s back up. 
Tax receipts are up. Spending is up 

dramatically more, but most of the tax 
receipts that we are gaining are almost 
all capital gains. So, of the increased 
tax receipts, only about 5.5 percent of 
it is actually the growth in wages. Al-
most 65 percent is capital gains be-
cause the stock market has been doing 
well. So, once again, we are back to the 
world of financial engineering. 

Those of us with assets, we are doing 
great. You keep hearing people talk 
about the K-shaped economy. What 
they mean by that is if you are on the 
lower tier, you don’t hold assets, par-
ticularly after the years of inflation. 
Those with assets, the asset is inflated, 
and they are just fine. If you didn’t 
hold assets, you are poorer today. 

For my district in the Phoenix- 
Scottsdale area, I think our calcula-
tion is, after sort of the first year of 
the Biden administration, if you don’t 
make today at least 28 percent more 
than you did then, you are poorer 
today. 

Now, there is almost no cycle where 
magically prices start to come down. 
The way you deal with this is economic 
growth, wage growth. 

Is prosperity moral? Is it Republican 
or Democrat? It is just the right thing 
to have a society where people’s lives 
get better every day. 

This is just a board I have used be-
fore, but it is just to make a point for 

anyone that is paying attention. This 
is the 10-year bond. Right now, the 
United States isn’t at 4 percent. We are 
about 4.1. Okay. We can sell a 10-year 
bond today for about 4.1 percent. I need 
you to look here. Greece can sell a 10- 
year bond today for about 3.3 percent. 
When Greece has a better strike, a bet-
ter—let’s call it a credit rating. It is 
technically not a credit rating, but 
when Greece can sell a bond cheaper 
than the United States, should that ac-
tually raise the hair on the back of 
your neck? 

Are you thinking about the fact that 
the United States, for the industri-
alized countries, is like number 12? 

Let’s call it the credit stack, the 
ability to sell a 10-year bond. Why are 
other countries able to sell a 10-year 
bond cheaper than the biggest economy 
in the world, the country with the re-
serve currency? Does anyone pay at-
tention to this? People say, ‘‘Oh, 
DAVID, that is not fair. Greece engaged 
in fiscal consolidation.’’ They are actu-
ally lowering their debts, where we are 
now over 100 percent of debt-to-GDP. 
There are no plans to tell the truth 
about it. If you tell the truth, you 
might get unelected. You have a dozen 
countries that can sell a 10-year bond 
cheaper than the United States today, 
Greece being one of them. 

Let’s get into some of the complica-
tions. When I say one of the primary 
drivers is interest and demographics, 
remember, if you have $38 trillion—and 
remember, we play this game. The 
United States does this. Other coun-
tries don’t do this. 

Here is $30 trillion that we have to go 
to public markets. People from all over 
the world, primarily from the United 
States, buy our bonds. It is in your 
pension. It is in the bank note you buy. 
There are another several trillion that 
are actually borrowed internally. It is 
not magic money. We still owe the So-
cial Security trust fund money, the 
Medicare trust fund money. When we 
borrow the cash out of those trust 
funds, they are paid interest, so it is 
still an obligation. 

It is one of my great frustrations 
when you hear some of the government 
economists say, Well, publicly bor-
rowed money is this. Yes, but the in-
ternally borrowed money we still owe 
interest on, are we not going to pay it 
back? It is borrowing. 

When I come back and say demo-
graphics, understand age groups as a 
share of the population, from 2004 to 
2024, so a year-plus ago, we had 1.4 per-
cent of the population was 18 years old. 
In 2024, 1.3 percent of the population 
was 18 years old. It is just demo-
graphics. The United States, in around 
1990 to 1991, started to roll over in the 
number of children we have. 

For the people who are into the 
natalist policies, we spent lots of time 
researching this. There is no magic so-
lution. You have a country out there 
that, when you have your third or 
fourth child, they buy you a house. It 
still hasn’t increased fertility rates. 
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There is a crazy math set, and I have 
never vetted it, saying, like, South 
Korea in 150-something years, there are 
almost no South Koreans left. It is 
happening all over the industrialized 
world. 

This is why getting tax policy, regu-
latory policy things, so correct—be-
cause we are going to have to be able 
to find a way to have productivity 
grow and grow so we can raise people’s 
wages because so many of our brothers 
and sisters are poorer today. The way 
you raise wages is two things: infla-
tion—well, that doesn’t get you any-
where—or productivity. 

You can’t be afraid of AI, synthetic 
biology, robots. People go, ‘‘Oh, DAVID, 
you are not supposed to say that,’’ but 
it is true. Next year, the number of 18- 
year-olds is lower, smaller, than this. 
The year after that, it is smaller than 
that. Then, it is smaller than that. 
America is now running into a situa-
tion where we have too many class-
rooms and too many schoolbuses and 
not enough senior centers. 

This place is doing an amazing job at 
having an honest conversation about 
the United States’ demographics and 
where we are going. ‘‘Oh, DAVID, we are 
not supposed to talk about that.’’ How 
do you make public policy if you can’t 
even be honest about the most basic 
parts of the math? 

The other part of the punch line here 
is, 20 years ago, 12.3 percent of the pop-
ulation was 65 and up. Mr. Speaker, 20 
years later, it is, functionally, 18 per-
cent. It is not double, but it is pretty 
darn close to double those who are 65 
and up. 

Look, a weird little factoid: When I 
was a teenager in the 1970s—and I re-
member this number. There was, func-
tionally, $7 spent for every young per-
son and $1 spent on seniors. Today, 
that is flipped. It is just demographics. 
The baby boomers have moved into 
their retirement years. We have a soci-
etal promise we have to keep. We made 
a promise, but once again, in 7 years, 
the Medicare trust fund is gone. In 7 
years, the Social Security trust fund is 
gone. We are going to lie our heinies off 
around here. If we just tax rich people 
more—and I will show you the slides. 
The math doesn’t work. Once again, we 
work in a math-free zone. 

Let’s have a little more fun with re-
ality, change in population by age. 
Now, this board is controversial, but 
the math is accurate. I will see if I can 
try to describe this in a way where we 
can all absorb it. In 2004, we had, func-
tionally, 77 million that were 18 or 
younger. We estimate, in 2035, if we do 
not have immigration—remember, this 
year, we expect almost zero population 
growth, so let’s first do those who want 
no immigration. In 2035, we have only 
64 million that are under 18. With im-
migration, you still have fewer people. 
That is over 20 years. 

Okay, fine. Maybe that is the policy 
decision of our society. In that case, 
don’t stand in our way when people 
like me are trying to find ways to actu-
ally have productivity, wages grow. 

b 1900 

This is something very unique that 
the United States is up against: mas-
sive amounts of debt. Massive amounts 
of debt. Remember, so far this fiscal 
year—God, I have to do this math real-
ly quick. 

I think we are borrowing like 
$130,000, maybe $131,000 every second. If 
I take it over the last 12 months, it is 
like $71,000 a second. 

So you have this massive debt, and 
then a population that is flat, and 
where we are going right now, it actu-
ally could be declining over the next 
decade. Not by a lot. 

Tell me how I make the economy 
grow. How do I make sure your pension 
is there? How do I make sure your ac-
cess to healthcare is there? How do I 
make sure your wages go up? There are 
ways we can do it, and I have come up 
behind these mikes over and over and 
over and talked about the adoption of 
technology, about redesigning govern-
ment. 

We have bills that actually would 
save $3 trillion, and I can’t get a single 
other Member of Congress to sponsor 
them because they are hard. 

I will get lobbyists who will say 
mean things about me. 

So let’s keep just doing the shiny ob-
jects. Let’s just keep doing the petty 
around here. I think yesterday was the 
14th time we have tried to reprimand 
or censure a fellow Member. Let’s just 
do more of that because it gets great 
Twitter traffic, and we don’t have to 
talk about the fact that that day we 
borrowed over another $6 billion. Actu-
ally, if it is just this fiscal year, it is 
closer to $12 billion that day. 

So let’s take another look. 
Change in employment status of na-

tive born and foreign born. This is 
something that is really, really inter-
esting. We are actually taking a look 
right now for what we believe is sort of 
this fiscal year’s snapshot. We actually 
have foreign born actually going down. 
Now, some of this is self-deportation. 
There are things going on, we don’t 
have enough data to completely under-
stand it, but my problem is: I don’t ac-
tually have enough folks for the civil-
ian labor force. 

Look, something funky happened in 
this morning’s unemployment numbers 
where there was a good pop in jobs, 
maybe almost 2, 21⁄2 times what many 
of the economists expected, but did you 
notice unemployment popped up? Now, 
that is typically saying: Oh, we don’t 
like that. 

I need you to think about this. We 
have been desperate for more of our 
brothers and sisters to come back into 
the labor force, but here is my prob-
lem: How many of those folks are com-
ing back to the labor force because 
they can’t pay their bills because 
wages still haven’t gone up enough to 
make up for the years of inflation? 

We actually don’t know completely 
yet, but we do know that our brothers 
and sisters out there are stressed out of 
their mind when you start to look at 

credit card delinquencies, car delin-
quencies. ‘‘Our impairments’’ is the 
better way to phrase it. 

We need to get our heads out and 
start thinking about those policies 
that get the economy working, a tax 
code that actually gets investment in 
the next generation. But are we going 
to adopt policies? 

All right. Let me go jump on a land-
mine. 

Does it make sense to have a govern-
ment that goes out and owns 10 percent 
of Intel? So your government is the 
largest shareholder of Intel. 

Okay. I love Intel. But I can actually 
show you some brilliant economic pa-
pers that say that it should be four dif-
ferent or three different companies; 
here is the fab; here is the engineering; 
here is this and that. 

The concept of creative destruction. 
Here is how the thought experiment 
works: If you are old enough to remem-
ber Blockbuster Video, should we have 
slowed down the internet so that 
Netflix could not have put Blockbuster 
Video out of business? That is sort of 
what we are doing today, we are choos-
ing the winners and losers instead of 
the creative destruction that starts the 
next cycle of productivity. 

We need the creative destruction in 
our economy to have the rebirths of 
the newer, better, and faster. Yes, it is 
always uncomfortable. It is also really 
great free market economics. And it is 
as if we have repealed the rules of a 
free market economy in this country 
right now. 

So let’s actually take another look. 
Now we are going to step onto the next, 
much bigger landmine. Let’s talk 
about Social Security. 

Social Security finances and worker- 
to-beneficiary ratio. This is how many 
workers there are compared to our 
brothers and sisters receiving. 

Do you see the red lines here? This is 
actually the trust fund. You will no-
tice, actually, around 2020, the trust 
fund had $5 trillion in it. 

In 7 years, it is all gone, and no one 
stole your money. The average couple, 
it is a crap rate of return. You have to 
understand. If 20, 25 years ago, you had 
been allowed to take a little sliver and 
put it in the markets, you would be 
dramatically better off moving into re-
tirement, but the left lost its mind on 
the discussion. The unions lost their 
minds. AARP lost its mind. But now we 
can look back. We have 25 years. We 
can actually do the calculation and tell 
the truth. 

They were wrong. But it is too late to 
do anything like that today because 
the population bubble has already 
moved into their retirement years. So 
here we are. At 7 years, that trust fund 
is gone. 

What is also interesting—it is a little 
hard to see in this chart—as we get 
into the outer years, you are getting to 
the point where you have 2.2, 2.3. So 
you and your spouse or you and your 
partner functionally will have one re-
tiree, and that is the way the system 
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was designed. They didn’t think about, 
when they designed things like the So-
cial Security trust fund, that we would 
have a day when the population of 
young people in the United States ac-
tually was declining. 

It is demographics. We know the 
math. We have known for how many 
years that we had baby boomers and 67 
million of them. Yet, this place be-
cause it is crap politics to tell the 
truth about math, we lie. We make up 
things. Well, we tax billionaires. 

I am going to show you boards that 
every dime of every billionaire in 
America would only run the govern-
ment 9 months, and, also, you would 
put the world into a depression because 
most of that value is actually in stock. 
So if you happen to have some stocks 
in your retirement fund, it is all gone. 
We are going to crash everything, but 
it is a thought experiment. 

There was someone who had an arti-
cle out this last week that talked 
about saying: Well, when the Social Se-
curity trust fund is gone, we will just 
borrow it from the general fund, and 
the general fund will borrow it from 
the debt market. 

Okay. Let’s see. When you start to 
look at the scale of debt, do you see the 
red here? That is already where we are 
going. That is already in the baseline. 
This line here exploding up, that is as 
if we took the Social Security trust 
fund—and I don’t believe this even has 
the Medicare trust fund, which is also 
empty in 7 years. 

If anyone really wants to understand 
how difficult the policy choices are 
and, also, how—let’s have a brutal mo-
ment—the Members here don’t tell the 
truth, particularly my brothers and 
sisters on the left. We will just tax rich 
people. 

Please go look up Jessica Riedl’s cal-
culations from the Manhattan Insti-
tute. There are a couple of great arti-
cles. They walk you through the math. 

Every tax—so do the Bernie Sanders 
math. We are going to take people over 
$400,000, $500,000, and we are going to 
maximize tax. You maximize every-
thing. It is almost a Laffer curve. We 
are going to tax you to the point that 
it rolls over. On every tax, you get 11⁄2 
percent of GDP in new taxes. 

Okay. It would probably be really 
helpful. 

On the Republican side, the things we 
talk about cutting, we only get about 1 
percent of GDP. 

Last year, if you do the internal bor-
rowing, we borrowed about 7.6, 7.4 per-
cent of the entire economy. 

We are actually looking that in 2035 
we are going to borrow 8.4 percent of 
the entire economy, and the solution I 
get from the left covers 11⁄2 percent. 
Often, the solution I get on my side is 
1 percent. 

Does anyone see the math problem? 
We are all going to go home and talk to 
our partners and audience and say: If I 
just cut taxes, or if I just cut things. 
Maybe we have to do that, but it 
doesn’t get you close. 

Once again, 11⁄2 percent from taxing 
all the rich people, and 1 percent of 
GDP in the cuts we have actually ar-
ticulated. I have 21⁄2 percent. In 9 budg-
et years, we are borrowing 8.4 percent 
of the entire economy, and that is as-
suming interest rates don’t go up. 

b 1910 

Remember, in 9 years under today’s 
interest rate scheme, 30 percent of tax 
receipts go to just the interest. If in-
terest rates go up 1 percent, it is 45 per-
cent of all tax receipts of the United 
States in 9 years would go to just in-
terest. 

I will say this, and I have said it how 
many times behind these microphones 
and people go, DAVID, that is inter-
esting. Please never say that again be-
cause I don’t want to actually have to 
explain this. 

If we do the math, take every billion-
aire in America, get full face value of 
everything they have. Sell every stock, 
every yacht, every this, every that, 
you covered government for 9 months. 
That is assuming you don’t put the 
world into a depression. You don’t 
crash all the stock markets. You don’t 
crash all the asset markets. It covers 9 
months. 

Why do we live in this fantasy world 
where people throw out solutions like 
this that they know are absolute 
frauds? Because it is great politics. It 
is crap math. 

Let’s actually go on to one of our 
current debates. 

I watched someone come to the floor 
yesterday on the subsidies on top of 
the subsidies in the ACA. Let’s call it 
ObamaCare because that is the com-
mon vernacular, but it is the ACA. We 
are having the debate because the 
Democrats actually did these enhanced 
subsidies on top of the subsidies and 
those subsidies expire. 

Let me do this one backward, so 
there is a little more understanding of 
the line. 

How much of the healthcare popu-
lation in America is actually in the 
ACA? It is really important. Forty- 
eight percent is employer sponsored, 7 
percent we believe is uninsured, vet-
erans are about 3 percent, Medicare is 
18 percent, and Medicaid is 22 percent. 
Now over the next couple years that 
flips. Only 7 percent of the healthcare 
population is actually in the ACA. 

That is the entire population that is 
receiving the enhanced subsidies, so 
the subsidies on top of the subsidies, is 
a fraction of that. 

Now you have to also take a look at 
what is wrong in that math. We actu-
ally keep looking at these numbers 
over and over. We have been analyzing 
them with our joint economic econo-
mists, and I have a couple Ph.D.s in 
healthcare economics. We are trying to 
understand what the hell is going on 
with these numbers, but you start 
looking at it after the COVID sub-
sidies. 

Do you know you got 41 percent of 
the population that is actually sup-

posed to be just receiving government 
subsidies to make it more affordable 
and they are paying zero? 

Do you understand what they did 
with the subsidies on top of the sub-
sidies? They took populations 400 per-
cent of poverty and up, and in some 
areas, you have four or five kids, you 
have people making $400,000, $500,000 
qualifying, except that is a small popu-
lation of them but they still would 
qualify. 

Why is this important? 
Mr. Speaker, if I could have some 

way to burn this on to people’s psyche. 
What the ACA, Medicare for All—the 
Republican alternative had better ac-
tuarial distribution, but they have 
tried to turn healthcare into financial 
engineering. 

What you have done is, is financing, 
is subsidies healthcare. Well, we will 
tax these people and we will subsidize 
this population. Listen to the debates 
here. It is about subsidies on top of 
subsidies. It is financial engineering. 
Now, it is healthcare. Why it is 
healthcare is because it is easy. It 
makes the lobbyists happy. It makes 
the people receiving the money happy 
because no one gets cut. No one has to 
do a new design. No one has to actually 
stop new technology. No one has to fix-
ate on our brothers and sisters. 

If obesity is 47 percent of U.S. 
healthcare, none of the money goes to 
making our brothers and sisters 
healthier so they live longer and they 
don’t have multichronic conditions be-
cause we are just going to subsidize 
them. 

It is perverse. 
Could you imagine the $35 or $40 bil-

lion that the Democrats are demanding 
for the subsidy on top of the subsidy 
for populations that are upper income? 
If some of that money actually went to 
lowering the actual cost of healthcare 
instead of the financial engineering of 
subsidizing insurance companies be-
cause that is what they are talking 
about. 

Let’s just go to this one and see if I 
can make this make sense. This is a bit 
complicated, but we have been trying 
to do the analytics of how much the 
subsidies have screwed up the price of 
healthcare. 

If you walk through it, we can actu-
ally chart where the subsidies come in 
and it actually raises the price of 
healthcare. The way the insurance 
companies retain their profits—we 
have actually built a model that shows, 
of the stunning amounts of money we 
are spending, only 34 percent actually 
goes to the insured and their 
healthcare. Another 28 percent is dis-
appearing into people that didn’t even 
know they had insurance. 

I am sure we all have been reading 
the articles that a third, 30 percent of 
those in the enhanced ACA subsidies— 
so the subsidies on top of the sub-
sidies—didn’t even know they had 
health insurance. 

A couple days ago, you saw someone 
got convicted of or pled guilty to a cou-
ple hundred million-dollar fraud 
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scheme where they were signing people 
up, getting the money, getting the gov-
ernment subsidies, those things, and 
the people had no idea they had insur-
ance because they really didn’t. They 
were just taking the money. 

The system is absolutely screwed up 
and we have 38 percent disappearing in 
the insurance malaise. 

This is what we have turned 
healthcare into. It is a financing. I beg 
of my brothers and sisters here, we 
have pieces of legislation, dozens of 
them, that would change the cost of 
healthcare. 

When we think we may have spent 
$25 to $35 billion last year in duplica-
tive MRIs, X-rays, CTs, ultrasounds, 
why not a simple piece of legislation 
that when you get your MRI, it is at-
tached to this thing so it is portable to 
your next doctor. 

Is that that scary? Except the lobby-
ists show up and say, DAVID, you don’t 
understand. The duplicative scans are 
part of our profit model. Oh, I am not 
supposed to say that out loud. We have 
dozens of things like this. 

We have turned healthcare into being 
about the money instead of our broth-
ers and sisters living better, living 
healthier. Mr. Speaker, what if some of 
the money goes to the cures so we 
don’t finance your misery, we finance 
your freedom from that misery? 

I say these things and tomorrow 
morning there will be an army of lob-
byists or an army of groups from my 
district saying, DAVID, you don’t un-
derstand. We need the cash. Don’t 
make us do it in a modern fashion. 

Mr. Speaker, I am going to make the 
argument prosperity is moral. Curing 
people’s misery is moral. Using the 
technology that makes you sovereign, 
that makes you free so you can help 
take care of your own health, is moral, 
and what we do here is absolutely im-
moral. 

We don’t tell the truth about the 
debt. We don’t tell the truth about the 
demographics. We don’t tell the truth 
about the damage we are doing to your 
retirement, my little kids’ future. We 
don’t tell the truth that if we would ac-
tually legalize technology—and I am 
serious about this—legalize it, how 
much healthier every American could 
be and we could crash the price of 
healthcare. 

Will this go on deaf ears? 
Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 

of my time. 
f 

b 1920 

HONORING REVEREND FERNANDO 
SIABA 

(Under the Speaker’s announced pol-
icy of January 3, 2025, Mrs. RAMIREZ of 
Illinois was recognized for 30 minutes.) 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mrs. RAMIREZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent for all Members to 
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include any ex-
traneous material on the subject of my 
Special Order hour. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KNOTT). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. RAMIREZ. Mr. Speaker, I would 

like to start my Special Order hour by 
honoring someone who has been monu-
mental in my life. 

I rise today to honor the life and leg-
acy of my pastor and friend, the one 
and only Reverend Fernando Siaba. It 
is hard to fully describe the impact 
that he had on my life and how much I 
will miss him blessing me with ‘‘God 
bless’’; ‘‘Dios te bendiga.’’ 

Pastor Siaba lived a life that exem-
plified love for God and for his neigh-
bors. I met Pastor Siaba at Humboldt 
Park United Methodist Church when I 
was just 15 years old. He invested heav-
ily in my spiritual and professional de-
velopment, both as my pastor and as 
board chair of Humboldt Park Social 
Services, now Center for Changing 
Lives, the organization that I had the 
honor to be the executive director for, 
for 9 years. 

Mentoring leaders, particularly 
women of faith and leadership, was one 
of Pastor Siaba’s greatest gifts. Over 
his impactful career, he served eight 
congregations. Even after his retire-
ment, he continued serving by men-
toring pastors, being registrar for the 
John Wesley Theological Institute, vol-
unteering at a food pantry, and leading 
at Euclid Avenue United Methodist 
Church. 

Pastor Siaba had a gift for thought-
ful planning. He was so detail-oriented, 
humble, and truly the best listener. 

In true Pastor Siaba fashion, he 
planned his own funeral, and he re-
quested his eulogist preach on John 
1:16: ‘‘From his fullness we have all re-
ceived grace upon grace.’’ While he 
may have defined his life by grace, we 
all benefited from the grace he ex-
tended to us. He wanted the best for all 
of us. He advocated for immigrants, 
people who were unhoused, and people 
who were struggling with substance 
abuse. 

He truly lived a life of love and ac-
tion. He taught us to love God, to serve 
our community, to seek justice, and to 
welcome our neighbors with open arms. 

Today, on behalf of Illinois’ Third 
Congressional District, that young per-
son that he mentored, supported, and 
believed in has the greatest honor to 
commend him here on the House floor, 
in the House of Representatives, to 
commend the life of Reverend Fer-
nando Siaba for his legacy of love, joy, 
and service. 

I express my sincere condolences to 
his wife, Judy Siaba; his three daugh-
ters, Erika, Marta, and Ruth; and his 
entire beloved family. 

May his memory be a blessing that 
sustains our fight for justice, and may 
he be welcomed in the company of 
saints and ancestors as a good and 
faithful servant. Mr. Speaker, may 
Pastor Siaba rest in peace. 

HONORING MARISOL VELEZ 
Mrs. RAMIREZ. Mr. Speaker, I also 

rise today to honor someone else. 
Today, I want to honor Marisol Velez, 
known as Pinqy Ring. She is a rooted, 
revolutionary Puerto Rican emcee 
from Chicago, decolonizing minds as a 
rapper, as an educator, as a mentor, 
and as a speaker. 

As a cultural worker and disruptor, 
Pinqy’s music ignites our imaginations 
and sustains our struggles against dis-
placement and erasure. 

As an educator and mentor, she 
shapes the next generation of creative 
changemakers through culturally root-
ed programming and radical care. 

Pinqy is a GRAMMY U mentor. She 
sits on the National Advisory Board for 
Music Will and serves as a U.S. Hip- 
Hop Cultural Ambassador to facilitate 
cultural diplomacy programming and 
conflict transformation music. In her 
roles, she is shaping the first-ever K–12 
hip-hop guidelines with the Hip-Hop 
Education Center. 

On behalf of Illinois’ Third Congres-
sional District, it is my honor to com-
mend Marisol Velez for helping young 
people find their truth 
unapologetically and share it cre-
atively. 

Now, here in the House of Represent-
atives, her name will live on. I con-
gratulate Pinqy. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Illinois (Ms. UNDERWOOD). 
OPERATION MIDWAY BLITZ CAN NEVER HAPPEN 

AGAIN 
Ms. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I 

rise today because what happened in Il-
linois during Operation Midway Blitz 
can never happen again. 

The last time this Chamber convened 
before House Republicans took an 8- 
week vacation was September 19. This 
is the first chance that I have had to 
address the House about the out-
rageous abuses of power our commu-
nity has endured for the past 2 months. 

Under Kristi Noem’s so-called leader-
ship, Department of Homeland Secu-
rity agents have terrorized my district. 
Their reckless and incompetent meth-
ods have traumatized families and en-
dangered entire neighborhoods. 

No community in America should 
live under siege by the Federal Govern-
ment as mine has. 

Federal immigration officers and Na-
tional Guard personnel, weaponized 
and politicized by the Trump adminis-
tration, swept into my district with no 
communication, no coordination, no 
transparency, no accountability, and 
no regard for public safety. They came 
barging into our towns, ignored our 
laws, and trampled on our civil and 
human rights. 

In Aurora, a Federal agent pepper- 
sprayed a constituent of mine directly 
in the face from inches away while she 
was standing completely still with her 
hands at her sides, unarmed. 

Elsewhere in my district, we heard 
reports that Federal officers used an el-
ementary school as a staging area, po-
sitioning armed tactical teams on 
school grounds in full view of children. 
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