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it could have an adverse effect if we are 
forced to decide if it is even ‘‘worth’’ employ-
ing someone who is willing to work because 
the risk is too great on our end. 

ACA is going to put a major strain on our 
industry. Omaha is home to many staffing 
firms including several large nationally fo-
cused firms. Is there anything more we can 
be doing to amend or exempt recruiting/ 
staffing agencies from the standard require-
ments of ACA? 

Thank you for your consideration and 
any suggestions, 

BRAD JONES, 
Vice President of Operations, 

Cornerstone Staffing Inc. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PITTENGER). All time for debate has ex-
pired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 717, 
the previous question is ordered on the 
bill, as amended. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1(c) of rule XIX, further 
consideration of H.R. 3522 is postponed. 

f 

b 1700 

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW 

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that when the House ad-
journs today, it adjourn to meet at 9 
a.m. tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
f 

THE PROGRESSIVE CAUCUS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. POCAN) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader. 

Mr. POCAN. Mr. Speaker, I am here 
on behalf of the Progressive Caucus. 
And I will be joined by some other 
members of the Progressive Caucus to 
talk about issues that are important to 
this country and issues that are impor-
tant to have a debate about in public. 

This is our first week back. After 5 
weeks of being in our home districts, 
we have a lot to get done in this Con-
gress. And so far this week, we have 
not exactly risen to the occasion. We 
have important things to do regarding 
the continuing resolution. We have im-
portant things to do regarding situa-
tions overseas. We have important leg-
islation that this Congress simply has 
not gotten done. And, instead, another 
week has gone by without addressing 
some of the most important issues of 
the day. 

One of those issues that, I think, is 
front and center in people’s minds is 
what is going on overseas, what is 
going on with ISIL in Iraq, perhaps in 
Syria, and what does that mean for the 
American people. 

And I am here today asking many of 
the questions that I get from people in 

the district. The President is going to 
address the Nation this evening, and he 
is going to give us his vision for where 
he thinks this country should go. And 
I am asking the President to please 
come to Congress before military ac-
tion is taken against ISIL because it is 
so important that we are a part of this 
debate. We are the closest to the people 
in this country, and Congress needs to 
be involved. And I have some questions 
that I would like to see Members of 
Congress debate and the President help 
us address as we decide this extremely 
important issue. 

I want to give props to Rachel 
Maddow who, last night, I thought did 
an excellent job on her program in 
looking at some of the questions that 
we should be debating in this body to 
make sure that we are doing the right 
thing by getting involved and that we 
have got the thought ahead of time 
going into it, unlike I think what we 
have done previously when we have 
gone into Iraq, as a country. 

So these are some of the questions 
that we would like to have answered 
and we would like to have assistance 
with. One, why should the President 
seek congressional authorization and 
debate for military action against 
ISIL? Well, for one, it is in the Con-
stitution. The Constitution, article I, 
section 8: ‘‘The Congress shall have 
power to declare war, grant letters of 
marque and reprisal, and make rules 
concerning captures on land and water; 
to raise and support armies, but no ap-
propriation of money to that use shall 
be for a longer term than 2 years.’’ 

Directly in our United States Con-
stitution is the power that this body, 
Congress, has to be involved if we are 
going to get involved in what would es-
sentially be seen as war. And I think 
the debate that we have to have is, 
what are we looking at as we look at 
the situation in Iraq and perhaps in 
Syria. 

John Nichols from The Nation maga-
zine wrote: ‘‘It is a healthy respect for 
the complex geopolitics of the region, 
combined with a regard for the wisdom 
of the system of checks and balances 
and the principles of advice and con-
sent outlined in the US Constitution’’ 
that we have a say. Those are the 
words of John Nichols. 

This Congress, in July, before we left 
to go back to our districts, voted 370–40 
for H. Con. Res. 105. We don’t get many 
370–40 votes in this House. It was a bi-
partisan resolution. It had over-
whelming support and said: ‘‘The Presi-
dent shall not deploy or maintain 
United States Armed Forces in a sus-
tained combat role in Iraq without spe-
cific statutory authorization.’’ 

That is the resolution that was 
passed overwhelmingly in a bipartisan 
way by this body just weeks ago. We 
are facing these questions today. And 
the President is going to present to the 
Nation this evening exactly what he 
would like to see us do and hopefully 
will let the Congress have a say in it 
because, clearly, the situation has es-
calated. It needs a debate. 

The beheadings have certainly 
caught the attention of the country, 
but we want to make sure that atten-
tion is on our behalf, not the attention 
of someone who did that to try to pro-
voke a reaction, and that we don’t fall 
into the hands of doing the reaction 
that some people would hope that we 
would do to engage in a region that 
could be very complex. 

And after this country has had so 
many unfortunate failures in Iraq— 
twice in my adult lifetime we have 
gone into this region, with very limited 
success, and we have gone into Afghan-
istan—we owe it to the American peo-
ple, to our veterans, our servicemen 
and -women and their families, those 
who have gone in and put their lives at 
risk following 9/11, to have this rig-
orous debate in this very body before 
us. 

This is a complex situation. But 
given the failures that we have had 
previously in going into Iraq—whether 
it be the lack of debate, the lack of 
buy-in from other nations and other 
partners specifically in the region and, 
quite honestly, the faulty intelligence 
that we had or that were told at the 
time—it has put us in a bad situation 
in the past in this region. 

In fact, one of the reasons we have to 
have this debate is there are a number 
of Members who are right now writing 
authorizations for us to go in. In fact, 
there is one from the gentleman from 
Virginia, Representative FRANK WOLF, 
that would essentially be an Authoriza-
tion for Use of Military Force that 
could authorize force virtually any-
where, with no expiration date and no 
specific targets. 

And I can tell you, when I talk to 
people across Wisconsin, when I talk to 
my colleagues in this room and they 
talk to their constituents, I think peo-
ple want better answers than that. I 
know a year ago, when we had the de-
bate about whether or not we would get 
involved in Syria, within 2 weeks in my 
district, I received 2,200 responses, 97 
percent to 3 percent who were leery of 
us getting involved in Syria. And while 
the situation is different from a year 
ago and is even a situation different 
from a month ago, I think the public 
still has questions, certainly questions 
that we need to debate in this body. So 
we need to have that debate in Con-
gress. 

What do we want from the President 
in a new authorization? Well, I think 
there are three things that should be in 
that. One is that Congress has a say. 
Again, we have the ability to have a 
vote. We are elected and accountable 
to our districts, and these decisions are 
not just made behind closed doors 
without the advice and consent of Con-
gress. We will have a stronger effort if 
we have that public debate. So that is 
one. Two, that we have a narrow scope. 
We simply can’t bomb our way into 
success. 

And let me just go over a little bit of 
the timeline just in the very few 
months since ISIL has been out there. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 04:11 Sep 11, 2014 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00030 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A10SE7.017 H10SEPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

3T
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7421 September 10, 2014 
Let me just talk a little bit about that 
timeline. Back on June 16 of this year, 
the administration announced it was 
sending 275 military personnel to pro-
tect the U.S. Embassy in Baghdad. 
Three days later, they announced that 
300 military advisers would collaborate 
and train Iraqi forces—3 days later. On 
June 30, the administration announced 
the deployment of 200 more troops to 
Iraq. On August 7, the President au-
thorized airstrikes in Iraq. On the 12th 
of August, the administration an-
nounced 130 additional U.S. military 
personnel to assess the scope of the hu-
manitarian mission. On the 26th of Au-
gust, the President authorized surveil-
lance flights over Syria. On September 
2, the administration announced the 
deployment of 350 additional military 
personnel to Iraq, bringing our total to 
1,100 U.S. troops now deployed in Iraq. 
And in the last month alone, there 
have been 153 airstrikes in Iraq. Just in 
the little bit of time that has passed, 
that is what we have seen happen. And 
I think we need to be very specific in 
the limited scope of what that is going 
to be so we don’t have mission creep 
leading us into perhaps more involve-
ment than we thought was going to 
happen in the beginning. 

And third, I think—and others that I 
talk to think—it is important that we 
go in with a coalition, that we are not 
doing this either alone or largely alone 
and that we are doing this with part-
ners from the region. Right now, there 
are 10 other countries that I know of 
that are involved in saying that they 
will commit to help work with us. But 
we need to build a moderate Sunni sup-
port and buy-in from some of the Arab 
States specifically to help us in this re-
gion because right now, this is a re-
gional situation, and we need to have 
partners within that region to make 
sure that we can accomplish any goals. 

There are many questions that we 
continue to have, and I think there are 
many about what that strike would 
look like, what exactly does it mean to 
have that involvement. 

I just mentioned who are some of the 
allies that we are going to have. But 
what are some of our short-term goals? 
What do we expect to accomplish when 
we decide that we are going in? What 
would we carry out in military action? 
It is one thing to say that we are not 
going to have boots on the ground, but 
clearly, we are having pilots in the 
sky. 

Right now, we are using U.S. attack 
aircraft, fighter aircraft, and drone air-
craft to do attacks within that region. 
So you already have a presence that— 
I don’t like the term ‘‘boots on the 
ground,’’ because these are people with 
families, sons and daughters, nephews 
and nieces, brothers and sisters that we 
have who are overseas, and we need to 
know exactly what that means. 

There has been potentially a request 
to aid some of the moderate Syrian 
rebels that may come out of the con-
versations. And, once again, I think 
there are questions that this body has 

to have a debate on. Steven Sotloff, the 
journalist, who was the second person 
that was beheaded, that we have fol-
lowed very closely, as an American cit-
izen, his family recently said that it 
was moderate Syrian rebels who essen-
tially sold access to ISIL to get Steve 
Sotloff. And who is it that we are going 
to provide assistance to? And what 
does that assistance mean? And who 
are the people that we can potentially 
be doing that for? 

What is our long-term commitment 
to military action? Now, if we would 
have asked this question years ago 
when we first looked at Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, I don’t think anyone would 
have expected to hear a 13-year com-
mitment to Afghanistan. More than 
2,000 Americans have been killed in Af-
ghanistan and more than 4,000 in Iraq. 
The cost has been estimated to be 4 to 
$6 trillion in that region just since that 
last action was called years ago. And, 
as I mentioned, there have been 153 air-
strikes just in the last month. How 
many more airstrikes will it take to 
say that that is enough? So we need to 
have more meat put onto this to have 
an idea of what that involvement is if 
we are going to be authorizing some-
thing. 

And finally, the question I would ask 
is: How do we define mission accom-
plished? What is the end goal that we 
are going to have? And where does that 
end happen? I certainly hope the end 
goal is not flying in military gear on 
an aircraft carrier with a banner be-
hind it that says ‘‘Mission Accom-
plished.’’ Because we all know, there 
was no mission accomplished at that 
time. We need to have clear and defi-
nite goals of what it means to defeat 
ISIL and to make sure that that region 
can have some stability after the insta-
bility of so long that it has had. 

So, in conclusion, the President has a 
constitutional obligation, I feel, to 
work with Congress before engaging in 
extended military operations. The pub-
lic is still very war-weary. And while 
right now, polls may say people think 
we should get involved in Iraq and 
Syria with limited airstrikes, we have 
to have that much longer debate. 

Clearly, the public beheadings of two 
American citizens has raised the ire of 
the American people and I think many 
in Congress. It is a different situation 
than it was a year ago. It is a different 
situation than it was a month ago. But 
at the same time, we have got to be 
sure that we are not falling into doing 
something that could be counter-
productive because, clearly, ISIL did 
that to provoke a reaction, and I think 
that needs to be a part of the debate we 
have. 

After being entangled in a global con-
flict for 13 years, we owe it to the 
American people and to the servicemen 
and -women and their families and the 
veterans who have already made tre-
mendous sacrifices and the support of 
our country that we have a transparent 
and thorough debate on any action 
that would happen with ISIL in Syria 
or Iraq. 

So those are my hopes. Those are my 
questions. I am looking forward to 
hearing the President tonight, and I 
am hoping that this body will be able 
to have that full debate so we know ev-
erything that we can possibly have for 
information prior to continuing and 
perhaps enhancing any actions there. 

b 1715 

Now, I am very proud to be joined by 
other members of the Progressive Cau-
cus. We have one of the most senior 
Members of this body, who has become 
a mentor and a friend to me, and I 
would like to yield to the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. RANGEL). 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, let me 
thank you sincerely. 

It looks like it is going to be pretty 
lonesome in this House. I have been 
looking since I have returned from the 
recess to see how a nation that is about 
to embark on another intrusion, mili-
tary intrusion, what concerns we would 
have to have and to explain when we go 
home and tell our constituents that we 
have done this because of you, that 
your Nation’s security was threatened. 

Now, I agree with the gentleman that 
when we see these atrocities com-
mitted something should be done, but 
by us? Haven’t we suffered enough? 
Haven’t we sacrificed enough? 

So few Members of Congress have to 
attend the funerals of those dedicated 
men and women. Less than 1 percent 
are making this sacrifice. There is no 
financial sacrifice being made, no tax 
put on the war, and people think that 
people are volunteering to put them-
selves in danger. Well, the families 
don’t always feel the same way about 
it. And I have been involved in being a 
part of getting citizenship for people 
who have come to this country and en-
listed and fought and died for this 
country, and I give the family a little 
flag. 

Now, it wasn’t too long ago that 
America was under the impression that 
enough is enough. We have lost. We 
have sacrificed enough. We have got to 
get Iraq on its feet, help stabilize the 
government, and then we will get on 
and deal with Syria. 

Now, in the old days, when I was in 
the Army, we knew who the enemy 
was. They had uniforms. They had 
flags. But as I understand, the fluid sit-
uation that came to our intelligence 
during the recent recess, it seems as 
though ISIS is worse than al Qaeda and 
all the other evil terrorists that we 
have been involved with and that now 
some of them have acquired weapons 
that we have given to some of the Arab 
cults that were our friends, but some-
how the weapons have been taken and 
are in the hands of people that I am 
not certain which ones are our friends. 

Now, I know the President has said 
no boots on the ground. I don’t know 
what that really means, that we don’t 
expect to lose any American lives. I 
don’t know whether that means that 
only drones will be used and that we 
can rest assured that no American in 
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uniform is going to be fighting any-
body in that part of the world. 

But since the threat to our national 
security appears to be so uncertain, 
and since the President believes he al-
ready has the power constitutionally 
to enter into this stage of engagement 
with this threat to our national secu-
rity, and since I know that, polls not-
withstanding, very few Americans are 
going to have a problem going to sleep 
tonight thinking about ISIS, it would 
seem to me that one of the ways that 
we could discuss and debate this is a 
part of what I was saying when I intro-
duced the draft bill. 

I don’t want to see our young people 
having to serve in the military. I think 
it is good to have some type of public 
national service, but I don’t think peo-
ple should be trained to kill. But I 
know one thing. If the security of this 
great Nation is at risk, it shouldn’t be 
less than 1 percent of America that has 
to be placed in harm’s way. 

So, even though most of the lives we 
lost started off with not troops going 
in initially, but consultants, advisors, 
and those that are going to instruct 
our friends to defend themselves, but 
ultimately the number gets larger and 
larger and larger. So I am going to sub-
mit some kind of way that one criteria 
that Members can use when going back 
home when their voters ask, ‘‘Well, 
what was it that impressed you so 
much after all our country has suffered 
in getting involved, all the trillions of 
dollars, the 6,000 lives, what did they 
say that caused you to believe that our 
Nation was threatened?’’ you might 
say that we had attached to that a 
draft bill, and we said that if it ap-
peared as though our Nation was going 
to embark on a military excursion in 
another country, every American must 
be registered between certain ages, 
men and women, if they are able, to 
say our security has been threatened, 
and we should be proud as Americans 
to say that that is the reason why we 
have done that. 

I bet you one thing. If that is what 
we were talking about this recess, nei-
ther party would be anxious not to 
have a vote on this, and we wouldn’t be 
getting out of here tomorrow or the 
next day or the day after if we have to 
explain why someone’s son, husband, or 
brother or sister may have to be in-
volved in Selective Service because we 
felt in our hearts that our Nation’s se-
curity was threatened. 

So I, like you, want to hear what the 
President has to say. When Repub-
licans come to the floor and say they 
are going to join with Democrats to 
support the President, that is some-
thing I haven’t heard of in years. So I 
do hope that the President is able to 
bring us together with a better under-
standing as to we as Members of Con-
gress and Representatives of the Na-
tion’s citizens and noncitizens, that we 
can come together, not as Republicans 
and Democrats, but as Members of the 
House of Representatives where the 
people govern. And all of us would feel 

better in knowing it is not an easy 
choice, but we are convinced that it 
was the best choice. 

So thank you so much for taking the 
time out, and I only hope that 435 of 
our Members would be doing the same 
thing so I can leave more secure in 
knowing that I have done the right 
thing. Thank you so much for the op-
portunity. 

Mr. POCAN. Representative RANGEL, 
you have been an outspoken advocate 
for equality within the draft, making 
sure that everyone understands that 
there is an expense when we go into 
war. As someone who has had several 
nephews personally get involved and 
plenty of constituents, those decisions 
are something that are mighty, and 
this body has to have that as part of 
that debate, and that is why we should 
have that debate. Thank you so much 
for your time and your efforts. 

One of the other issues that is ex-
tremely important that this body get 
done before we leave is addressing in-
come inequality and addressing how we 
can best help those who need help the 
most, those who are aspiring to be in 
the middle class and helping the mid-
dle class. One of the very best ways and 
one of the priorities of the Democrats 
in this House is to give America a 
raise, to raise the minimum wage, 
through a bill that we have, to $10.10, 
to make sure that people have more 
money in their pockets. When that 
money is in their pockets, they will 
spend it in the community, and that 
will lift the economy and help create 
more jobs. It is exactly what we need 
right now. 

For too long, we have not raised the 
minimum wage. If the minimum wage 
were the same and kept up with infla-
tion from 1967, it would be well over 
$10.60 an hour. And we are not. We are 
at a much lower rate, and we need to 
have that. 

One of my colleagues from California 
has been an outspoken advocate for 
raising the minimum wage, and I would 
love to, on behalf of the Progressive 
Caucus, yield to my colleague from the 
great State of California, Mr. ALAN 
LOWENTHAL. 

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, I am 
concerned about working families, and 
I will be talking about the minimum 
wage. 

I just want to preface that it was an 
honor to listen to Congressman RAN-
GEL really talk about what is probably 
the most important issue before us in 
terms of how we as a deliberative body 
deal with issues of war and peace and 
where our Nation is going. I, too, hope 
that we have, as this goes on, a really 
thoughtful discussion as you have laid 
out for us tonight. And I hope that we 
follow up with what the President says 
later on tonight and that, when we re-
convene, we do talk about this in a 
very, very thoughtful, thoughtful way. 

But I am also concerned about how 
working families and individuals are 
struggling to make a living on our cur-
rent minimum wage of $7.25. That is 

why I think Congressman POCAN and 
my colleagues and I are discussing this 
issue. It is a key component of raising 
this minimum wage, of closing the op-
portunity gap and building an economy 
that works for our working families. 

We spend a lot of time in this body 
talking about building the economy. 
We spend time discussing tax breaks 
for large corporations. But really what 
we should be about is: How do we re-
build the middle class? How do we give 
people an opportunity to join the mid-
dle class? Raising the minimum wage 
is a critical component. 

By raising it from $7.25 to $10.10 an 
hour, we would lift 900,000 Americans 
out of poverty. Do we raise it into 
wealth? No. We just take the first step. 
And this is a minimum step. It would 
raise it for 28 million people, including 
more than—in my home State, 2.7 mil-
lion Californians live below the pov-
erty level, working Californians, we are 
talking about, live below. 

Who are they? Seventy percent of 
them are women. The average age is 
not as it is often told to us, young peo-
ple, 18 to 25. We are talking about the 
average age of a person on minimum 
wage is 35 years of age. That is a sig-
nificant year. 

I think I meant to say 1.3 million 
Californians in my State. It is going to 
raise it for 2.7 million, and of those, al-
most a million and a half are women 
who would be impacted by an increase. 

This is a bill we are talking about 
that is a bill that was put forth by Sen-
ator TOM HARKIN and Congressman 
GEORGE MILLER, and it is going to go 
have a tremendous impact upon job 
growth. Sometimes we hear, well, if 
you raise the minimum wage, we are 
going to lose jobs. But if we really get 
through the scare tactics, we will lis-
ten to what people who are experts and 
who have studied the issue have said, 
that a recent analysis by the Economic 
Policy Institute has calculated that a 
higher minimum wage within 3 years 
creates 85,000 new jobs and it has a 
boost of almost $22 billion into the 
economy. 

So, when we raise the minimum 
wage, we are talking about protecting 
families, protecting individuals. We as 
a Congress have, I think, a responsi-
bility to support those families who are 
the foundation of our workforce. And 
now is not time to turn our backs on 
the people who are raising the next 
generation. We are talking about work-
ing families. We need to help the men, 
women, and children who provide the 
foundation for our economy and our 
country, who are raising the next gen-
eration. 

If we cannot provide an adequate 
wage for Americans who are living in 
poverty and working, why are we here? 
What is our role? Our role, I think, is 
to listen to those working Americans 
who are desperately trying to make 
ends meet, who work two and three 
jobs, and say: We hear you; it makes 
economic sense for the Nation; we will 
support you. And we should not leave 
this Congress until we take the first 
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step, and that is to raise the minimum 
wage to at least $10.10 an hour. 

b 1730 

It is a minimum raise of the min-
imum wage. 

So with that, I thank you for pro-
viding me this opportunity to speak. 

Mr. POCAN. If I could just ask you, 
gentlemen, one question—and I will go 
to Mr. RANGEL again for a comment. 

Let me ask you a question. The lead-
ership in this House, the Republican 
leadership, has refused to schedule a 
bill to raise the minimum wage, and we 
have one other device to do that called 
the discharge petition. 

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Yes. 
Mr. POCAN. I would like to ask the 

gentleman if you signed the discharge 
petition so that we can force a vote in 
this House to raise the minimum wage 
in the remaining weeks we have before 
we finish the session for the year. 

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Absolutely would 
I sign a discharge petition, one of the 
most important things that we can do. 

Mr. POCAN. And we have done that. 
Mr. LOWENTHAL. All we are asking 

for is a right to vote. 
I still remember when the President 

came, in his State of the Union speech, 
and it was really just after—in my first 
year here in the Congress and he was 
talking about the horrible episode that 
happened at Sandy Hook and said, 
‘‘Give the people the vote. Just give us 
a vote.’’ 

That is all we are asking our Repub-
lican colleagues. Let us vote on raising 
the minimum wage. That is all. That is 
the democratic way and ‘‘democratic’’ 
with a small D. That is the American 
way. Give the people a vote. 

Mr. POCAN. Again, thank you, Mr. 
LOWENTHAL. 

Because that is the problem—we have 
been told the Speaker won’t schedule 
the vote, but there are other ways. 
Every single Member of this body can 
sign a discharge petition, and if we get 
a majority of us, 218 of us, to sign that, 
it will come to this body. So there are 
no excuses not to get this done. 

I would like to yield to my good 
friend from New York, Mr. CHARLIE 
RANGEL. 

Mr. RANGEL. We were talking about 
war and peace. To me, we are still talk-
ing about a moral issue. 

Here in this great Nation, the richest 
in the world, we are asking people to 
work 40 hours, many without sick 
leave, many without vacations or vaca-
tion pay, and—at the end of the day— 
end up in poverty. There is something 
terribly wrong with that picture. 

It seems to me that it goes beyond 
just doing the right and the moral 
thing. Even churches and synagogues 
and mosques should recognize that 
their membership is going down be-
cause you can’t pay the rent, buy the 
food, and still give your money to the 
religious institutions. 

Beyond that, what are they going to 
do with the money? I will tell you: 
they are going to be able to get nutri-

tional diets for their kids. They will be 
able to buy clothes for their kids. They 
can aspire that their kids get a better 
education and be able to get higher 
jobs and have higher ambitions. 

They can make America more pro-
ductive because they have more self-es-
teem because being poor is not the 
worst thing in the world, if you feel 
that you can come out of that poverty 
and you have an opportunity to do it. 

There is something worse going on in 
this country today. I was privileged 
years ago to sponsor a bill that we all 
know is the earned income tax credit, 
and the earned income tax credit says 
this shouldn’t happen. If you have got 
a family and, after you follow the Fed-
eral formula, you are still poor, why, 
we will give you a check. You won’t 
owe taxes; we will give you a refund-
able check. 

Guess what? Some of the people that 
are hiring these people at very low 
wages also hire accountants that ad-
vise the potential applicant how to be-
come eligible for the earned income tax 
credit. So they give a little bit, the 
government gives a little bit, and the 
people still end up poor. 

It just seems to me this is not a 
Democratic issue; it is not a Repub-
lican issue. It is an issue of: What does 
America stand for? Where is the equity 
involved if we are not going to allow 
our country to be pumped up by the 
middle class people who made this 
country great? 

We are not a country of rich and poor 
folks. It is the middle class that have 
demands, that want to go to the local 
store, so that they can sell and hire 
people and have communities that feel 
proud about themselves. 

I know one thing: with the rents that 
are going up in communities all over 
this country and people who used to 
consider themselves middle class, you 
miss one or two payments of your 
rent—and Judge Judy doesn’t want to 
ask you what were the circumstances. 

If you didn’t pay your rent, you are 
going to get evicted. If you don’t have 
resources, if you have no place to go, 
you can go from a plateau that you 
thought was middle class into a home-
less shelter. 

Getting out of that situation and 
seeking employment is almost impos-
sible. How much does it cost? Hundreds 
of billions of dollars in social costs be-
cause you wouldn’t give Americans an 
opportunity to earn a living wage. 

So it is lonely down here with you 
guys, but I do hope before we leave 
that we can have not just Democrats, 
but all of the Members be able to go 
back home and say, ‘‘I was late getting 
this started, but we do have the issues, 
and we are going to make you proud.’’ 

Thank you so much for taking the 
time to allow us to express what we 
know most people believe, but politi-
cally, they can’t support. 

Mr. POCAN. Again, thank you, Mr. 
RANGEL. 

One of the things I look at—it is 
pretty simple math to someone like 

me, coming from America’s heartland, 
when productivity is going up and 
wages are flat, the money is going 
somewhere. 

In 1988, the average CEO made 40 
times the lowest-paid employee. Now, 
it is 354 times the lowest-paid em-
ployee. Now, if you put extra money in 
the pockets through raising the min-
imum wage of someone who is in the 
middle class or aspiring to be in the 
middle class, it is going to go back into 
the economy. If they can afford a long 
weekend vacation to the Wisconsin 
Dells in my area, that helps boost the 
economy, helps create jobs—but you 
know what? That CEO can’t take 354 
vacations to make up for it. 

Clearly, when the money goes into 
the pockets of those who need it the 
most, it is going to go instantly into 
the economy, help create jobs, and help 
do everything that we need to, to stim-
ulate the economy to the point that we 
can be as great as we possibly can be. 

To me, it is a no-brainer. I think to 
many of the constituents I talk to it is 
a no-brainer. 

You are very articulate in talking 
about the troubles that people go 
through in trying to just get by. It is 
another thing this body simply has to 
take up before we leave. 

If we don’t take this up before No-
vember, quite honestly, those who 
didn’t try to take it up shouldn’t come 
back because we need people who will 
take it up because it is the will of the 
people. Democrats, Independents, and 
even Republicans are looking at this as 
an issue that is important and has to 
happen. 

Again, thank you so much for all 
your work on this for so many years. 
ALAN LOWENTHAL and I are freshman 
here. We are the newbies. We are tak-
ing up the fight, but you have been 
doing it for so many years and been a 
mentor to so many of us. Again, thank 
you, Mr. RANGEL, and thank you, Mr. 
LOWENTHAL. 

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Thank you very, 
very much. 

Mr. POCAN. Mr. LOWENTHAL went 
through all the numbers for the State 
of California. It has the same effect in 
my State of Wisconsin. When you look 
at it, if you raise that minimum wage 
to $10.10, as the bill from Senator HAR-
KIN does and the one that Representa-
tive GEORGE MILLER from California 
has introduced in this body, not only is 
it 28 million people in this country 
that will get a raise, but it is half a 
million people just in my home State 
of Wisconsin, a half million people. 

One of the things that I have heard 
sometimes when you talk to people, 
they say, ‘‘If you raise the minimum 
wage, all you are doing is giving extra 
pocket money to teenagers who are liv-
ing with their parents.’’ 

Well, that is one of the great myths 
that is out there because here is the re-
ality: the average age of a minimum 
wage worker is 35 years old. When you 
look at the exact breakout of who it is, 
90 percent are over 20 years old, and 
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more than half of them are older than 
25 years old. 

You are not talking about a teenager 
living at home. You are talking about 
people who are living independently in 
the community, trying to get by on 
$7.35 an hour or close to $15,000 a year, 
in a job that often has no benefits— 
health benefits, pension, et cetera. 

Fifty-five percent of the people on 
minimum wage are working full time. 
Forty-four percent have some type of 
college education, an associate degree 
or bachelor’s degree or other higher 
education. That is the reality of the 
minimum wage worker in this country. 
It is not the myth of a teenager living 
at home, looking for some pocket 
money. 

These are hardworking people trying 
to get by, often on two or three jobs, 
without the benefits. Without that 
ability, if they miss their rent, they 
get evicted, and then they are home-
less. As Mr. RANGEL said, these are 
some of the same people that then 
show up on our health plans that 
States provide for being low-income. 

So you know who then is subsidizing 
their salaries? We all are. Every single 
individual who is a taxpayer pays into 
those programs. While that employer 
may not offer a wage that they can live 
on, we all subsidize it, so that they can 
actually get something as basic as 
health care. 

So there is a real need to pass the 
Fair Minimum Wage Act that is pro-
posed. We have tried and tried in this 
body to get a vote on it. We have 
signed a discharge petition. Virtually 
every Democrat in the House of Rep-
resentatives has signed that. 

We need those Republicans, espe-
cially those Republicans who are on 
record supporting a minimum wage, to 
also sign that, so we can get a vote be-
fore we leave in a few weeks, before the 
November elections, before the end of 
the year—because I think a question 
that I would want to ask my Rep-
resentative when I see them in the 
community in the coming weeks before 
the election is: What have they done to 
help make the middle class stronger? 
What have they done to help people 
who are aspiring to be in the minimum 
class? What have we got done in Con-
gress? 

There was a Congress in 1948 that was 
called the do-nothing Congress because 
they got so little done. The first year 
of that session, they passed 350 bills. 
Last year, this body passed 88. 

Here we are sitting another week 
back in Congress, and we haven’t 
raised the minimum wage, we haven’t 
passed equal pay for equal work so that 
women make just as much as men do, 
and we haven’t done anything about 
the affordability of higher education, 
allowing students to refinance their 
loans. 

These are simple issues that aren’t 
partisan issues. They are not Demo-
cratic/Republican. They are not liberal/ 
conservative. They are about whether 
or not you are fighting for the middle 

class and those who aspire to be in the 
middle class or whether you are here 
trying to help out the special interests 
and the lobbyists who represent the 
special interests. It is really that sim-
ple. 

So we need to pass a raise for the 
American people. That means you pass 
an increase in the minimum wage. As 
other Members have said, it will lift so 
many people out of poverty and give a 
raise to so many people to help stimu-
late the economy. 

So the Progressive Caucus is fighting 
each and every single day while we are 
here for a variety of issues: raising the 
minimum wage, trying to stop wage 
theft in this country, trying to extend 
unemployment insurance so that ev-
eryone who is out of work can still get 
some benefits while they are looking 
for work so that they can get that job. 
We all know the best social program is 
a job, and we want to make sure that 
everyone can get that job. 

We need to continue to do the things 
that Congress needs to get done and we 
have not gotten done. So the minimum 
wage is one issue that we wanted to 
talk about today. 

As we have the President speaking to 
us this evening, we want to make sure 
that this body has a very full and rich 
debate. As we passed in a bipartisan 
way, 370–40, we need to have a real de-
bate and have real questions answered 
before we get involved, so that we 
never again have what happened the 
last time we got involved in Iraq be-
cause we are back again. There was no 
‘‘mission accomplished.’’ A banner and 
a fly-in in military gear is not a suc-
cessful end to an involvement. 

We need to make sure whatever we 
do this time is thoughtful, done with 
consultation of Congress, with narrow 
scope, and with a partnership with 
other nations specifically in the region 
to make sure that we are doing this 
not alone or not largely alone. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, the Progres-
sive Caucus appreciates this time this 
evening, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

f 

b 1745 

ISSUES FACING THE NATION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority 
leader. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I do ap-
preciate my colleagues across the aisle 
talking about the economy and push-
ing for a raise in minimum wage be-
cause that is what a party does after 
their party has totally devastated the 
economy. It is what you do after your 
party’s President, with help from the 
majority in the Senate led by HARRY 
REID, are able to just wreak havoc with 
an economy that should be doing really 
well. 

This economy is ready to take off. 
ObamaCare, as we have said for over 4 

years, is going to harm the economy. It 
is going to knock people out of work. It 
is going to put people from full time to 
part time. Republicans have been ex-
plaining this ever since not one of us 
voted for that bill. We also explained 
there were $716 billion in cuts to Medi-
care. 

A lot of seniors that vote Democrat 
voted for this President, voted for a 
Democratic majority in the Senate. 
They have now been shocked this year 
as they are not getting the health care 
they once did. Why? Because of 
ObamaCare—seniors are getting mis-
treated. 

When we want to talk about the 
economy, the most staggering numbers 
I can imagine have come out in the last 
year, and the President has even ac-
knowledged it was true. He complains 
we are not doing enough for the middle 
class. 

Well, we agree with that. We cer-
tainly agree with that. We need to help 
those that are not making enough 
money. Then quit knocking them out 
of their jobs, Mr. President, HARRY 
REID. We have got over 360 bills down 
at the Senate. Passage of just 10 of 
them would help this economy, but 
they won’t bring them up. 

So the devastating, most incredible 
numbers are these: since Barack 
Obama has been President of the 
United States, for the first time in our 
Nation’s history—it has never ever 
happened before in any President’s ten-
ure, whether it was 4 years or 8 years 
or shortened by tragedy, no President 
before Barack Obama has ever presided 
over an economy in the United States 
in which 95 percent of all the income in 
the United States went to the top 1 
percent, never ever. 

Only under the leadership of Presi-
dent Barack Obama, of all the Presi-
dents, only this President has brought 
us to the place where 95 percent of all 
of the income in America goes to the 
top 1 percent. 

People wonder why there is so much 
money that flooded into the Obama 
campaign in 2008. Not as much flooded 
into his campaign in 2012 because there 
was some people losing money. The 
economy wasn’t doing as well as ex-
pected. 

Is there anything more devastating 
than a President acknowledging the 
fact that 95 percent of all income has 
gone to the top 1 percent? Then he 
gives speeches and talks to people like 
he can’t understand how the Repub-
licans could allow this big growth be-
tween the poor and the rich. Well, we 
need the President to tell us how he 
has done it, but the trouble is we know 
how he has done it. 

He talks about fat cats and then 
makes sure that they are the ones that 
get rewarded. He talks about going 
after Big Oil and proposes a bill that 
would do nothing to hurt Big Oil, but 
would absolutely have devastated inde-
pendent oil producers who actually 
drill and produce around 95 percent or 
so of the United States’ oil and gas 
wells. 
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