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to come to this floor and debate our
strategy in Syria.

———

TRIBUTE TO MARY REGULA

(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Speaker, at
this spring season of new life, please let
us pay tribute to the spirited life of a
visionary woman dedicated to high
learning and civic improvement, Mary
Regula from Ohio, who tragically
passed this last week.

As an educator first, her love of his-
tory drew her to national causes. Mary
had a style and a spirit all her own. I
vividly recall her dressing as Mary
Todd Lincoln at the dedication of the
First Ladies Museum in Canton, Ohio,
which she had spearheaded, as she duti-
fully and lovingly put in place fas-
cinating historical truth about a long-
neglected dimension of American polit-
ical life.

A soulmate to her beloved husband,
the very honorable Ohio Congressman
Ralph Regula, Mary was a beautiful
and engaging force for good and for
progress on many levels.

On countless late nights here in the
Capitol, she would work into the
evening with her husband. Then, when
votes were complete, they would drive
home together, usually in Ralph’s red
pickup truck. Their service was a pa-
triotic love of America.

May Mary Regula’s family and
friends, and the people of greater Can-
ton, Ohio, which Mary and her husband
served for 36 years, know our abiding
gratitude for their service and for
electing such an extraordinary Con-
gressman, a seasoned appropriator, and

his awesome life partner, beloved
Mary.
————
HONORING THE LIFE OF RHONDA
LEROCQUE

(Mr. KIHUEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIHUEN. Madam Speaker, today
I rise to remember the life of Rhonda
LeRocque. Rhonda attended the Route
91 Festival in Las Vegas on October 1.

Rhonda was married to her husband,
Jason, for 21 years, with whom she had
a 6-year-old daughter, Ali.

Rhonda and Jason were very active
in their church and enjoyed partici-
pating in humanitarian projects to-
gether. One of their biggest projects
was when they traveled to New Orleans
after Hurricane Katrina to help rebuild
homes.

Rhonda worked for a design firm in
Cambridge, Massachusetts, but
dreamed of opening up her own cater-
ing business. She loved skiing, cooking,
and baking, but nothing could surpass
her love for her family. She is remem-
bered for being a selfless and joyful
woman who had a strong faith.

I would like to extend my condo-
lences to Rhonda LeRocque’s family

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

and friends. Please know that the city

of Las Vegas, the State of Nevada, and

the whole country grieve with you.
———

INEQUALITY AND FAIRNESS FOR
ALL AMERICANS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
HANDEL). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2017, the
gentleman from California (Mr.
DESAULNIER) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority
leader.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DESAULNIER. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on this Special Order.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. DESAULNIER. Madam Speaker,
my colleagues and I wanted to spend a
few moments on what, to me, is the
most important domestic issue in our
country right now: the issue of inequal-
ity and fairness for all Americans. It is
at historic levels of disparity from
where it should be, historically both
from an economic standpoint, an eth-
ical standpoint, and, in my view, a
moral standpoint. It is important for
Congress to know what the experts
know and to share that with this House
and with the American public.

I am pleased to partner with some of
my good friends: Representative LEE,
who I hope will be here soon, a good
neighbor in northern California, who
has done such extraordinary work
around poverty and inequality; and
also Ms. DELAURO from Connecticut,
who has also helped us to put this Spe-
cial Order together.

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. ELLISON),
my good friend and colleague, and a na-
tional spokesperson on issues of in-
equality.

Mr. ELLISON. Madam Speaker, let
me thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia for yielding. I appreciate all of
the work Congressman DESAULNIER
does in this area. And I want to thank
him for raising this particular issue for
this Special Order.

Madam Speaker, I agree with him
that inequality is the issue of the mo-
ment. Not only does inequality funnel
money from working Americans up to
the richest people, but what do they do
with the money once it is up there?
There is only a certain number of boats
you can ski behind, only a certain
number of houses you can buy, and
only a certain number of luxury cars
you can buy.

What do the billions go to? Much of
it goes to things like merger and acqui-
sition, and also political influence. It is
very important to understand that as
economic inequality has grown, polit-
ical inequality has also grown. Now-
adays, the money goes into some super-
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PAC: some big, giant thing where they
do independent expenditures and pour
money in against their enemies and
pour money in in favor of their friends.

Politics in America has become the
battle of the billionaires now. You have
to get a billionaire on your side in
order to win. I mean, we know that
whether it is the Coates’, or the Mer-
cers, or the Adelsons, or whoever it is,
it is some big, rich person who is going
to sponsor a political candidate, and
that is who gets to represent us in
what is supposed to be a democratic so-
ciety. So I think that it is critical to
make the link between economic in-
equality and political inequality.

I will say again, when we get eco-
nomic inequality to the degree that it
is, one of the other things that is pur-
chased, besides political influence, is
mergers and acquisitions.

I would just like to point out to ev-
erybody that it doesn’t matter what in-
dustry you are talking about, markets
are deeply concentrated and anti-
competitive. If you are talking about
like a pharmacy—not a pharmaceutical
company, but a pharmacy—CVS,
Walgreens, we used to have Rite Aid
and, of course, they merged together.
And, of course, there is another merger
coming up. Every day you open the
paper, there is some other big company
buying up some other big company,
concentrating markets, making the
barriers to entry even higher so that
the small-business person is just locked
out.

It costs a lot to get into business
now. If your opponent, who is some big,
huge company, doesn’t want you in the
market, they can just drop their prices,
suffer the losses, because they are big,
run you out of business, and raise them
right back on up.

But if you look at any market—beer,
hamburger, chicken, online search en-
gines, anything you want—almost all
of them are deeply concentrated—two,
three, maybe four—companies rep-
resenting 80 or 90 percent of the indus-
try, which cuts off opportunity, limits
competition, and it is bad for the
American people.

Madam Speaker, I have a few more
things to share, but I will kick it back
to Congressman DESAULNIER for now.
Maybe he can kick it back to me a lit-
tle later, and we will just have a con-
versation for a little while.

Mr. DESAULNIER. Madam Speaker,
that sounds good to me.

Madam Speaker, I do want to say, as
a former small-business owner, having
owned restaurants in the San Fran-
cisco Bay area for many years, I can
definitely identify with your comments
that all too often Main Street America,
those entrepreneurs who employ most
of our workers, are at a distinct dis-
advantage.
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And, unfortunately, I always felt this
as a small independent restaurant
owner, that the desires of a lot of my
fellow restaurateurs that were nation-
ally owned were not necessarily my de-
sires. I supported the community. I was
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active in the community. I was in the
Rotary or went to Rotary, was very ac-
tive. They didn’t have that kind of
Main Street presence.

I do think that we have deserted that
kind of—we collectively, I think, in
this body, have all too often deserted
that constituency, which is so much a
part of not just our economy, but our
culture in America.

Ben Franklin, when he started, went
through and was trained by his father
and his older brother. Somewhat con-
troversially, he came to Philadelphia
and walked down the street and started
a business.

So, to your point, I think that is
really important, that when you look
at the fabric of America, what this in-
equality talks about—and as we go
through this, it will sound from some-
what of an academic perspective be-
cause we have listened to the experts.
We have listened to experts, particu-
larly in my area in northern California
at Berkeley and Stanford, but we have
gone to others.

This presentation will be about what
the economic history and what the eco-
nomics are telling us so that everyone
can accept this in terms of the histor-
ical record and the facts as Thomas
Piketty put in his best selling econom-
ics book, very dry, ‘‘Capital in the
Twenty-First Century,” which I take a
lot of my influence from.

When the majority was going
through their tax reform bill, I hap-
pened to pick up a compilation of
economists—it was very broad, from
their ideological perspective—called,
“After Piketty’’; and as I was reading
this, I already knew this, and I thought
this tax plan is probably the worst
medicine to give this environment be-
cause it will only make it worse, in my
view, based on a hopeful thought that
all of this will trickle down from the
wealthiest.

We know that in an economy like the
United States, where 70, 75 percent of it
is consumer driven, you need people to
spend money. Myself, as a small-busi-
ness person, if people didn’t have dis-
posable income to come in my door to
pay for the food, I couldn’t pay my em-
ployees. I couldn’t do all the things I
wanted to do to engage in the commu-
nity. So this is the fabric of the Amer-
ican economy, but it is really about
the fabric of the American culture and
what we want for our kids.

One of the most disturbing things is
being a baby boomer and the parent of
two sons in their thirties and to see
their struggles as they do well and play
by the rules and do as is required of
them. What we are passing on, my gen-
eration and future generations, is not
just the challenge of a prospectively
lower life expectancy, but all the de-
spair we see in too many communities
in this country that this last election,
according to the ultimate winner in
the Presidential campaign, was about
reaching them.

Over a quarter into his term, I defy
anyone to say where the average per-
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son in multiple communities is seeing
a benefit, and this is going to be a chal-
lenge.

So I put up here, there have been
many famous admonitions through his-
tory, starting with Plato and Aristotle,
about this issue, about the inequality
issue of humans treating other hu-
mans. The first one I would like to
point out because it comes from Adam
Smith—Adam Smith, who wrote ‘‘The
Wealth of Nations,”” the great Scottish
political economist whom many people
in the Chicago school and people who
believe in this idea of trickle-down eco-
nomics look to and the invisible hand
that he so famously wrote about.

But the quote on the top here, I
think, is a very clear demonstration of
his view in the late 1700s in spite of his
perspective on many things, and it is
the first quote on the chart: “The dis-
position to admire, and almost to wor-
ship, the rich and the powerful, and to
despise, or, at least, to neglect persons
of poor and mean condition is the great
and most universal cause of the corrup-
tion of our moral sentiments”—Adam
Smith.

The second quote is from someone
whom we are all familiar with. A great
American, a great Republican progres-
sive, Teddy Roosevelt, said: ‘“The man
of great wealth owes a peculiar obliga-
tion to the state because he derives
special advantages from the mere ex-
istence of government,’” a quote rooted
in a passage from Luke in the Bible.

That passage says and is quoted often
in our political discourse: ‘“To whom
much is given, much is required.” That
is part of what Jesus of Nazareth said
when he was giving his gospels on the
mountain as part of the Sermon on the
Mount or prelude to that.

And the last quote, I think, is very
demonstrative for the situation we are
in and leading up to these next elec-
tions both in 2018 and 2020. The great
jurist, the first Jewish American to be
a member of the U.S. Supreme Court,
Louis Brandeis, said: ‘“We can either
have democracy in this country or we
can have great wealth concentrated in
the hands of a few, but we can’t have
both.”

With that, I would like to briefly go
through four charts that I think are
visually demonstrative of the problem
we are exposed to, and I would like peo-
ple who are watching to particularly
look at the timeframe on the graphs.

So it has been talked about going
back to when America was great. These
charts will demonstrate that this pe-
riod of time, that a lot of us who had
parents who fought in World War II,
grandparents who fought in World War
I, heard their stories about that na-
tional commitment in both those in-
stances and in both generations.

I grew up in a household outside of
Lowell, Massachusetts, hearing my
French-Canadian grandparents and my
Irish grandparents talking about com-
ing to Liowell, Massachusetts, to work
in those textile mills for the oppor-
tunity to improve their lives and the
lives of their kids.
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Indirectly, of course, I benefited from
that, because their kids were the first
kids in their family who went to col-
lege, my parents. But they had to en-
dure World War I, the Great Depres-
sion, and World War II, a trans-
formative period of time that then led
to what some economists will now say
was really a unique period of time
where there was great economic
growth after the war, during the Eisen-
hower administration and after that,
Truman through Eisenhower and be-
ginning with Roosevelt, where every-
body was benefiting.

So this great consumer economy was
a benefit to everyone sharing the
wealth and the historical disparities
that we have come to from outside
that.

So if you want to go back to the best
world, the best parts of that world, ac-
knowledging that America had real
challenges there around race, and con-
tinues to have, that had to be ad-
dressed. We had real challenges around
sex and sexism that had to be ad-
dressed. There were other issues about
things that we needed to deal with in
this country that are urgent, and we
have dealt with since that time. So I
don’t want to make it sound like ev-
erything was wonderful. We had our
challenges.

One of the great things about this
country, as so many people have said,
is we acknowledge our weaknesses, but
we address them and aspire to move on.
I would say we are at one of those
points where we are particularly chal-
lenged in that regard.

So, if we could go to the first of these
charts, in particular, I want you to
look at the dates, because this will be
consistent in the four diagrams we are
going to bring up. The dates starting
on the far left in the early periods, the
1920s, which actually was the gilded
age, and then through to 2013.

So this particular chart talks about
inequality and that historical perspec-
tive. In the United States, right now,
income inequality has grown rapidly
by every statistical measure for 30
years. America’s top 10 percent—and
this is not class warfare. This is a dis-
cussion of what the statistics tell us
and what that implies for our democ-
racy and the benefit that we all should
derive as it is written in our sacred
creeds in the Constitution, the Dec-
laration of Independence, and also in
our other great commentary.

So America’s top 10 percent, approxi-
mately 32 million people, now average
more than nine times as much income
as the bottom 90 percent, or about 293
million people. Think of that. The top
10 percent, 32 million people, many of
them got their wealth from talent and
good work. Some of them have not had
as much talent and hard work, and
that is human nature.

But because of the policies that we
have passed—and as my friend from
Minnesota has alluded to, the influence
in politics, in our election process, that
is more extreme than it has ever been
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in the history of this country. It has al-
ways been there. It has always been
part of our dynamic.

Being from California, there is a fa-
mous quote from a former speaker of
the State assembly that money was the
mother’s milk of politics, sort of a day-
to-day look as a working politician,
but now we are at extreme, extreme
levels.

Independent expenditures, to what
my friend from Minnesota talked
about, in the Supreme Court decisions
around Citizens United and
SpeechNOW, two decisions in 2010, have
created a world that this country has
never seen before, where the Supreme
Court decided in those two decisions by
a 54 majority that the American pub-
lic and their representatives had very
limited ability to put any kind of con-
trols over what is called independent
expenditures. Those are funds that are
written. And the one condition is those
people who are doing that cannot com-
municate or be in party with the cam-
paigns.

You can go and see how that has dra-
matically changed in the last cycles
and will continue to get worse in this
next cycle. This last cycle, the Presi-
dential cycle, it got up to, I believe,
just about $9 billion of independent ex-
penditures that are largely not held ac-
countable.

So next, America’s top 1 percent,
roughly 3.2 million people, averaged 40
times more than the bottom 90 percent.
America’s top 1 percent, or one-tenth
of a percent, or roughly 325,000 people,
average over 198 times the income of
the bottom 90 percent, or roughly 293
million people.

The top 1 percent of America’s in-
come earners have more than doubled
their share of the Nation’s income
since the mid 20th century. This is the
period post-World War II. The incomes
of the top 1 percent peaked last during
the 1920s, during the start of the Great
Depression. So you can see this again,
the concentration.

Again, people will start pounding
their chest and saying: ‘“You are start-
ing class warfare.”” The numbers speak
for themselves. These numbers are
driven and they are attributed—if peo-
ple at home want to see where we got
these numbers so they are not driven
by fake news, they are driven by im-
partial, nonpartisan constituencies.
And the point is just to say that we
have got a problem.

So, again, at the last peak, this gave
us great social displacement, gave us,
arguably, the conditions that created
World War I, definitely gave us the
conditions that gave us the Great De-
pression, gave us the conditions, fortu-
nately, that led to Franklin Roosevelt
and the New Deal, and through this
sweet period where the economy was
growing by 5, 6 percent, and it was gen-
erating benefit across all demographics
and did what Henry Ford said when he
started making his Model T. He said:

I want a product that is a quality product
that my workers can afford, so I want to pay
my workers enough to pay for this car.
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This is the sweet spot that people
talk about going back to.

Now we are here. Well, if history is
right and taught us anything, and what
Piketty talks about in a very classic
economic historian view and his view
of Western democracy and economic
trends, his view is these are inevitable.

This is my perspective, of course. 1
am not trying to put words in Dr.
Piketty’s mouth.

But this was sort of an anomaly,
when you look through Western eco-
nomic industry, according to Piketty,
which was the best-selling economics
book in modern history.

So that would make one wonder what
comes after this, and what Piketty
suggests and others suggest is there is
a correction. And the question, I think,
we have for this time in our history is:
What kind of correction is that going
to be? Is it going to be the correction
that we want in this House, this sanc-
tum sanctorum of democracy, the
House of Representatives, where we
battle it out, we express ourselves and
our ideologies, our perspectives—our
constituencies have very different
world views—but we acknowledge that
this is not right, this is a problem, and
this is not America as we envision it or
our great leaders envisioned it, wheth-
er it was Washington or Lincoln?

Lincoln once famously said:

If wages and capital are not equal, if they
become different, then we have lost democ-
racy. And if capital, in particular, gets be-
yond wages, we have really lost democracy.

And he also cryptically said:

I have the Confederate Army in front of
me, but I have the northern banks behind
me, and, honestly, I fear the latter the more.

There is nothing wrong with capital;
there is nothing wrong with invest-
ment; but, from a historical perspec-
tive, this is not a healthy economy. We
want a mix, and we want everybody to
enjoy it.

So just to go on, between 1992 and
2002, the 400 highest incomes—that is,
individuals—reported more than dou-
ble, even after the dot.com bubble
burst. So, corrections, they still in-
creased more. The benefit of the recov-
eries after the dot.com bust and after
the recession benefited, again, this dis-
parity, the people at the top end of the
spectrum. Since 1979, the before-tax in-
comes of the top 1 percent of America’s
households increased more than four
times faster than the bottom 20 per-
cent.

Through much of this introductory
part, we have been talking more about
everybody in the middle income, but it
has really disadvantaged poor people.
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So when we talk about doing away
with healthcare or Social Services or
food stamps, it is really a cruel, sort of
Dickens type of bargain where people
who are already suffering will suffer
more.

CEO compensation. With the unions
playing a smaller role than they did
decades ago—and, during this period,
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during the Eisenhower administration,
in particular, almost a third of Amer-
ican workers were in a union—it was
the glory days of America; but it was
also the glory days, and this wasn’t a
coincidence, of American workers hav-
ing a voice in American economy and
with their employers, where they
partnered.

So since then, CEO compensation and
average workers have changed. With
unions playing a smaller role, down to
11 percent from almost 35 percent, than
they did decades ago, the gap between
CEOs and workers was eight times
larger in 2016 than 1980. Union partici-
pation has declined to 11 percent, as I
said, from its peak in the 1940s and
1950s.

As of 2015, 100 CEOs—and I don’t say
that they don’t have talent and capa-
bilities, but this is just a historical
fact. Since 2015, 100 CEOs had company
retirement funds worth $4.7 billion,
which is a sum equal to the entire re-
tirement savings of the 41 percent of
U.S. families with the smallest retire-
ment funds. That is just the 41 percent
that don’t have retirement.

So imagine that; 100 individuals, who
are supposed to be not just our eco-
nomic captains, they are supposed to
be our social and community captains,
and they were once. In the 1970s, CEO
compensation was roughly about four
times the median income for their
workers. So if you went to Ford or Mo-
torola, there was a different corporate
culture then, a feeling of social respon-
sibility. It still exists, but it exists in
this context: Now it is almost 300
times.

So when you look at large companies
that are global, think of that, of their
median global employees, this is the
disparity. So it is just another thing
that we should be cognizant of.

Retirement savings. Workers with
employer 401(k) plans have a median
balance of just $18,433.

So let’s talk for a minute about pay-
check income, and then I would like to
ask if my colleague would like to jump
back in. This will only take a second.

So paycheck income. We are talking
about a few different things, but they
all add up to the same thing. So what
do you get? Your paycheck, if you are
lucky enough to have investments in
your home or in the stock market or in
any other kind of investment.

Less than half of American workers
actually have investments on Wall
Street. So when we look at Wall Street
going up, this is the disparity between
what we measure as helping the econ-
omy and what is happening on Main
Street.

So the average person on Main
Street, who doesn’t have any invest-
ment on Wall Street—and it is inter-
esting. When Wall Street started to go
down recently, it was because there
were statistical reports from the De-
partment of Labor that wages were fi-
nally coming up. It is not lost on me
that Wall Street would be concerned
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about inflation because wages are fi-
nally going up for American workers,
which is obviously a problem.

Paycheck income. For more than
three decades, wages have been stag-
nant. Typical American workers and
the lowest-wage workers have seen lit-
tle or no growth in their real weekly
wages in that time. So when you con-
sider cost of living, which is going up
exponentially in areas like where I
live, in the San Francisco Bay area,
and these urban areas, like D.C., where
young people are constantly moving to
because that is where the jobs are, be-
tween 1979 and 2007, paycheck income
of the top 1 percent of the U.S. earners
exploded by over 256 percent; 256 per-
cent for the top 1 percent, but stagnant
for the rest of us.

While productivity has increased at a
relative rate since 1948, since the 1970s,
wages have not. So we are more pro-
ductive than we have ever been. The
American workforce is more produc-
tive, when we talk about these glory
days, than they have ever been because
they have accepted compromise and
working with innovation to make us
more productive.

We have put a second income into the
household. The value of women coming
into the workforce has made such a
change, not just to our economy, but to
our way of life. Unfortunately, as op-
posed to other industrialized countries,
we haven’t provided the infrastructure
for usually the woman who comes into
the workforce to replace their activi-
ties at home; so early education, high
quality education, things like that, not
to mention the fact of pay disparity be-
tween genders, which I will now go to.

American women are now almost as
likely to work outside the home as
men. So in 1973, 14 percent, if memory
serves me right, of women with chil-
dren were in the workforce full time;
1973. By 1994, that number had changed
to 74 percent. So think of that in the
context of social change; the benefit it
gave us from having talented women
being in the workforce and being more
in the culture, but we didn’t provide
the infrastructure that they had pro-
vided, in my view, when they were at
home raising kids and being part of the
community. It was a good change for
this country, but we didn’t adapt to it
from a public sector.

You look at the French and the West-
ern Europeans, it didn’t happen as dra-
matically there, but they provided the
infrastructure, which we should here.

Women still make up only 27 percent
of the top 10 percent of the labor in-
come earners; so this is the glass ceil-
ing. Among the top 1 percent of
women, they make up slightly less
than 17 percent of workers. At the top
1 percent level, a woman makes up
only 11 percent.

Bonus pay. This is a big issue that
has come in the last 20 years. In 2016,
we were going to incentivize, or before
that, during the Clinton administra-
tion, incentivize performance. Unfortu-
nately, our performance wasn’t tied
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enough to the benefit for everybody,
the economy, the company, the inves-
tors. It was more skewed toward the
investors.

So in 2016, Wall Street banks—this
was 2016, just recently—doled out $24
billion in bonuses to 177,000 of largely
New York Wall Street-based employ-
ees; $24 billion for 177,000 of America’s
320-plus million people and 175 million
workers. This is 1.6 times the combined
earnings of all 1756 million Americans
who work full time at the Federal min-
imum wage of $7.25.

The CEO of McDonald’s—when I was
in the California Legislature when we
were trying to raise minimum wage, we
figured out they were fighting against
raising it to $15 and indexing it for in-
flation, but the CEOQO’s compensation
was almost $35,000 an hour. I don’t
think his commitment or his quality to
work was that different, and it
wouldn’t have been in the 1970s.

This bonus pool was large enough to
have lifted all 3.2 million U.S. fast food
workers or all home care aides or all
restaurant servers and bartenders up to
$15 an hour.

Madam Speaker, I will take a little
break if it is appropriate and yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
ELLISON).

Mr. ELLISON. Madam Speaker, I
definitely want to thank the gen-
tleman for the important information
he has shared with us tonight. Folks
who are tuned in definitely, I believe,
are interested in this topic. In fact, it
is the thing that most people think
about.

As I am here tonight, I would say,
Madam Speaker, that we just cele-
brated, or shall I say we just memorial-
ized the loss of Martin Luther King,
which it was his 50th anniversary of his
passing, of his assassination back on
April 4. And just recently, this is the
yvear that we passed the fair housing
law in 1968, so it has been 50 years.

A lot of people, when they think of
King, they think, oh, he helped African
Americans defeat Jim Crow segrega-
tion, and that is true. That is one way
to look at it.

But when he died, he was marching
with sanitation workers who were paid
so little they could not make ends
meet. They weren’t allowed to go into
adequate shelter when it was raining,
so two of them, one day, happened to
go into the back of the garbage truck.
The garbage truck had a malfunction,
and those two men were crushed in the
garbage truck, and so that initiated a
strike which Martin Luther King came
and joined two times, it being the last
fight he was ever in.

Why do I bring up this point? Be-
cause we think of America as being
more evolved since that time. We
think, oh, we have got voting rights;
we have gotten rid of discrimination. It
is illegal now.

But I will tell you what. Despite the
fact that we still are battling for racial
equality, we have absolutely slipped
backwards in the fight for economic
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empowerment for working people, no
matter what their color.

In 1968, the Federal minimum wage,
if it had been adjusted for inflation,
would be about $11.62. But as the gen-
tleman just mentioned, it is now $7.25.
And the server minimum wage, the tip
minimum wage is $2.13. People don’t
believe me when I say that, but it is
$2.13.

How can it be legal to pay a server
$2.13? They say, oh, they make it up in
tips. Do they? What if their tips aren’t
given to them? What if there is wage
theft, which happens all the time?

I want to thank the gentleman from
California for mentioning that in 1968,
the average CEO got paid about 20
times more than the average worker.
Today, it is above 300 percent, 300
times. So the inequality has dramati-
cally not just enriched the rich, it has
made working and middle class and the
working poor suffer.

There are—and this is a shocking sta-
tistic. There has been a 60 percent
growth in people living under the Fed-
eral poverty guideline since 1968. That
is wrong, and this tax bill that we just
passed will do nothing other than make
it all that much worse.

It is a cruel irony that, in the face of
this spread, this gap that working peo-
ple are experiencing relative to their
richer fellow Americans, that we would
say, oh, you know what we need to do?
Give the rich people even more money.

Now, again, I am not anti-rich. I
wouldn’t mind being rich myself one
day. But I do hope that if I ever were to
be doing well financially, that I would
not pull the ladder up, climb up the
ladder and then pull it up so that peo-
ple can’t even follow me.

Wait a minute. That is exactly what
they are doing. They are trying to take
away the Affordable Care Act, which
actually gave millions of people
healthcare for the first time. They
want to put work requirements on re-
ceiving Federal benefit and aid. They
want to make it tougher to be working
class and poor. It is outrageous.

I just want to wrap my own com-
ments up tonight by just saying it
doesn’t have to be this way. Poverty is
not something that simply happens
like the weather. It is not a storm and,
oh, boy, how did that ever happen? No,
it is a series of decisions made by peo-
ple who have political power, who ad-
vantage some and disadvantage others.

It is things that we do, and it is also
things that we don’t do. It is when we
just let markets concentrate and don’t
engage in legitimate anti-trust action;
and it is when we pass a tax bill that
we know, before anything has hap-
pened, that 83 percent of the benefits
will go to the top 1 percent. This is how
you create massive inequality.

There are things we can do about it.
I think we could start by passing a pol-
icy that links CEO pay to raises for
workers. What if a CEO thinking
about, you know, I am going to get my
pay, I am going to get a big fat old
bonus. Oh, okay. If I do that, I have got
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to make sure my folks get some of this
too. What if we passed a policy like
that?

What if we said you couldn’t deduct
those bonuses off your taxes the way
that they do now?

What if we actually said to ourselves,
we are going to have a very high estate
tax? I think that is fair enough. I
mean, what did you do, other than ne-
gotiate a birth canal, to get all that
money? I think that we should reward
work, not just birth.

I think, what if we said we are going
to make majo investments in public
wealth? What do I mean by public
wealth? Well, I don’t know, the parks,
the roads, the bridges, the transit, the
schools. What if we invested in those
public institutions that actually help
everybody come up?

Even the rich folks can go to the pub-
lic park. We don’t ration that. We say
it is something for all of us.

What if we said we are going to make
sure that the right to join a union is a
right that we are going to protect and
defend, knowing that the fortunes of
unions—when union density goes up,
working class people do better. When
union density goes down, working class
people’s wages stagnate and go down.

What if we lifted the minimum wage
to a livable wage?

What if we had real consumer protec-
tion?

What if we said that everybody can
go to the doctor?

I believe that we should have uni-
versal single-payer healthcare. That is
my opinion, and I hope others join me.

What if we did things like looked at
the labor policies that they have in
some countries around the world?

Do you know, in Germany, Madam
Speaker, that workers have to be on
the board of the corporation if the cor-
poration is above a certain size?
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That makes sense. They certainly are
affected by what the company does.

In Germany, if there is a slowdown, a
recession, and that happens, everybody
takes fewer hours rather than just lay-
ing off people who are just relegated to
the unemployment lines, who see their
skills deteriorate and who are just out
of the workforce and it is hard to get
back in.

What if we did these things? What if
we said to ourselves that we were going
to have a trade policy that really
factored in how is this policy going to
impact the local economy and workers?
I definitely think trade is a good thing,
but what if we thought about how it is
going to impact this worker, these
workers, this factory right here?

What if we got rid of the idea of right
to work and said everybody in Amer-
ican can join a union?

This would make America a stronger
country for working Americans. It
would improve our economy. It would
put money in the hands of working
Americans, and it wouldn’t stop people
from getting rich if they got a great
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idea and made a lot of money. It
wouldn’t stop people from amassing
any wealth, but what it would do is
make sure that people at the middle
and the bottom of the economy had a
greater shot and a better share.

My Republican friends’ vision for the
economy is that, look, you know, here
is how you have a good economy: You
don’t make rich people or big compa-
nies pay any taxes, and you shuffle all
the property taxes and the sales taxes.
You let those things be on the shoul-
ders of the working folk. Then you
don’t spend on public institutions like
public schools or anything. You just let
those folks do the best they can.

If those kids aren’t smart enough to
be born to rich parents who send them
to private school, forget about it. We
are just going to underfund that, or we
are going to do charters, and then we
will let individuals own those schools
and make money off of them.

Their idea of a business model is to
smash the workers down, treat the
workers like a cost, push their labor
costs as far down as they can get it,
and amass the wealth at the top as
much as they can, allow stock
buybacks, and don’t regulate anybody,
and don’t have any rules of the game so
that you get a free-for-all, and then
when the economy finally goes bust,
oh, you know, we just go back to John
Q. Taxpayer and Jane Q. Taxpayer and
make them bail them out.

Anyway, I think there is a better
way. I think we can have a better econ-
omy. We can have a democracy. We can
have an economy that allows for free
enterprise and we can have a public
sector that makes sure that liberty and
justice and opportunity are for every-
one, not just a few.

Mr. DESAULNIER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague from Minnesota
(Mr. ELLISON) for his passion and his
commitment.

I just want to mention a couple
things before I turn it over to my in-
credible colleague from Connecticut,
who brings such passion and real in-
sight to these issues.

But as the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. ELLISON) said about min-
imum wage, in the 1960s, if you worked
a full-time job and you earned the Fed-
eral minimum wage with an average
amount of overtime, you earned 55 per-
cent of the median household income
nationally.

So think of that. You could work a
minimum wage job in the sixties, and
you could have enough to earn at least
half of what the rest of your citizens
were doing. So you could pay for hous-
ing. You could get by.

I know there are a lot of things, but
if we had indexed that for inflation this
whole time, it would be very different.

And just a few statistics on extreme
poverty, because Mr. ELLISON brought
this up.

So extreme poverty or absolute pov-
erty is the definition by the economics
profession. It is not limited to nations
outside our borders. So we like to talk
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about the rest of the world has come up
from $1 a day on average of these poor
countries to $2 a day.

To my great chagrin and shock, 3.2
million people in the United States
now live on under $2 a day. Think
about that. The United States of Amer-
ica, 3.2 million people. This is extreme
poverty that we often ascribe to very,
very underdeveloped poor countries.

According to Oxford economist Rob-
ert Allen, absolute poverty in the
United States is anything under $4 a
day due to the costs.

Can you imagine trying to live on $4
a day. But, yes, over 3 million of our
fellow citizens attempt to.

In comparison, let’s say based on
this, if you took the $4, then you go up
to 5.3 million Americans are in this
economic definition of absolutely poor
by global standards. There are more
people in absolute poverty in the
United States than in Sierra Leone or
Nepal.

In comparison, zero percent of the
populations of Germany, Iceland, Swit-
zerland live in absolute poverty. Two-
tenths of a percent of Great Britain
and three-tenths of a percent of France
live in absolute poverty, respectively.

So this is just the extreme that I
think we have to hear about because
too often we gloss over the issues in
this Chamber of people who are really
struggling, the absolutely poor, the
very poor, the most vulnerable
amongst us, while we correctly try to
help everybody in the bottom 90 per-
cent, particularly middle income, but
we have got to help everyone.

With that, I yield to my wonderful
friend from Connecticut, who is such a
passionate, determined, eloquent
spokesperson in this Chamber for
issues around poverty and inequality.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentleman, and I want to
thank him for his commitment and
passion to this issue, and for orga-
nizing this effort tonight, and to join
with him and our colleague from Min-
nesota (Mr. ELLISON) to focus on the
issue of income inequality.

And for those of us who serve in this
institution, we have a moral obliga-
tion, a moral responsibility, to help
those who are in punishing poverty.

It was more than 50 years ago, Presi-
dent Lyndon Johnson and a bipartisan
Congress worked together to create the
social safety net. And that social safe-
ty net is representative of the values of
this great country where it says that it
is not every man or woman for himself
or herself, but it is our shared responsi-
bility for one another, our account-
ability for one another, and particu-
larly in times of need.

Their priority—their priority—bipar-
tisan Members of this institution, was
to lift families out of poverty.

Their tools?

Programs to help end hunger, cre-
ating good-paying jobs, provide afford-
able healthcare, guarantee a quality
education for all of our children.

But, unfortunately, and I will be spe-
cific here, we have an administration,
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we have a President, and we have a
Speaker of this body, Mr. RYAN, who
are not fighting a war on poverty. They
are fighting a war on working families
and the poor.

President Trump and Speaker RYAN
do not value the beneficiaries of these
programs. They do not value these peo-
ple’s lives, unless they happen to have
an estate or a corporate spending ac-
count. They want corporations and the
wealthiest Americans to see bigger
profits, even if the poor suffer greater
pain.

Republicans have repeatedly gone
after the nutrition programs, the food
stamp program, Social Security, Medi-
care, and Medicaid; programs that help
people bounce back from tough times
and to retire with dignity after a life of
hard work.

When I did research for a book that
was published last year, ‘“The Least
Among Us: Waging the Battle for the
Vulnerable,”” what I found is, when it
came to nutrition programs, who were
the people who were engaged and in-
volved?

Bob Dole, Republican from Kansas.
George McGovern, Democrat.

When you looked at the child tax
credits, George Bush was for a child
tax credit, as well as Jay Rockefeller.
Democrats and Republicans who came
together on these issues for refundable
tax credits for families to help lift
them out of poverty.

When you take a look at a whole va-
riety, Social Security, Medicare, Med-
icaid, while there may have been dif-
ferences in the Chamber as they de-
bated them, but when it came to the
vote, they were passed on a bipartisan
basis because, it is my view, that the
folks who served there understood why
they were elected and what this insti-
tution is about and how it provides op-
portunity for people in this country.

That is what our job is here, is to
provide opportunity for the people of
this country. It is about educating
needy children, feeding hungry fami-
lies, supporting our veterans, and
shielding seniors from poverty.

Those are not the great achievements
that the other side of the aisle looks
at. They are grating to our colleagues
on the other side of the aisle. It is
about the view that these are the tak-
ers, not the makers; that they relax in
a hammock and don’t want to get up
and go out to work, demeaning hard-
working people in this country.

The majority in this body and in the
Senate and in the White House are
forcing everyday Americans to pay for
their $2 trillion tax cut for corpora-
tions and for the wealthiest Americans,
and now they want to use this tax cut
scam as an excuse to gut services and
investments that are critical to our
families and our communities.

I just want to go back for a second,
because I was here. This was on the
food stamp program. I was here for the
Contract with America. Wow. 1995.

Do you know where it went?

Let’s abolish the school lunch pro-
gram. Let’s block grant the food stamp
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program. Let Medicare wither on the
vine.

The fact is life hasn’t changed that
much. There is a consistency about
some of our colleagues on the other
side of the aisle.

Yesterday, under the guise of review-
ing welfare, the Trump administration
is once again targeting the most vul-
nerable among us.

The President’s latest executive
order would make it more difficult for
people to access services: healthcare,
nutrition, housing. A tax on our social
safety net does not reflect our values,
nor does it make sense at all.

The biggest issue that people are fac-
ing today is that they are in jobs that
just do not pay them enough money to
live on. So we must do more to end
poverty and to end income inequality,
and that does begin with wages.

Now, the social safety net has helped
millions of Americans. According to
Brookings Institution, the poverty rate
has declined by more than one-third
since 1967, in large part due to the suc-
cess of our safety net programs. It con-
tinues to help millions. In an average
month, the food stamp program bene-
fits help feed one in four children in
the United States.

What good news, then, that, Mr.
Speaker, his view of what should hap-
pen is that if people are humiliated
enough, that in fact they will try to
figure out how to make do for them-
selves.

That is not what this country is
about. It is a slap in the face to hard-
working Americans. It is time for a
better deal for Americans, one that
does prioritize job creation, as you
have talked about, rising incomes, a
21st century economy that levels the
playing field for the working class and
the working poor.

And I am reminded of the words of
Bobby Kennedy, whose legacy fighting
poverty should be a model for all of us,
and just let me quote him. Mr. Speak-
er, I am sure the gentleman has read
this quote, if I know him: ‘I believe
that as long as there is plenty, poverty
is evil. Government belongs wherever
evil needs an adversary and there are
people in distress.”

This is what our role and our respon-
sibility is, is to help to provide that op-
portunity. Do not let people be aban-
doned in this country for some ideolog-
ical views or the sense that we need to
make sure that the wealthiest, the mil-
lionaires, the billionaires, the corpora-
tions, need to be the winners in our so-
ciety.

It is not just Congress’ moral obliga-
tion to help those in poverty, it is our
duty. That is why we were elected to
come to this institution. We should not
be abandoning the people who put their
faith and trust in all of us.

Mr. Speaker, I congratulate the gen-
tleman for focusing on this issue and
thank him for including me.

0O 1815

Mr. DESAULNIER. No, the thanks
are all mine, my friend and colleague,
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for your passion and your empathy for
understanding.

Since I quoted Scripture, I just want
to tell people watching, we were both
raised Catholics, and a lot of that
brings in the social gospel and our pas-
sion for it. I am not a Biblical scholar,
so I may refer to something inac-
curately.

I thank the gentlewoman for her life-
time commitment on these issues.

And how important at this critical
moment where we live in this Dickens-
kind of America, where we are doing so
much as a survivor of cancer, both of
us, and we know of the investments in
the NIH and the National Cancer Insti-
tute and every other disease. There is
just this strange dichotomy in this
Dickens-kind of world where we are
benefiting from rational, dispassionate,
bipartisan efforts on that hand, and on
the other hand, we let this continue to
exist. And I would argue that we are
making it worse in our decisions in the
last 2 months. So I thank the gentle-
woman for being here.

This chart, to be boring after that
wonderful, compassionate moment,
just talks about total wealth. So you
see, the total wealth over these same
periods of years for the richest 10 per-
cent—this 15 percent is families be-
tween 10 percent and 50, so this is the
50 percent margin. And this is every-
thing below the 50 percent.

So 50 percent of Americans are down
here. The lowest 1 percent, you can see
where their wealth is. Wealth inequal-
ity is ever greater than income in-
equality, so this is total wealth. In
1982, the poorest American listed on
the Forbes list of America’s richest 400
had a net worth of $80 million, and
they had a life of value. Many of those
people had a very deep commitment to
this country and a social commitment.
I know many of those people.

That generation, across the board,
had a different view of things. But it
was in our corporate culture, and I
would argue, unfortunately, share-
holder profits has driven too many
very shortsighted investments in this
country, both in the private sector and
certainly in the public sector.

In 2016, the richest Americans needed
a net worth of $1.7 billion to reach the
Forbes 400. The average member held a
net worth of $6 billion, over 10 times
the 1982 average, after adjusting for in-
flation.

We will go to our next chart, and
then I will wrap up, Madam Speaker.

The net worth of America’s top 1 per-
cent holds nearly half of the national
wealth invested in stock and mutual
funds. So this goes to watching the
stock market—while it is important
for this country and I am not dispar-
aging that—this disconnect, it may be
going up, but does it benefit everyone?

It benefits everyone to a degree, but
certainly to a lesser degree, I would
argue, than it has in the past, in those
years of post-World War II. The billion-
aires who make the Forbes 400 list now
have as much wealth as all African-
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American households, plus a third of
America’s Latino-Hispanic populations
combined. In other words, 400 of our
wealthiest citizens have as much
wealth as 16 million African-American
households, and 5 million Hispanic-
Latino households.

At the end of the 20th century, the
typical White family held a net worth
six times greater than the typical Afri-
can-American family. That gap is
growing.

So this particular chart is from the
work by Piketty. The blue line, as you
can see, is the percentage of capital,
the amount of capital as a percentage
of GDP in this country, and the red
line is wages. These green bars are
where we have had recessions.

The important point to make in all
of the slides is, the sweet spot where
wages and capital were close to what
Lincoln admonished us we should be, is
where everybody benefited. And when
you get to this, as in the Gilded Age,
the concern here tonight is: What do
we do about this? Do we respond, as we
always have, through our civic institu-
tions, to this institution, to this room,
where Americans have struggled with
these issues and come out with a prod-
uct that largely benefited everyone, all
Americans?

And it didn’t benefit it based on any
kind of demographic group. It bene-
fited it in its best moments based on
the merit of your hard work and will-
ingness to work an honest day. Most
Americans that I know, working people
in my district and throughout this
country that I have visited, don’t ask
for too much, in my view. They aspire
to make enough to buy a home, to
raise a family, to retire in comfort, and
to leave the next generation wealthier
and fuller than their generation.

We are failing in that obligation, and
some of that obligation is for all of us.
And I would reach out to those who are
benefiting the most from this, and
many of them, Warren Buffett and oth-
ers, Bill Gates, have addressed this
issue. But we really need them to lead
us to a conversation about if this is
right. If this historical record and the
economic historians are right, how do
we correct this? How do we correct it
in such a way that is constructive and
use these institutions to make sure
that we improve upon this and really
make America as great as it can be.

So in my opening, I talked about the
Christian admonition from the Bible
about to those who are given much,
much is expected, required. This has
been through our political liturgy,
such as it is in this room and others,
that there is a social obligation, a so-
cial contract. And we have an obliga-
tion to protect individual hard work
and merit. Those two things are things
that Americans believe in. And when
they work together, they work for ev-
eryone.

The other thing that has come from
many of our spiritual backgrounds is
something that John Winthrop talked
about when he left England and
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brought those Puritans to the shore of
Massachusetts to start anew, a place
that I have been to many times in my
youth growing up outside of Boston.

But Mr. Winthrop, future-Governor
Winthrop, admonished to his ship-
mates, he said that where we are going,
we should always be as a city upon a
hill. And it comes from the Sermon on
the Mount, that we should be as a city
upon a hill because the rest of the
world will look upon us.

It has been popular in our culture in
both parties. Jack Kennedy, in a
speech in 1961 before the Massachusetts
legislature as President said: “We must
always consider that we shall be as a
city upon a hill—the eyes of all people
are upon us.”

Today, the eyes of all people are
truly upon us—and our governments, in
every branch, at every level, national,
State and local, must be as a city upon
a hill.

Kennedy continued and finished by
saying history will not judge us, and I
would say that this is true for us
today, here.

Kennedy said: ‘‘History will not
judge our endeavors—and a govern-
ment cannot be selected—merely on
the basis of color or creed or even
party affiliation. Neither will com-
petence and loyalty and stature, while
essential to the utmost, suffice in
times such as these.”

Kennedy concluded: ‘“‘For those to
whom much is given, much is re-
quired.”

And I conclude with Ronald Reagan
who talked about a city on a hill often.
He talked about it on the eve of his
election in 1980. And as his farewell ad-
dress, his last address to the country in
the Oval Office on January 11, 1989,
Reagan said: ‘“‘I’'ve spoken of the shin-
ing city all my political life, but I
don’t know if I ever quite commu-
nicated what I saw when I said it. But
in my mind it was a tall, proud city
built on rocks stronger than oceans,
windswept, God-blessed, and teeming
with people of all kinds living in har-
mony and peace; a city with free ports
that hummed with commerce and cre-
ativity.”

And Reagan concluded by saying:
““And if there had to be city walls, the
walls had doors and the doors were
open to anyone with the will and the
heart to get here. That’s how I saw it,
and see it still.”

Ronald Reagan was right. Jack Ken-
nedy was right. We should be as a city
on a hill. And with the inequality we
currently have in this country, I would
argue the rest of the world does not
look at us that way.

If we want to fulfill those obligations
handed down to us through Scripture
and our own political scripture, we
have to have the courage and the con-
fidence to address these issues in this
Chamber.

Madam Speaker, I yield back.

———

ISSUES OF THE DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
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uary 3, 2017, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.

Mr. GOHMERT. Madam Speaker, I
come into the conclusion of a very in-
teresting day and week. Our current
Speaker of the House, of course, has
announced that he is not going to be
seeking reelection. I think he made it
clear before he was elected Speaker
that he really wasn’t seeking the posi-
tion. He didn’t really want the posi-
tion. He had other things in mind. He
enjoyed his chairmanship, but he ended
up stepping up to the plate, being
elected Speaker. And for his willing-
ness to serve, he is to be applauded.

I have appreciated having a Speaker
who, even when we disagreed, I knew
he always tried to be honest and was
somebody that wanted to do the right
thing. So I appreciate that very much.
We hadn’t always had that, and I ap-
preciated having that from Speaker
PAUL RYAN.

Some of my colleagues have said:
““Gee, Louie, we have gotten calls say-
ing you ought to run for Speaker
again.” And so I really appreciate that,
but I need to make clear: Back in De-
cember of 2014, after the Speaker—at
that time, John Boehner—had pushed
through a CR/Omnibus bill that imme-
diately broke many of the promises
that got Republicans elected back to
the majority in November of 2014, after
the promises, so many of our promises
and the Speaker’s promises were bro-
ken in that December 2014 CR/Omnibus,
a number of us realized, we have got to
have a new Speaker. We can’t go
through 2 years like this, these kinds
of outrageous, broken promises with
the country suffering under
ObamaCare, so many problems that
were before us.

So we began to try to get enough Re-
publicans. We did the numbers. We
knew that if all of the Republicans
voted, we needed 29 Republicans to
vote for any living person to be Speak-
er who was not the current Speaker,
John Boehner.

And we tried for like 3 weeks. We
couldn’t get more than nine people to
agree to vote for someone other than
John Boehner. The vote was coming up
on the House floor on Tuesday, and on
Friday night I got a call from THOMAS
MASSIE and JIM BRIDENSTINE, two of
the finest people who ever served in
Congress—two of the smartest as well,
people of real integrity. And THOMAS
said, ‘‘Louie, Jim had a brilliant idea,
and we need to talk to you about it.”

And JIM BRIDENSTINE, who, like I say,
was brilliant, served our Nation in the
Air Force, graduated from Rice Univer-
sity, which has rather high standards
of intelligence to be admitted. And JIM
said: “‘Hey wait, Thomas, would you re-
peat that part about a guy from Rice
having a brilliant idea, you being a guy
from MIT?”

And anyway, they got on and they
said: “We are stuck with nine people.
We can’t get past nine people. We need
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