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That’s not the essence of how we create
jobs.
We are in an unprecedented period of
time; that is true, Mr. Speaker. We
must act in an unprecedented way, and
that is to follow the Boehner plan.
Mr. MCGOVERN. Robert Greenstein,
the president of the Center on Budget
and Policy Priorities, says that if enacted, the Boehner bill could well
produce the greatest poverty and hardship produced by any law in modern
history.
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The plan is, thus, tantamount to a form of
‘‘class warfare.’’ If enacted, it could well
produce the greatest increase in poverty and
hardship produced by any law in modern U.S.
history.
This may sound hyperbolic, but it is not.
The mathematics are inexorable.
The Boehner plan calls for large cuts in
discretionary programs of $1.2 trillion over
the next ten years, and it then requires additional cuts that are large enough to produce
another $1.8 trillion in savings to be enacted
by the end of the year as a condition for raising the debt ceiling again at that time.
The Boehner plan contains no tax increases. The entire $1.8 trillion would come
from budget cuts. Because the first round of
cuts will hit discretionary programs hard—
through austere discretionary caps that Congress will struggle to meet—discretionary
cuts will largely or entirely be off the table
when it comes to achieving the further $1.8
trillion in budget reductions.
As a result, virtually all of that $1.8 trillion would come from entitlement programs.
They would have to be cut more than $1.5
trillion in order to produce sufficient interest savings to achieve $1.8 trillion in total
savings. To secure $1.5 trillion in entitlement savings over the next ten years would
require draconian policy changes.
Policymakers would essentially have three
choices: 1) cut Social Security and Medicare
benefits heavily for current retirees, something that all budget plans from both parties
(including House Budget Committee Chairman Paul Ryan’s plan) have ruled out; 2) repeal the Affordable Care Act’s coverage expansions while retaining its measures that
cut Medicare payments and raise tax revenues, even though Republicans seek to repeal
many of those measures as well; or 3) eviscerate the safety net for low-income children, parents, senior citizens, and people
with disabilities. There is no other plausible
way to get $1.5 trillion in entitlement cuts in
the next ten years.
The evidence for this conclusion is abundant.
The ‘‘Gang of Six’’ plan, with its very
tough and controversial entitlement cuts,
contains total entitlement reductions of $640
to $760 billion over the next ten years not
counting Social Security, and $755 billion to
$875 billion including Social Security.
(That’s before netting out $300 billion in entitlement costs that the plan includes for a
permanent fix to the scheduled cuts in Medicare physician payments that Congress regularly cancels; with these costs netted out,
the Gang of Six entitlement savings come to
$455 to $575 billion.)
The budget deal between President Obama
and Speaker Boehner that fell apart last Friday, which included cuts in Social Security
cost-of-living adjustments and Medicare benefits as well as an increase in the Medicare
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eligibility age, contained total entitlement
cuts of $650 billion (under the last Obama
offer) to $700 billion (under the last Boehner
offer). The Ryan budget that the House
passed in April contained no savings in Social Security over the next ten years and
$279 billion in Medicare cuts.
To be sure, the House-passed Ryan budget
included much larger overall entitlement
cuts over the next 10 years. But that was
largely because it eviscerated the safety net
and repealed health reform’s coverage expansions. The Ryan plan included cuts in Medicaid and health reform of a remarkable $2.2
trillion, from severely slashing Medicaid and
killing health reform’s coverage expansions.
The Ryan plan also included stunning cuts of
$127 billion in the SNAP program (formerly
known as food stamps) and $126 billion in
Pell Grants and other student financial assistance.
That House Republicans would likely seek
to reach the Boehner budget’s $1.8 trillion
target in substantial part by cutting programs for the poorest and most vulnerable
Americans is given strong credence by the
‘‘Cut, Cap, and Balance’’ bill that the House
recently approval. That bill would establish
global spending caps and enforce them with
across-the-board budget cuts—exempting
Medicare and Social Security from the
across-the-board cuts while subjecting programs for the poor to the across-the-board
axe. This would turn a quarter century of bipartisan budget legislation on its head;
starting with the 1985 Gramm-Rudman-Hollings law, all federal laws of the last 26 years
that have set budget targets enforced by
across-the-board cuts have exempted the
core assistance programs for the poor from
those cuts while including Medicare among
programs subject to the cuts. This component of the ‘‘Cut, Cap, and Balance’’ bill
strongly suggests that, especially in the face
of an approaching election, House Republicans looking for entitlement cuts would
heavily target means-tested programs for
people of lesser means (and less political
power).
In short, the Boehner plan would force policymakers to choose among cutting the incomes and health benefits of ordinary retirees, repealing the guts of health reform and
leaving an estimated 34 million more Americans uninsured, and savaging the safety net
for the poor. It would do so even as it shielded all tax breaks, including the many lucrative tax breaks for the wealthiest and most
powerful individuals and corporations.
President Obama has said that, while we
must reduce looming deficits, we must take
a balanced approach. The Boehner proposal
badly fails this test of basic decency. The
President should veto the bill if it reaches
his desk. Congress should find a fairer, more
decent way to avoid a default.

At this point I would like to yield 21⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Colorado, my colleague on the Rules Committee, Mr. POLIS.
Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, this smokeand-mirrors bill before us today actually stands to increase—yes, increase—
the deficit of the United States of
America by over $100 billion.
Let me walk the Speaker through the
math here. This is why credit ratings
matter: countries that have AA credit
ratings—this is a group of them—pay
an average interest on their sovereign
debt of 3.75 percent. Countries with a
AAA rating—this is a 10-year bond, but
it would carry across 3-year, 5-year, 30year in similar degrees—countries with
AAA pay 2.98 percent. That’s 1.75 per-
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cent, almost a 2 percent difference between AAA and AA.
In passing this bill today, which only
has a 6-month extension, we are jeopardizing our AAA rating that will be
incredibly hard to ever earn back. And
in addition to paying 2 extra percentage points on your variable rate home
mortgage that middle class families
can’t afford, 2 points more on your
credit card debt, 2 points more on your
car debt, in addition to that, Mr.
Speaker, the government, the biggest
borrower in the country, will pay more
interest on the debt. Over 10 years that
1.75 percent difference, which is just
taking the average between AAA and
AA, costs over $100 billion a year in
extra interest on the debt. Over a 10year period, over $1 trillion of additional interest paid on the Federal
debt.
So what are we doing? Cutting $915
billion and risking adding over $1 trillion in additional expenditures.
This smoke-and-mirrors effort before
us today risks increasing the Federal
deficit at a time when we all know we
need to decrease Federal spending, we
need to decrease our deficit. The last
thing we need is to set motion forward
to actually up our interest rate, jeopardize our credit rating because of the
short-term nature, and increase the interest payments on our Federal debt.
I encourage my colleagues to look at
these numbers and vote ‘‘no’’ on the
underlying bill.
Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 15 seconds to say to my friend
that he is absolutely right: if we go
into default, if we don’t extend the
debt ceiling, we are, in fact, going to
see an increase in interest rates. The
fact of matter is the ratings agencies
like Standard & Poor’s say that we not
only have to increase interest rates but
we have to put into place a deficit reduction plan that will pay down our
debt, and that’s exactly what’s happening.
With that, I would like to yield 2
minutes to our hardworking colleague
from the Energy and Commerce Committee, the gentlewoman from Brentwood, Tennessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN).
Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to offer my support for the
Budget Control Act of 2011, what I like
to call Cut, Cap, and Balance 3.0.
Last week the House passed Cut, Cap,
and Balance 1.0 in bipartisan fashion.
Not surprisingly, Senator REID and his
Democrat colleagues in the Senate
failed to even allow for a vote. Speaker
BOEHNER then offered Cut, Cap, and
Balance 2.0, which, according to the
CBO, failed to generate sufficient savings to accompany the debt ceiling increase. So the Speaker went back to
the drawing board, found more cuts
and reductions, and I applaud him for
that.
Today the House will once again ensure that our Nation will take another
step by enacting legislation that cuts
spending more than any increase in the
debt ceiling, does not raise taxes on
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