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economists we have in the land, who 
predicted that we could create 13 mil-
lion more jobs—13 million more jobs— 
with a Tax Code that encouraged in-
vestment, that encouraged savings, and 
that got us out of the business of pun-
ishing productivity and into the busi-
ness of rewarding. 

Michael Boskin, the former chairman 
of the Council of Economic Advisers, 
Madam Speaker, said that the long- 
term gain to GDP from a consumption- 
based tax reform would be roughly 10 
percent—a 10-percent change to GDP 
simply because we take away a puni-
tive Tax Code and put in one that 
makes sense. 

Madam Speaker, I don’t know about 
families in your district; families in 
my district can’t wait. Families in my 
district don’t think the economy is 
going so great that it is okay if we 
shave off 10 percent at the top. We can 
do better and we must. 

‘‘Long-run GDP per capita would be 
9.7-percent higher under a national 
sales tax,’’ says Alan Auerbach at the 
University of California, Berkeley. 

Time and time again, economists 
from the left and economists from the 
right come to the same conclusion: the 
power to tax is the power to destroy. 
Taxing income punishes and destroys 
productivity. 

‘‘Near-term 9- to 13-percent increase 
in the GDP,’’ says Dale Jorgenson, the 
former chairman of the economics de-
partment at Harvard University. 

There is a reason all of these dif-
ferent economists come together 
around the same figure, Madam Speak-
er, again, from the left and from the 
right. We have an opportunity to do 
better, if only we will agree. 

Madam Speaker, it is 
#PassTheFairTax. The FairTax has 
more cosponsors—again, it is H.R. 25— 
more cosponsors than any other funda-
mental tax reform in this institution. 
On the Senate side, it has more cospon-
sors than any other fundamental tax 
reform bill on the Senate side. 

Madam Speaker, the FairTax has 
supporters in every State across the 
Nation. It is not coming out of Wash-
ington, D.C. 

Passing the FairTax would take 
away so much of the power that this 
town can exercise over people. We will 
give you a tax credit for buying an 
electric car, we will give you a tax 
credit for buying a windmill, we will 
give you a tax credit for having more 
children, and we will give you a tax 
credit for this, that, and the other. 
With the FairTax, all of those excep-
tions and exemptions go away. Hear 
that. 

I started telling you about the amaz-
ing men and women who serve in this 
Chamber, folks who come to work 
every day to try to build a better 
America in cooperation with their 
bosses, their constituents back home. 

We talk so often about how the 
Washington culture creates all these 
exceptions and exemptions and some-
body is benefiting from it and some-

body is getting paid off for it. Non-
sense. 

There is one bill in this Chamber 
that abolishes every single special-in-
terest exception, exemption, carveout, 
and credit in the entire United States 
Tax Code. That bill is the FairTax, and 
that bill has more support in this 
Chamber than any other fundamental 
tax reform bill in Congress. 

Madam Speaker, we have an oppor-
tunity to do this together. We have an 
opportunity to build a better economy 
together. We have an opportunity to 
take the IRS out of every single one of 
our constituents’ lives forever. 

It is going to take a lot of courage. It 
is going to take a lot of courage to 
abolish all of those exceptions and ex-
emptions. It is going to take a lot of 
courage to hit the reset clock on the 
American Tax Code. It is going to take 
a lot of courage to get out of the busi-
ness of trying to be mediocre with the 
rest of the world and kind of settle 
right there in the middle and to move 
from the very worst Tax Code on the 
planet to the very best Tax Code on the 
planet. 

Worst to first, Madam Speaker. That 
is what the FairTax offers. I ask the 
support from each and every one of my 
colleagues that has not yet cospon-
sored this bill. 

With that, Madam Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

f 

b 1245 

APPOINTMENT OF INDIVIDUALS 
TO COMMISSION ON INTER-
NATIONAL RELIGIOUS FREEDOM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair announces the Speaker’s ap-
pointment pursuant to section 201(b) of 
the International Religious Freedom 
Act of 1998 (22 U.S.C. 6431) and the 
order of the House of January 6, 2015, of 
the following individuals on the part of 
the House to the Commission on Inter-
national Religious Freedom for a term 
effective May 14, 2016, and ending May 
14, 2018: 

Mr. Daniel I. Mark, Villanova, Penn-
sylvania 

Ms. Kristina Arriaga, Alexandria, 
Virginia, to succeed Dr. Robert P. 
George 

f 

GREAT AMERICAN BATHROOM 
CONTROVERSY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2015, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. GRAYSON) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader. 

Mr. GRAYSON. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today to address the great Amer-
ican bathroom controversy. 

On my right, this is a picture of 
someone who may or may not be rec-
ognizable to many Americans today. I 
will say her name. The name may be 
more recognizable to some. Her name 
is Christine Jorgensen. 

Christine Jorgensen was born in 1926. 
She grew up in the Bronx, like I did. 
She went to high school at Christopher 
Columbus High School, which was near 
the public housing where I grew up in 
the Bronx. In fact, my father taught 
history at Christopher Columbus High 
School. I don’t know whether he 
taught Christine or not, but it is pos-
sible. 

In 1945, Christine was drafted and 
served in the U.S. military. Now, that 
may be a puzzle for some of you listen-
ing to me right now who say: I didn’t 
realize that women were drafted in the 
1940s. Well, at that time, Christine’s 
name was George, George Jorgensen. 
That is the name she was born with. 

She was, in fact, on her birth certifi-
cate male, something that she strug-
gled with greatly all through the time 
that she was growing up—being a 
male—something that she struggled 
with being in the military, and then 
after leaving military service. 

In 1951, she heard about the possi-
bility of changing her gender. So she 
went to Denmark and underwent three 
or more surgeries, plus a very substan-
tial amount of estrogen treatments, 
came back to the United States, and 
then forever thereafter, after 1953, was 
known as Christine Jorgensen. 

Christine Jorgensen was out. She was 
well known in America as someone who 
was transgendered. I knew about her 
story when I was growing up in the 
1960s and 1970s. She made no effort to 
hide. She didn’t feel any shame about 
it. 

In fact, she was proud of the fact that 
she had been able to take advantage of 
what medicine had to offer and live the 
life that she felt she would have been 
able to live from the beginning if she 
had the proper gender. 

She had some degree of fame. Repub-
lican Vice President Spiro Agnew re-
ferred to her once in a speech to mock 
one of his political opponents. She per-
formed both as a singer and as an ac-
tress all through the 1950s, through the 
entire 1960s, and well into the 1970s. 
She was the most famous, if you will, 
transgendered person in America prob-
ably to this day. 

Now, I have to tell you I don’t know 
exactly where she went when she had 
to go. I don’t know exactly whether she 
went into a men’s room or a ladies’ 
room. But here is an interesting thing. 
Even though this is something new 
under the Sun, even though America 
never had to address this issue before, 
no one ever even bothered to ask. 

I don’t remember anybody saying 
‘‘Christine Jorgensen ought to go to 
the men’s room. She was born a male’’ 
or, for that matter, ‘‘Christine 
Jorgensen identifies as a female. She 
should go to the ladies’ room.’’ 

Isn’t it odd that America in the 1950s 
seems to have shown a lot more matu-
rity than America is showing today 
with our great bathroom controversy 
right now, where the cisgendered peo-
ple of America try to dictate to the 
transgendered people of America where 
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they can go to the bathroom, or, at 
least, frankly, the more bigoted among 
us. 

Now, we had a law passed recently in 
North Carolina. I am going to go out 
on a limb and say that it passed almost 
exclusively with cisgendered Repub-
lican votes in which they tried to dic-
tate which bathroom Christine 
Jorgensen would have to go to if she 
were alive today and had to relieve her-
self. 

Amazingly enough, they actually de-
cided in their wisdom that Christine 
Jorgensen, if she were alive today, like 
all of her transgendered brothers and 
sisters, would have to go to the bath-
room that she didn’t identify as but, 
instead, the bathroom that was on her 
birth certificate. 

Now, this is particularly ironic. 
There was one form of discrimination 
that Christine Jorgensen did actually 
face during her lifetime. She was not 
allowed to get married. 

She was not allowed to get married 
to a man because her birth certificate 
said she was a male. She was not issued 
a marriage license on account of the 
fact that a male was trying to marry a 
male. 

Well, my goodness, here in America, 
just in the past 12 months or so, we fi-
nally managed to solve that problem. 
Christine Jorgensen could get married 
today to her lover. 

Now we have a whole new problem. 
Now, thanks to Republicans and bigots 
in North Carolina, we have a law that 
would require Christine Jorgensen to 
go to the men’s room. Think about 
that. Think about that. In fact, the 
natural consequence of that law is 
what I am about to show you right 
here. That. 

So you folks in North Carolina who 
are obsessed with where the 
transgendered go to the bathroom, this 
is the result you have come up with, to 
have people who self-identify as 
women, people who look like women, 
people who act like women—they 
somehow are being driven into the 
men’s room. 

The same thing is true of the 
transgendered who identify as men. 
You are going to force people who look 
like men, act like men, identify as 
men—you are going to force them into 
the ladies’ room. My God, what is 
wrong with you? That doesn’t make 
any sense at all. 

Now, let me tell you something. If I 
had been back in the day growing up in 
New York and Christine Jorgensen 
happened to walk into the men’s 
room—it never happened, but let’s say 
it did—I would have thought that is 
odd, but I wouldn’t have said a word 
about it. 

I wouldn’t have gone over to her and 
said to her: Excuse me. I don’t think 
you are supposed to be here. On the 
contrary. I would have just made an 
appropriate mental note, assumed that 
she probably found herself in the wrong 
men’s room, and I would have let it go. 

I would not have felt any fear. I 
would not have felt any hatred. I would 

not have felt anything that would indi-
cate to me that somehow I should dis-
criminate against this person. Never-
theless, I would have thought it was 
odd. 

What this law does is guarantee that 
experience or, worse, to have people 
who identify and look and dress and 
act like women forced to go into a 
men’s room, to have people who iden-
tify and look and act and dress as men 
forced to go into a ladies’ room. Are 
you nuts? 

Listen, I have heard that the Repub-
lican Party is the party of small gov-
ernment. I have also heard that, on the 
issue of abortion, the party of small 
government wants government small 
enough to fit into a woman’s uterus. 
Now it turns out that the party of 
small government wants government 
small enough to fit underneath a toilet 
seat. 

Can’t we all be adults about this? 
Can’t we all be adults about this, the 
way we were in the 1960s and 1970s and 
1980s? Do we really need a new law on 
this subject, much less a stupid law, a 
bad law, a ridiculous law? 

I understand that it is possible, even 
in the absence of this law, that there 
might be some conceivable problems 
about this kind of situation. I am not 
sure exactly what they are. I am pretty 
sure that, if everybody exactly acted as 
an adult, we could get beyond them 
without having to litigate over it. 

I am wondering how you even enforce 
a law like this. What are we going to 
do? Have to give saliva samples every 
time we want to go to the bathroom to 
see what gender we were born with? My 
goodness. 

Bear in mind that there is a law 
against loitering. There is a law 
against wide stances in a bathroom. A 
Republican Senator learned that a few 
years ago. There is a law against dis-
orderly conduct. There is a law against 
voyeurism. There is a law against inde-
cent exposure. In fact, in a really bad 
situation, there are laws against as-
sault and even rape. 

So why do we need a law to dictate 
that people who identify as men have 
to go to the ladies’ room and people 
who identify as ladies have to go to the 
men’s room? 

We had laws like that once. We used 
to say that we didn’t want White peo-
ple to have to be uncomfortable going 
to the room with Black people. I rep-
resent part of the State of Florida. I 
can remember when we had laws like 
that. And then somehow or another we 
pulled ourselves together and we real-
ized how ridiculous that was. 

Well, how is this any different? 
Thank goodness the Attorney General 
recognizes that it is not. People who 
are cisgendered have no right to dic-
tate where people who are 
transgendered urinate any more than 
people who are White have the right to 
dictate where people who are Black do 
it. That is not America. Let’s show 
some common sense. 

Now, if we did actually want to deal 
with real problems, we could deal with 

this one. A little boy and a little girl, 
both looking into their diapers, and the 
caption is: Oh, that explains the dif-
ference in our wages. 

Now, if you want to talk about gen-
der in America in the early 21st cen-
tury, we could start with that. Why is 
it that women still make only 79 cents 
for every dollar that a man makes in 
countless occupations and professions 
even today? Why is that? 

If you want to get to the heart of 
what is really going on between the 
sexes in America today, why don’t we 
do something to address that problem? 

And if we want to be more dramatic 
about it, let’s remember the fact that, 
in America today, 91 percent of the vic-
tims of rape are women. Could we take 
our legislative energy and possibly 
apply it toward dealing with that prob-
lem, which actually is a problem that 
affects countless women across the 
country? 

Let’s not protect them from having 
to go to the same bathroom as a 
transgendered person by insisting that 
people who look and act and identify as 
men go to the bathroom with them. 

Let’s instead try to pass wise laws 
that would equalize pay between men 
and women, oh, and if we possibly 
could, reduce the incidence, the ter-
rible incidence, of rape. 

But getting back to this North Caro-
lina law, there is a deep legal principle 
that this law offends. It offends me and 
it offends a lot of people with a good 
conscience. 

That deep legal principle is this. It 
goes by four letters: M-Y-O-B. That is 
an even higher law than the law that 
was passed by the North Carolina legis-
lature. MYOB: Mind your own business. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. KNIGHT (at the request of Mr. 
MCCARTHY) for today on account of ob-
ligations in the district. 

Mr. LATTA (at the request of Mr. 
MCCARTHY) for Tuesday, May 10, 
through Friday, May 13, on account of 
the passing of his father. 

Mr. PAYNE (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today on account of meet-
ings in district. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. GRAYSON. Madam Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 1 p.m.), under its previous 
order, the House adjourned until Mon-
day, May 16, 2016, at noon for morning- 
hour debate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 
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