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This President is not only collecting 

rampant, extreme amounts of money 
through his businesses from foreign 
governments, he is not even asking us 
for our permission or our consent. We 
have got to pass the SWAMP FLYERS 
Act. 

I commend Mr. LIEU for writing this 
immediately when the news broke 
about this rampant abuse of current 
regulations. We need to take a stand as 
a Congress on a bipartisan level. 
Unanimously, we can pass this to say 
that government officials should not be 
flying at taxpayer expense for dubious 
reasons. We should be using coach like 
everybody else, flying commercial like 
everybody else. 

If you have got to fly first class, fine, 
fly first class, but fly commercial un-
less it is a matter of national security, 
or unless there is not a commercial 
flight that will get you there. Is that 
something that we can agree on, on a 
bipartisan basis? 

I just want to say, earlier today we 
saw a magnificent example of real pub-
lic service and public dedication by our 
distinguished colleague, Mr. SCALISE, 
who has returned, thankfully, to this 
body. He demonstrates and embodies 
what is best in terms of public service. 
Unfortunately, we have also seen in 
Washington this week the personifica-
tion of what is the worst in public serv-
ice. We have got to stop taking the 
American taxpayers for a ride. 

Let’s pass the SWAMP FLYERS Act 
immediately. 

Mr. GALLEGO. Mr. Speaker, how 
much time is remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman has 32 minutes remaining. 

Mr. GALLEGO. Representative LIEU, 
how often do you fly back, and where 
do you fly back to? 

Mr. TED LIEU of California. I fly 
about three times a month, and I gen-
erally fly from Dulles back to LAX in 
my district, and I fly commercial. 

Mr. GALLEGO. How long is your 
flight? 

Mr. TED LIEU of California. It is 
about 5 hours to 51⁄2 hours, depending 
on the wind. 

Mr. GALLEGO. You and I have been 
Members of Congress since 2015. At any 
point in any of your flights to and from 
your work—I am sorry—from here to 
your home, have you ever used a char-
ter plane? 

Mr. TED LIEU of California. No. 
Mr. GALLEGO. Would you even be 

able to, by law, use a charter plane ac-
cording to the funds we are allowed to 
expense? 

Mr. TED LIEU of California. No. If I 
did that, I would be the subject of an 
immediate congressional ethics inves-
tigation. 

Mr. GALLEGO. So what makes Mr. 
PRICE think that he is somehow above 
the law, that he is allowed to do this, 
considering that he knew, as a Member 
of Congress, that was not allowed and 
that somehow he can just take advan-
tage of the situation now that he has 
suddenly moved up after only just a 

few months of being in Congress, to be 
the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services? 

Mr. TED LIEU of California. That is 
a great point because what Secretary 
Price, and Mnuchin, and EPA Adminis-
trator Pruitt did was not only dis-
respectful to taxpayers, there were vio-
lations of the Federal regulations. So I 
am just going to read to you what the 
Federal regulation says. It says, ‘‘Your 
agency must select the method most 
advantageous to the government,’’ 
when considering travel. 

Advantageous to the government, 
not to Secretary Price, or Mnuchin, or 
EPA Administrator Pruitt. They vio-
lated that Federal regulation straight 
up. That is why Tom Price is under 
Federal investigation. That is why the 
IG is investigating Treasury Secretary 
Mnuchin, and now we call on an inves-
tigation of EPA Administrator Pruitt 
as well for violating the Federal regu-
lations. 

Mr. GALLEGO. While you were talk-
ing about that actual regulation, and 
to see how well and easy it is not to 
violate the regulation, I literally just 
typed into Google, ‘‘flights to Philadel-
phia.’’ And there is a flight leaving in 
46 minutes. And the cheapest I found 
right now—well, no, I found one for 
$441. I found another one for $447. If you 
want to connect to Philadelphia— 
which I don’t know why you would— 
but if you want to do that, JetBlue will 
take you there for $264. 

So in Secretary Price’s effort to live 
an extravagant lifestyle and basically 
void himself of all commonsense, he 
also violated ethics violations. And 
this is something that we consistently 
see within this Trump administration. 

On the other flip of that, we consist-
ently see a Republican-led Congress 
that is not doing their duty by the Con-
stitution of oversight on the executive. 
Not one, not one movement has been 
done by any Republican, especially Re-
publican leadership, to push back on 
this egregious waste of taxpayer 
money. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to Representa-
tive LIEU. 

Mr. TED LIEU of California. Let me 
again conclude by thanking Congress-
man GALLEGO and Congressman RASKIN 
for highlighting this issue with me 
today. This really is an issue about the 
public trust. Taxpayer funds should not 
be used for luxury private jet travel. It 
is a very simple issue. 

Please join us in supporting the 
SWAMP FLYERS Act. Please join Con-
gressman GALLEGO and us in calling for 
the resignation of Secretary Price. 

As Abraham Lincoln said: ‘‘Public 
sentiment is everything. With public 
sentiment, nothing can fail. Without 
it, nothing can succeed.’’ 

Help us change public sentiment and 
help us tell the Trump administration: 
Please stop using taxpayer funds for 
luxury jet travel. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GALLAGHER). The Chair would remind 

Members to direct all remarks to the 
Chair and to formally yield and re-
claim time when under recognition. 

f 

DYNAMIC SCORING 

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

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Speaker, my 
hope is that you find this as enter-
taining as I did putting some of this to-
gether. Actually, let’s put these boards 
up. We are going to actually do some-
thing that, with the rollout of the tax 
reform mechanics—and I apologize to 
everyone. Some of this is going to be a 
little geeky. But I wanted to try to put 
some things in perspective because I 
have heard some and read some crazy 
stuff the last couple of days. 

So we are going to actually do some 
dynamic scoring 101. And, actually, at 
that moment, I think I just heard 
thousands, if not tens of thousands, of 
C–SPAN watchers just turn their tele-
visions off. But this is actually impor-
tant, because every time we are head-
ing towards working on major tax re-
form or other types of programs that 
actually have big, bold policy built 
within them, we get into this sort of 
debate. 

What are the effects? What are the 
effects on society? What are the effects 
on tax revenue? What are the effects on 
labor participation? What are the ef-
fects on our entitlement programs? 
And there is sort of this intellectual 
duplicity around this body. I know that 
is a little harsh, but we have got to be 
honest about it. If it were the stimulus 
package from President Obama several 
years ago, we had lots of Members on 
this side who actually talked about, 
supported, and thought the dynamic 
scoring models were great. 

But when we actually talk about 
something within the Tax Code, rewrit-
ing the Tax Code, well, then dynamic 
scoring is just unacceptable. So I am 
going to ask everyone to open up your 
minds and first understand, when we 
talk about scoring, what we really 
mean. And we are going to touch on a 
handful of things, and this is going to 
be very elementary, sort of basics. So 
we are going to walk through a number 
of these. 

And then I have a number of slides 
that we will get to in a moment that 
are more about examples of what math 
means when looking at it. And the fact 
of the matter is, there are such things 
as tax cuts that do not pay for them-
selves, but there are also such things, 
actually, as tax policy that do pay for 
themselves. 

You have to just choose and be will-
ing to work through the math, and the 
history of math, and stop being afraid 
of data around this place. 

I get behind this microphone quite 
often and run this joke that this is sort 
of a math-free zone. And I am working 
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really hard to drag my brothers and 
sisters on both sides to understand that 
sometimes the folklore we believe in is 
correct, but a lot of times it just isn’t. 

First off, before we do some of the 
slides, I want to walk through some of 
the terms. How often do you hear us 
talk about the baseline? Okay, we talk 
about it all the time. The baseline is 
this—you do realize, the baseline actu-
ally does have a series of dynamic as-
pects when we build it. Why do you 
think, when we come out here every 
March, or like we did this last March 
and then again in June, all of a sudden 
the numbers have changed? That is a 
case where the world did not stay stat-
ic. We didn’t create a number a year 
ago, and that is what the world stayed. 

Remember, we went through this 
really ugly, uncomfortable thing this 
year, where, in just a few months, the 
deficit actually grew dramatically to 
the point where we are almost bor-
rowing $700 billion this year. And if we 
went back a year and a half, we 
thought this year we might be as low 
as $500 billion, $550 billion. So if we had 
stayed static, we would still be just 
pretending that we were at that num-
ber. 

We recalculate constantly. But it is 
not just calculating, hey, here are the 
tax revenues. It is also, hey, we see this 
trend in number of people taking jobs; 
hey, we see this trend in number of 
people signing up for entitlement bene-
fits. So understand, we already, for 
years, and years, and years, have lived 
in a dynamic scoring sort of model 
right now, and we call it our baseline. 

I also want us to try a couple other 
things. I want us to think about dy-
namic scoring as not that number that 
is given to us but as a way of ranking 
decisions. So if I came to you right now 
and said, ‘‘Hey, we have these things in 
the tax policy, and here are the effects 
we believe we see as we have the infor-
mation today,’’ think of it as a tool for 
making decisions, not that that num-
ber is the same number that it is going 
to actually produce 10 years from now. 

b 1315 

With the best data and information 
we have today, if you as a policy-
maker—if you are blessed to be one of 
us who gets to be in this body saying, 
well, it turns out if I spend the money 
on this type of tax change compared to 
the same money on this type of tax 
change, I get this different effect in the 
size of our economy, in the number of 
our brothers and sisters who have jobs 
and employment opportunities, but 
also in what it effects in tax revenues. 

So I know that is culturally hard for 
a lot of us because we all like to beat 
up CBO and the Joint Committee on 
Taxation. But in all fairness, a dy-
namic scoring model is a ranking 
model. 

What is the real difference? If I asked 
you just to say in a single sentence we 
all had to agree upon a common defini-
tion of here is static, here is dynamic, 
the real difference is a dynamic score 

has calculations that reflect changes to 
the size of our economy, which is really 
important. 

Now I am going to digress to one 
side. About once a month I get behind 
this microphone, and we do a series of 
slide presentations on how much trou-
ble we are in. The fact of the matter is 
that in not that distant of a future, we 
will barely have the revenues to cover 
our entitlement costs. We are living in 
a society right now where about three- 
quarters of our spending is what we 
call mandatory spending—both earned 
and unearned entitlements—your Medi-
care is an earned entitlement. Your So-
cial Security is an earned entitlement. 
But we also have other types that you 
get because you fell below a certain in-
come or you may be part of a certain 
group. 

But the vast majority of what we do 
in this body is not managing the three- 
quarters of our budget that is on auto-
pilot. These are by formula. If you look 
at that sort of remaining 25, 27 percent 
of our budget, well, about a little more 
than half of that is defense, and every-
thing else is what people think of as 
government—that is the FBI, that is 
the National Park Service, that is the 
FDA, and that is education and re-
search. That will continue to shrink, 
and it is going to start shrinking fairly 
dramatically because baby boomers are 
retiring. 

Remember, the peak of the baby 
boomer is only 60 years old right now. 
We have our brothers and sisters whom 
we have made promises to, and this 
body never sat down and did the hard 
math to be prepared for what happens 
when 76 million of our brothers and sis-
ters move into their retirement benefit 
years. 

So one of the critical reasons you do 
tax reform is economic growth, because 
without economic growth, it gets real-
ly ugly in about a decade. 

I continue to be sort of shocked that 
my brothers and sisters, particularly 
on the left, who claim to be sort of 
evangelical advocates for a lot of this 
entitlement spending, aren’t standing 
alongside of us and saying: We need to 
do a major rewrite of our Tax Code. 

That does just a couple of things. It 
makes it fairer, and it makes it more 
simple, but it dramatically—over the 
next 10, 15, 20, 30 years—expands the 
size of this economy, because without 
that expansion, the math is just ugly. 

A great example of this is when we 
talk about dynamic scoring. If you do 
actual dynamic scoring on what is 
about to happen over the next, func-
tionally, 20 years of where we are de-
mographically, the models don’t work. 
The actual computer comes back to 
you and says: Doesn’t work, doesn’t 
work, doesn’t work, because the math 
is impossible. 

Functionally, the amount of debt to 
the size of our economy gets so big 
that the models basically say that soci-
ety has collapsed. You can’t float an-
other bond, and you can’t borrow 
money from anyone else. It comes to 

an end. When the computer tells you 
that, when the computer starts giving 
you a red flashing—maybe if you don’t 
believe those of us who get behind the 
microphone, maybe they will believe 
the data. 

Let’s go ahead and start to walk 
through some of the slides. We are 
going to walk through a series of these 
ideas. I am probably going to say parts 
of this two or three times to have it 
sink in. 

We have already had a number of our 
folks quoted in the press and others 
showing their cynicism towards dy-
namic scoring. But those are some of 
the very same people who actually 
stood in this same well and promoted 
the immigration reform and the dy-
namic scoring that was built into the 
immigration reform. They are the 
same folks who actually promoted the 
dynamic scoring that was built in the 
stimulus bill several years ago. But 
they are also the same folks who actu-
ally believe things like global warming 
mechanisms, which are built on a dy-
namic scoring model, are the absolute 
facts of math. 

You can’t have the intellectual du-
plicity of saying: I believe in this sort 
of modeling math for things I am ideo-
logically comfortable with, but things I 
am ideologically not comfortable with 
is not true. 

It is math. Let’s try one more time 
because if we are going to come to pol-
icy decisions, we have got to stop liv-
ing in sort of a math-free zone. 

I am doing this as more of an exam-
ple. None of this is actually policy in 
the tax reform that those of us on the 
Ways and Means Committee are so in-
credibly blessed to be working on. It 
has been the most interesting year of 
my life grinding out this math. I can’t 
tell you the number of times that I 
thought I had a brilliant idea, you 
work it out, and you find out that the 
really smart people around you had all 
figured out all sorts of ways to get 
around your Tax Code changes. 

So sometimes you have got to be 
humble and just understand that what 
we are doing is tough. It is com-
plicated. If you make one change over 
here in the Tax Code, then it turns out 
it affects over here and creates leakage 
over here. So that is why you have to 
do this unified theory. 

Just so we see this conceptually, if I 
came to you right now and said, Hey, 
we have this much money—I think in 
this model it was $70 billion or $60 bil-
lion. The actual dollar amount isn’t 
that important. 

If I came to you right now and said, 
‘‘You have this much money, you have 
got to make a Tax Code change with 
that money,’’ if we did a static score, 
then the model says it costs you that 
much money. If you spent $60 billion on 
this over the 10 years, then it costs $60 
billion. Then when we do the dynamic 
scoring, it turns out that not all tax 
changes produce the same amount of 
economic growth, even though it may 
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promote fairness, it may promote sim-
plicity, and there may be some things 
we haven’t calculated. 

So on this one, if we take a look over 
here, this was actually something we 
took from the Tax Foundation’s 
website. I encourage you to go there. It 
is a nonpartisan group, and it has some 
really interesting modeling. 

If we functionally doubled the child 
care tax credit to a couple thousand 
dollars, it turns out the model over 10 
years functionally adds almost nothing 
to GDP growth. Now you will want to 
try to model it saying: Does it change 
birthrates? As you know, we are in a 
societal crisis right now where our 
birthrates are falling so low that math-
ematically, in about 20 years, we are 
going to have some real difficulties 
having enough taxpayers moving into 
society’s workforce to actually pay for 
our pay-as-you-go entitlements. 

Social Security and Medicare are 
pay-as-you-go entitlements. Today’s 
workers are paying for today’s retirees. 
If that population mix of workers mov-
ing in gets too out of whack, then the 
math gets really uncomfortable. 

For the same costs, if I came down 
and in this particular model reduced 
marginal tax rates, or we have another 
one where you are going to see we are 
expensing, which is a type of sort of de-
preciation that you can take all at 
once, then all of a sudden this one gets 
me almost no GDP growth. But the 
same dollars at that get me well over a 
point of additional GDP growth. 

If I am standing in an event back in 
Arizona and say, ‘‘We are going to 
spend $60 billion, and we are going to 
double the child care tax credit,’’ that 
helps me get re-elected. But if I come 
and say, ‘‘We are going to spend $60 bil-
lion changing the marginal tax rates 
for corporations, or the exact same 
money for expensing so businesses, par-
ticularly smaller businesses, buy new 
plants and equipment so we get more 
efficient so we have more growth so 
more people have jobs,’’ then intellec-
tually we know this is really important 
for everyone in our society. But this 
one down here is easier to talk about 
and easier to get reelected. 

That is the tough thing here when we 
live in a world of these pithy, little 
sound bites, where we say these quick, 
little simple things then march off and 
the intellectual discourse of, hey, it is 
harder than that, we need to find a way 
to be simpler and fairer, but we also 
have to be rational on what creates the 
next generation of economic growth so 
our brothers and sisters actually have 
jobs, they have chances to save, 
chances to have money to put their 
kids through college, and even their 
own retirements. 

We are going to walk through a few 
more of these examples, and then I 
have some actual data examples of 
where this is actually happening in our 
lives. 

Now, this slide is a little bit on the 
geeky side, so forgive me, but this is 
dynamic scoring 101. All this slide I 

really want you to look at is, when 
modeling, it is not only where the 
money goes, but did it increase the 
capital stock, and, therefore, there is 
more capital in these businesses and in 
these organizations to expand and buy 
equipment and provide employment, or 
did it not? 

But there is also: Did the tax change 
that creates that new capital stock 
stay in our Tax Code long enough that 
the next generation of new, more effi-
cient equipment, new productivity 
moves in? 

We actually have some really inter-
esting examples that have been pro-
duced datawise on what happens if a 
Tax Code change phases out. We see 
this a lot where we have done these, 
hey, this marginal tax rate for business 
is for 5 years, and then it goes back to 
the old higher rate. Or what we are 
struggling through right now is how to 
get as much economic growth as pos-
sible if we create a type of expensing or 
accelerated type of depreciation, and 
what happens in the future of that? 
Does it phase out? And if it does phase 
out, what are the economic effects? 

If you take a look at the green line, 
you can see what it actually meant 
both for GDP growth and also for at-
tached within those numbers are reve-
nues. Do you see the red line? So we 
both have a sympathetic curve here, 
and then the value of that actually 
fades away and actually falls, in some 
occasions, below what would have been 
a static score because you get the spike 
of people saying: We have to invest, we 
have to do this right now, and now we 
have to back off because of next year. 

A good example is if I came to you 
right now and said: Today you have 
this tax rate, but 2 years from now we 
double it, what are you going to do 
with your life? We are going to work 
like crazy this year, and that 2 years 
from now, you are planning on taking 
a vacation year. It is human nature, 
and I think we have to stop pretending 
that the Tax Code somehow operates 
just outside human nature. 

We will grind through some of these 
a little faster. At the end, we are going 
to talk about where you can see all 
these different charts. 

Why this is important is when you 
actually look at the effects of the def-
icit—and where this was interesting is 
this was just revenues taken out of so-
ciety in the ACA, sort of the economic 
effects of what would happen when we 
actually did the microeconomic move-
ment calculations, and you actually 
see if we did repeal those additional 
dollars—because, remember, this is 
costing, there is an additional special 
tax on capital gains and what it is ac-
tually doing in economic growth. 

We have a lot of slides, so I am going 
to try to go through some that are a 
little more entertaining. 

What we are trying to show here is 
what happens when you take, actually, 
the exact same functional cost with dy-
namic effects and static effects. This 
one is from the Tax Foundation. 

The real difference is, remember that 
first slide we walked through where we 
talked about if we doubled the child 
care tax credit? Hey, here is our cost, 
and here is what it actually does. If we 
dynamically score it or if we actually 
static score it, oddly enough, it comes 
out almost identical because there is 
none of that macroeconomic change. 

But if you actually dynamically 
score it, you will see they actually 
have tremendously that same spending 
if it were in corporate tax cuts. It has 
very different economic scores. 

b 1330 

We have another slide. We will show 
on the one down at the end that, at the 
end of 10 years, we actually make rev-
enue. The revenue line goes beyond its 
costs. In the 10 years, the first option 
does not expand. At the end of 10 years, 
it is actually scored as a loss. That 
static score is actually accurate. 

There are a number of these sort of 
examples out there. 

I am going to actually go back. This 
is not being mean. Remember, we are 
operating under a principle that the 
dynamic scoring is as much about the 
money as, hey, we think we are going 
to have this much tax revenue or this 
much tax loss at the end of 10 years or 
the end of the year, but it is also help-
ing us rank. 

These are important. From 2003 to 
2008, we had a tax change, often re-
ferred to as the Bush tax cuts, that was 
going to be $317 billion over 10 years. If 
you looked at the models that were 
generated back there, it was supposed 
to actually cost society, cost the gov-
ernment money. But when we actually 
got to the end of that time, the end of 
the phaseout, it actually produced $77 
billion more than that tax cut actually 
cost. 

That is just in our recent memory, 
but I have a number of charts here that 
actually show over and over and over 
that, if the tax cut is actually put in 
the right place, we get economic 
growth and, therefore, additional rev-
enue from it. 

There are certain things out there 
that do not pay for themselves. That is 
why we have this whole discussion of 
how you find balance if you are work-
ing for fairness, if you are working for 
simplicity, but knowing we must have 
that economic growth if we are going 
to keep our promises here. This is just 
one more example. 

When you actually see something 
like this, this first one is as if we were 
actually to change depreciation tables, 
that function. It ends up taking about 
$308 billion out of GDP if we dynami-
cally score it. 

Each one of these tax policies costs 
$32 billion. That is actually the idea. 
This costs $32 billion to the taxpayers. 

So, if I came right now and said we 
need to raise $32 billion and we intend 
to do it in a change in the Tax Code, 
and then we go out there and say, all 
right, let’s change depreciation tables 
to business and we take in $32 billion of 
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additional money, what did we just do 
to the economy? 

In a static score, it says, hey, you 
just got $32 billion. If you do a dynamic 
revenue estimate, which actually does 
have some macro effects in there, we 
actually just lost $38 billion, because 
business slowed down. 

But if you do the dynamic scoring of 
what it does over 10 years to the econ-
omy, that $32 billion of hopeful tax rev-
enue actually shrunk the U.S. economy 
by over $300 billion. When they build 
this model, they are using data going 
back to the 1950s. 

But we have an example on the other 
side. If you go to the far side, what if 
you were to disallow half of State and 
local taxes as a deduction? It turns out 
you would say that we are getting $32 
billion because that is what it is writ-
ten at. You end up bringing in about 
$29 billion, but you only shrink the 
economy by $19 billion. 

Policywise, staticwise, they both say 
$32 billion in new taxes, but they both 
have dramatically different effects on 
the economy. When we actually talk 
about the dynamic scoring, it is both 
actually on the tax-raising side as 
much as the tax-cutting side. 

The same sort of concept here, but 
what if we did it going the other direc-
tion? Actually, the same slide we just 
did, what does that mean in the per-
centage of GDP, if anyone is sort of 
thinking in that fashion. 

The first one, where we actually 
changed the depreciation tables, we 
took away of the ability of businesses— 
particularly, smaller business—to de-
preciate. It ends up shrinking the U.S. 
economy almost two points over those 
10 years. State and local taxes are ac-
tually less than, I think, 0.16 of a per-
cent of GDP over those 10 years. 

So when you actually hear the phrase 
‘‘tax cuts don’t pay for themselves,’’ 
or, ‘‘you don’t get the revenues ex-
pected,’’ that is actually true, except 
for properly designed and properly tar-
geted. 

This is actually the flip side of what 
we just did. Remember, we just did two 
boards that showed both the revenues 
and the actual percent of GDP we raise 
taxes. How about now if we do sort of 
the exact same thing but we do it as a 
tax cut? 

Once again, you are going to actually 
see—and I am sorry, I put additional 
notes to make it understandable—that 
not all tax cuts are the same. In this 
case, I am going from one end to the 
other side. 

So let’s say we go to the full end and 
we did full expensing. So instead of a 
depreciation table where, over the 7 
years, it is this piece of equipment, or 
10 years, whatever it may be, what if 
you could take the value of that al-
most immediately? In a dynamic 
model, it is adding a couple hundred 
billion dollars to the size of the econ-
omy. 

But if those same dollars, the same 
amount was spent on, let’s say, over 
here, we cut the bottom tax rate, that 

might be the appropriate thing to do 
for societal fairness. But we have to be 
cognizant, when we are calculating, 
what that means in GDP growth. You 
can see the blue here in the end, and 
the blue here is positive, but barely. 
That is over 10 years. 

This makes it hard because, so often, 
the very tax policies that are good for 
us in our reelections may not actually 
be best for what is good for society and 
its opportunity for jobs and economic 
growth. 

This is now sort of the exact same 
slide, but in the percentages and sort of 
understanding, when we doubled the 
child care tax credit or we lowered the 
individual brackets, maybe doubling 
the child care tax credit actually has 
an effect on birthrates. That would be 
terrific for society, and particularly for 
the future of our ability to pay into 
our entitlements, but if you are look-
ing for GDP expansion and economic 
growth, it is marginal. 

The expensing or the corporate tax 
cuts, when you see those on there, you 
actually see we have substantially 
more of what they call capital stock. 
That is the money that is used to buy 
new equipment to get more productive, 
to hire more people, to raise their sala-
ries, and for all of us to have more op-
portunity. 

I think we are going to make this our 
last one. This is the easiest one to sort 
of get our heads around, and it is the 
crispest of all. 

Say you are a fellow Member of Con-
gress and I come to you and say we 
have $70 billion, over 10 years, that we 
can plug into on the Tax Code, we have 
that much capacity. Where do we put it 
that is best for our society? 

The initial instinct is to have that 
discussion of, well, what if we were to 
cut the bottom Federal tax rate? It is 
wonderful for our hardworking broth-
ers and sisters who are at the lowest 
tier of income. It would be wonderfully 
fair. How about if we put that into ex-
panding the child care tax credit, ex-
panding that? How about if you put 
that money into expensing? 

If you get in front of an audience and 
we did an audience vote, what do you 
think we would get? 

The fact of the matter is, when you 
look at the models, what we have 
learned from the dynamic scoring, 
some may get almost no economic ex-
pansion. We may get economic fair-
ness, which is a laudable goal. But, ul-
timately, over the next decade, I need 
my brothers and sisters in this country 
to have more job opportunities, more 
ability to be employed, putting that 
money into expensing so we get more 
productive as a society in buying new 
plants and equipment and machinery 
to make us more productive so we can 
pay people more, so we have the ability 
to save for education, for their retire-
ments. That actually has over 5 per-
cent additional expansion of the size of 
our economy. 

These are the types of issues that 
those of us on the Ways and Means 

Committee have been struggling with 
over the last year and are going to 
struggle over the next month as we try 
to find that balance of what is sim-
plicity, what is fairness, but also what 
maximizes economic growth. 

Just as a couple of little last pieces 
here to sort of understand this. 

I am begging for those of us who are 
going to be in this sort of battle, de-
bate, that we do our best to sort of be 
intellectually honest about what we 
are talking about. 

A good example is the number of dol-
lars we are talking about right now in 
rewriting the Tax Code is, I think, 1 
percent or so of GDP, maybe less than 
that. The stimulus from several years 
ago was 7 percent of GDP. 

We have had some folks who are 
criticizing this over here and saying 
you intend to dynamically score that, 
but were almost giddy about spending 
and scoring actual spending over here 
that we learned later did not allocate 
well. 

There is a concept, if I had a dollar, 
where would it be spent best to grow 
society, if I gave it to you as an indi-
vidual, as a businessperson or an entre-
preneur, saying: Where would you put 
that? Would you try and take that dol-
lar and do something with it that 
grows the economy? 

Or we have the other side over here. 
When government spends it, we have 
this bad habit of spending money on 
things that are often politically driven 
and that don’t necessarily have the 
same type of economic expansionary 
effects. It is this thing called price the-
ory, where money gets allocated into 
society. Who is better at allocating 
that dollar? 

I will make you an argument that in-
dividuals in the market actually have a 
long history of doing it much 
healthier, much better. 

As we finish what we will call Dy-
namic Scoring 101, what did we learn? 

The scores are incredibly important 
in making decisions about how you al-
locate resources, both on raising taxes, 
lowering taxes. Where does it have the 
most impact? Where does it do the 
most damage? Where does it do the 
most good? 

Dynamic scoring is actually a rank-
ing mechanism, because the ultimate 
number, we are never going to have 
enough information to be perfect, but 
all we can do is take the information 
we have today and try to find a way to 
say, with today’s information, this use 
of these resources creates this much 
more opportunity in our society than 
spending the same dollars over here. 

So when we are going to get into this 
debate about what the dynamic scoring 
is providing those of us who are mak-
ing the policy, understand, it is some-
times more of choosing A over C, be-
cause A produces more expansion in 
our society, more opportunity, even 
though they cost the same, than some-
times looking at the dollar amounts. 

Often, as we saw on some of these 
boards here, the dollar amounts, if we 
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statically score it, are the same. They 
just have different effects. 

This is really, really important. So 
think of dynamic scoring as just that: 
it is the scorekeeping of how we all do 
this. 

For everyone that is actually inter-
ested in this, I will strongly encourage 
you to go to the Joint Committee on 
Taxation’s website. I believe they actu-
ally have a tab there that actually 
geeks out a little bit on what dynamic 
score is, particularly if you are an ac-
counting or quant major. You will love 
this stuff. 

Also, the Tax Foundation, which is 
nonpartisan. We have actually bor-
rowed lots of information from them. 
They actually have some really great 
examples of, when we, over the years, 
have made certain types of policy deci-
sions, what has been good for society 
and where we have actually missed and 
not gotten near the numbers that we 
have promised. 

Do understand that, when we take a 
look at what we did in 2003, the U.S. 
economy ended up being 4.6 percent 
larger by 2006. So, from 2003 to 2006, we 
actually were 4.6 percent larger—I 
know these are a little bit geeky—than 
the models back then provided for. 

b 1345 

It is not that the models were bad 
and evil. They just didn’t have all the 
data. But they still provided an oppor-
tunity for the policymakers, back in 
2003, to actually make their decisions. 

So I hope—actually, if anyone actu-
ally found this interesting, please write 
and tell us. If you are now bored out of 
your mind and we helped you sleep, 
please let us know. But the reality of it 
is, what is about to happen in the de-
bate over tax reform is going to have a 
lot of really technical, really com-
plicated debating points in it. 

As I learned yesterday, when we were 
rolling out some of the math, some of 
our brothers and sisters who des-
perately do not want us to have a win 
decided that zero was a tax hike. I just 
beg of everyone for at least on this 
issue, if we can sort of pull our par-
tisan rage away and just sort of focus 
on the working population of our soci-
ety and how we help and also how do 
we help for the future so my 2-year-old 
daughter, so your children, so my fam-
ily that may be heading towards retire-
ment, everyone has a fair chance. And 
that fair chance can only happen if we 
really start to grow this economy and 
start to grow it fairly dramatically. 

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

f 

RETURN OF STEVE SCALISE AND 
REPEALING OBAMACARE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2017, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT) 
for 30 minutes. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, this 
has been a day that answered a lot of 

our prayers seeing our good friend 
STEVE SCALISE here, and it brings to 
mind part of the story of that tragic 
morning that I haven’t heard told any-
where else. 

One of our Members, Georgia Con-
gressman BARRY LOUDERMILK, was 
there, and he was—the shooter started 
from behind the third base dugout and 
hit STEVE SCALISE right away. It was 
so deeply touching to hear STEVE’s 
words today. It is just rather emo-
tional seeing so many of our prayers 
answered, seeing STEVE return to the 
House. 

That morning, BARRY was saying 
that he was behind a little closet area, 
and as the shooter was moving toward 
the first base side continuing to shoot, 
Matt Mika had already been shot and 
was down, and BARRY realized that he 
had no place to go. He looked for places 
to run, and there was no place to run. 

The shooting had been going on for a 
while, perhaps 9 or 10 minutes at that 
point. Capitol Police Officer Griner was 
there. She and David Bailey, the other 
Capitol Police officer, were using their 
suburban for cover and shooting at the 
shooter—the hate-filled leftist who felt 
like it was a good idea to kill as many 
Republicans in Congress as he could. 

It was gratifying to hear that admis-
sion from our friend from Maryland, 
former majority leader HOYER, that it 
was hateful. He was full of hate. He was 
a leftist who had supported BERNIE 
SANDERS. It is not BERNIE’s SANDERS’ 
fault. You don’t hear Republicans 
blaming a party or a candidate that a 
hate-filled person supported, but he 
was going to kill people. He was doing 
what he could. 

BARRY had no place to go, and he was 
working his way to where he was 
about—BARRY was going to be in the 
open and could see there was no place 
to go, and he said a prayer. He saw that 
Officer Griner had been shot in the 
ankle, and she was trying to return fire 
but under tremendous amount of pain. 

Just when it looked hopeless, David 
Bailey stepped out, completely uncov-
ering himself. He had no cover at that 
point, and yelled twice: ‘‘Drop your 
weapon. Drop your weapon.’’ And as he 
said those words, the shooter fired 
twice at him. And as soon as he fin-
ished saying, ‘‘Drop your weapon’’ the 
second time, he fired twice and took 
the shooter down. Incredible courage. 

When I saw David Bailey out at the 
hospital a few days after the shooting, 
I said: ‘‘BARRY LOUDERMILK said that 
when it looked pretty hopeless for him, 
you stepped out from behind the subur-
ban completely uncovered, that you 
made yourself a target taking all the 
attention toward yourself. Did you do 
that?’’ 

And David Bailey, a hero in every 
sense of the word, with his normal cas-
ual way of speaking, just said: ‘‘It hit 
me all of a sudden. I had to make it 
him or me. I had to make it him or me. 
That is when I stepped out. And, fortu-
nately, it was him.’’ 

That kind of courage—when a shoot-
er is about to get to a position to take 

out a bunch of defenseless people, some 
lying on the ground in the dugout, if he 
had made it just a little further, there 
would have been a lot of people killed 
that day. 

Crystal Griner shooting as she could 
and David Bailey stepping away from 
any cover, and he just instinctively 
knew, ‘‘I have to make it him or me,’’ 
thank God and thank David Bailey he 
is still here today and the hate-filled 
shooter is not. 

So it was touch and go. The hate that 
filled this leftist shooter almost did in 
a couple of people who day. But by the 
grace of God, the great work of the 
doctors—but as the doctor said out 
there that night after the shooting, 
telling me, the President, Melania, and 
my staff member Andrew Keyes, it 
was—he said he would be on pins and 
needles that night because he just 
didn’t know. 

To see STEVE SCALISE, our dear 
friend, standing right here earlier 
today, is just an answer to prayer, and 
I can’t wait to cook ribs again for my 
friend STEVE SCALISE very soon. 

It is also a good day for America, de-
spite the House passing a bill that 
would have helped Americans by at 
least repealing part of ObamaCare, as 
we had promised, and despite the im-
mense suffering by millions around 
this country who actually became vic-
tims of the lie that if you like your in-
surance, you can keep it; if you like 
your doctor, you can keep him or her— 
well, it turns out those were lies when 
they were spoken, and the people who 
spoke them knew they were lies when 
they spoke them. It was discussed that 
that would not be the case, they 
wouldn’t be able to keep their insur-
ance, and people haven’t. 

It is a bit disingenuous when some of 
the alt-left media boasts that so many 
millions of people have gotten insur-
ance that didn’t have it, because there 
are an awful lot of people in my dis-
trict that had insurance and, because 
of ObamaCare, they lost it, and then 
they were put on Medicaid—not even 
Medicare, but Medicaid. So they lost 
their doctor, they lost the hospital 
that was no longer in the network for 
Medicaid that they had before. 
ObamaCare took their insurance. 

The people who have talked to me in 
east Texas and as I go around in other 
parts of the country, they were des-
perate. They have been desperate. They 
are still desperate. They say: Please, 
you got to give us some help. 

It is tragic when you have some mil-
lionaires in the Senate who can get 
whatever healthcare they want, turn-
ing a cold shoulder to those suffering 
around the country because the count-
less promises they made to repeal 
ObamaCare are being broken every day 
we are in session and the Senate does 
not pass at least some kind of repeal of 
ObamaCare. 

I mean, what kind of person promises 
over and over, ‘‘You elect me, I will re-
peal ObamaCare, I will get it re-
pealed,’’ knowing that there will be a 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 02:10 Sep 29, 2017 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00038 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K28SE7.052 H28SEPT1


		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-10-10T05:42:36-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	U.S. Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




