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with strict penalties for those who do
not comply with the law.

Voting against this legislation would
be unconscionable. A child, made in the
image of our Creator and born into this
world, should not need additional legal
protections requiring medical care if
they are born alive after an attempted
abortion.

But here we are, continuing our fight
for the rights of the unborn and the
born. It is a fight worth fighting, and
we aren’t going to stop.

I look forward to joining my con-
stituents on the National Mall on Fri-
day to raise our voices for those who
cannot yet speak. They have our com-
mitment to continue to work in this
Chamber to protect the lives of the un-
born.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. THOMPSON).

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, I thank the chairman for
yielding.

What an outstanding turnout to-
night.

Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to be here to-
night and participate in this Special Order to
celebrate the sanctity of human life and redou-
ble my commitment to protecting the most vul-
nerable among us: the unborn.

| want to thank Congressman CHRIS SMITH
for hosting this opportunity tonight. He has
certainly been a champion of the pro-life mo-
ment, and this week marks the 45th anniver-
sary of Roe V. Wade, the Supreme Court de-
cision that set constitutional precedent on the
issue of abortion.

That decision also ignited the pro-life move-
ment, which was already taking shape.

And this movement will be witnessed on Fri-
day, when more than 100,000 pro-lifers from
across the country will come to Washington,
D.C. for the 45th annual March for Life. This
year’s theme is “Love Saves Lives.”

And, Mr. Speaker, it surely does.

Thanks to the pro-life movement, abortion
rates across the country are at the lowest
since 2013.

Proudly, the Commonwealth of Pennsyl-
vania remains one of the top protective states
in the nation to provide legal protections for
human life from conception to natural death,
according to Americans United for Life.

From 2015 to 2016, we saw a 3 percent de-
cline in abortions in Pennsylvania, and these
statics reflect important Pennsylvania State
laws, such as, the ban on sex-selection abor-
tion.

These figures are certainly welcome news,
but the fight is not over and there is more
work to be done.

| know this House will continue to work tire-
lessly at the federal level to put the health and
safety of women and children first. Pro-life
education and legislative efforts are making an
impact on our culture and in the lives of
women facing unexpected pregnancies.

We must always be a voice for the voice-
less. And we must continue to build a culture
that values life and respects mothers and their
children.

| am proud to be part of this movement and
| thank every individual here tonight for their
commitment to this important cause.

Because we all know that “Love Saves
Lives.”
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Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield back the balance of
my time.

—————

TAX REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COMER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2017, the
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. SCHWEIKERT) for 30 min-
utes.

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Speaker, to-
night, I wanted to do, actually, two or
three things. Some of this has been
bouncing in my head since we were on
this floor a few weeks ago doing the
tax reform discussion debate, and the
number of things that were said that
just sort of drive you a little crazy be-
cause the math was wrong, or there
was sort of make-believe.

For those who have been, shall we
say, sleep deprived enough to stay up
and watch some of my presentations,
which I do every couple of weeks, you
know I have a theme that Congress is
often a math-free zone. So I thought
this evening we would actually do a lit-
tle math history and also talk about
some really great things that are hap-
pening.

This is important. Think about the
economy right now and what was hap-
pening in the anticipation of tax re-
form and now that tax reform is
passed. During the tax reform debate,
we would hear arguments, often com-
ing from our brothers and sisters on
the left, talking about income inequal-
ity.

So a couple of weeks ago, we did a
presentation here on the floor dem-
onstrating that if you live in the world
of the last decade, where you are only
growing about 1.8 percent GDP, and
that joint tax and CBO—the people who
are our scorekeepers—are saying,
‘“Hey, for the next 30 years, you are
only growing about 1.8 percent GDP
growth,” that crushes people.

If you care about income inequality
in our society, the way you solve it is
growth. And there are lots and lots of
data from leftwing groups, rightwing
groups, and academic groups that say
that growth is the greatest cure to a
society that has actually started to
move apart where the haves have more
and the have-nots have less. It turns
out that occurs when you have a stag-
nant growth society. It is obvious.
Think about the last 10 years. Think
about the projections of going the next
decade at 1.8 percent GDP growth.

One of the things I wanted to talk
about is: if I came to you right now and
said, ‘‘Let’s just drop our partisan hats;
you are not right; you are not left;” are
you joyful that we are seeing data
right now, today, where folks with fel-
ony convictions are finding jobs at a
rate that has not been seen in decades?

How would you feel when you see
other populations that have actually
had a really rough decade finding jobs?

Isn’t that what we all come here and
stand behind these microphones and
talk about?
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Well, guess what, it is happening. If
you look at some of the unemployment
data, populations that have actually
gone the last decade in a really rough
position are finding employment, and
there are some amazing indicators.

Early last year, we came here and did
a series of presentations on what was
happening to the Social Security Dis-
ability Insurance Trust Fund. It was
collapsing.

About a month ago, we had a meet-
ing with the Social Security disability
actuaries. Guess what. All of a sudden
we went from the trust fund is gone in
about 2 years to, hey, they just added
an additional 4 years on it.

It turns out that parts of our society,
which would have been heading to-
wards disability payments and, there-
fore, leaving the labor force, were find-
ing employment that actually worked
with their difficulties.

This is great. These are good things.
I know in this town of Washington it is
just a partisan knife fight all of the
time. I understand many of our broth-
ers and sisters on the left believe rage
is a way to politically communicate.

I would actually like the math. And
what we are seeing happen in our com-
munities and our society for the popu-
lations we both care about, good things
are happening.

So how do we build policy around
here that keeps it going?

The chart I have right here is sort of
talking about what the projections
were as of October 2017—so fairly re-
cent data—of what was going to happen
over the next couple of decades in the
amount of our society that would be in
the workforce, and you see these lines
just crashing and crashing.

And all of a sudden—do you see the
little dotted line—that is what we were
projecting in 2016.

Then, all of a sudden—do you see the
solid line—it is up substantially. And
that was the 2017.

What was happening between those 2
years—2016 to 2017—that, all of a sud-
den, we start to see a substantial hope-
ful increase in people saying there are
going to be opportunities in the labor
force?

It was a combination of what this
body has been doing in 2017, whether it
be a rational regulatory model heading
towards the optimism of tax reform.

O 2015

If you love and care about people,
providing opportunities to have your
income grow, the ability to save for
yourself, your family, your kids’ edu-
cation, good things are happening. How
do we keep it going?

So I want to walk through a couple
examples out there if you follow the
press in our communities. I came
across this story just last week in one
of our counties in the southern part of
Arizona, beautiful area. All of a sud-
den, there is such a labor demand that
our local correctional facility is actu-
ally now having demand to do skills
training and, actually, employment for
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folks that, if it were just a year or two
ago, were often being discarded.

Look for these stories, find joy in
them, because this is what we care
about: someone having an opportunity,
saying they may have had a bad act in
their life, but now that they are going
to find employment, maybe they have
a future.

This is true, also, for many of our
urban populations, for our low-skill
populations, for populations that may
not have graduated high school. We
have story after story after story of
employers now having the resources
that they are actually providing the
training for skill sets for employment.

Isn’t this what so many of us have
gotten behind these microphones over
and over and over and talked about,
saying there is a way for everyone to
participate in this growing economy
and have a joyous, hopeful future and
economic stability?

So I want to actually take this a bit
further. Some of this is additional dis-
cussion on the debate that happened
here last month and talking about rev-
enues. Let’s see if this makes sense.

My grandfather used to have a say-
ing. He said: It doesn’t matter how you
play the game; it is who keeps score.

I know; it is an adjustment on an old
colloquialism.

It turns out around here, we were
having these discussions about pre-
vious tax reforms, previous tax cuts,
and we would hear things, and you
would go back and look it up, and the
numbers were just made up. They were
not what was actually done. So we are
going to actually correct some of that
record today.

But the other thing we are going to
finish on, the final two boards here, we
are going to actually sort of set the
benchmark, the goal line of what the
tax reform is expected to produce, what
the tax reform should be judged by so
we never experience what we had last
month where people just make math up
for their own argument, but we will ac-
tually know, saying: This is the goal
line. Judge us by what we call the base-
line.

So the slide right next to me right
now was sort of talking about what we
expected revenues to be. This is the
history going back to 1967. You will ac-
tually see in here, from 1967 to 2016, the
mean was 17.4 percent of the GDP came
in as Federal revenues, and we had ac-
tually expected it to move up to about
18.4 percent.

I am sorry for this, but it gives you
an idea.

And you are going to see this on the
next couple boards. In times when we
have raised taxes, when we have low-
ered taxes, when we have done all sorts
of things, that line of the amount of
the economy that comes in in Federal
taxes actually stays within a very,
very tight band, which lets you know
maybe the fixation isn’t on the tax
rate but the fixation needs to be on a
tax policy that maximizes economic
expansion; because, if you are going to
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be always in there about that 17.4 to 18
percent of GDP, have a bigger GDP,
have a bigger economy if you believe
we need the additional revenues, which
we do.

So on this, I want you to sort of take
a look, because, overall, you can look
at times where we have had recessions
and you see the revenues go down; but
you will see these dotted lines here,
and these are some of the different, we
will call them, tax cuts, tax relief. If
you look on every location, there is the
2003, and then look a year or so later,
revenues spike up.

In 2010, part of the Obama adminis-
tration and this Congress, there was a
tax change that actually gave back
more revenues to workers and those
who were creating employment, and
revenues actually went up.

So it is on the chart. You cannot pre-
tend that there hasn’t been societal
and economic expansions during these
times.

So to actually drill this point down a
bit more, in a lot of the debate we had
here last month, we had Member after
Member from the left come behind the
microphones and say there is no such
thing as a tax reform tax cut paying
for itself. That is just absolutely not
true. Now, there are lots of tax cuts
over the history that didn’t, but there
are lots of them that have.

So let’s actually walk through the
actual data.

This is one of those occasions where,
if you know what the baseline was,
saying this is what the projections
were of revenues before the change in
policy, you can’t keep moving the goal
line after the policy is done to get your
own argument to sound like it is com-
petent.

So, in this case, we are going to actu-
ally look at when we did the capital
gains cuts back in, I think that was,
2003. A handful of Members here on the
other side came behind the micro-
phones and talked about how much
money it lost. It turns out that is not
true.

So, if you actually look at the blue,
that is what CBO and Joint Tax actu-
ally calculated that the revenues were
going to be before those tax changes.
Remember, the 2003 was functionally
just a capital gains tax with a couple
other things. The red was actual reve-
nues.

Now, this isn’t the debt, this isn’t
spending, because, you understand,
when you actually look at a deficit
number, there are multiple parts.
There is the revenue and then there is
the spending around here. And this
body loves to conflate that argument,
saying, well, the debt went up to this.
It is because we kept spending.

Look at the revenues in isolation and
see what happened in that trend. Well,
if you look at this chart here, you ac-
tually see the red.

Now, this is capital gains taxes.
There were lots of predictions that said
capital gains taxes, you are cutting
them, obviously we are going to take
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in a lot less revenue. It turns out it
didn’t work that way.

Let’s walk through a couple more of
these to just sort of demonstrate what
that calculation is.

Also, as we discussed, the previous
slide was actual hard revenues. This
one has its percentage of GDP, and you
even notice even on a calculation the
size of the economy, there were more
revenues coming in after the capital
gains tax cut of 2003. Many of you actu-
ally will refer to it as the Bush tax
cuts. I believe they expired in 2008.

Either way you try to judge it,
whether it be on hard revenues or as a
percentage of GDP, guess what. It not
only paid for itself, it made money; and
yet we have Member after Member
after Member who will come behind
these microphones and tell you it
didn’t.

So let’s actually look at what the ac-
tual math was.

Prior to the 2003 to 2008 capital gains
tax cut—sorry, I know sometimes these
are big numbers and you are going sort
of as fast as you can—we expected
about $13 billion in revenues from
those capital gains. Excuse me. It is $13
trillion over that time.

If you take a look at that $13 trillion
number, that is what the baseline was
before the 2003 capital gains tax cuts.

At the time it was modeled, CBO,
Joint Tax came in and said: Guess
what. You are going to go from the $13
trillion to only $12 trillion, $12.9 tril-
lion.

Turns out, though, from 2003 to 2008,
when you actually calculated the ac-
tual revenues from those capital gains
tax cuts, what happened? How much
money did we lose? Turns out we made
$77 billion more than the projection of
revenues before the tax policy change.

This is really, really important to
get our heads around.

So when someone comes behind these
microphones and says, well, there is no
such thing as a tax cut paying for
itself, sure there is, because here is the
goalpost. The goalpost was set—or goal
line was set before the tax policy
change. That is what the projection
was over those coming years. Then
when the tax policy changed, it was
projected to be down here. You have
got to look at the data from 2003 to
2008; and when 2008 added up, it turns
out the capital gains revenue was $77
billion higher than the policy before
those tax cuts.

So just understand, this place loves
to tell stories, but they often don’t
demonstrate the actual math.

So let’s actually talk about what is
going on right now. We heard pre-
dictions of everything from the end of
the world to the end of the world in re-
gards to tax reform. As you Kknow,
there is functionally a $1.5 trillion
placeholder for the tax cuts and re-
forms that we did in December that are
now in effect.

So let’s actually lay this out. This is
actually what the projection was going
back to June. So this is fair and hon-
est, saying this is what we call the
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baseline. The baseline is what we
should be judged by. Every year,
whether I am here or another Member
is here, I am hoping someone will come
up here and say: Okay, here is what we
took in. Did we exceed what the base-
line was? Did we get less?

Well, over the next couple years, we
will probably get less than that June
baseline. But what also happened to
the projections, the curve, the size of
the economy? Remember, at the begin-
ning of this discussion, we talked about
some really neat things happening in
our society.

When we started to work on the ac-
tual drafting of the tax reform bill at
the beginning of the year, we were liv-
ing in a world that was only going to
grow in the United States about 1.8
percent GDP growth, and today we are
over 3. Now, some of that is antici-
patory effects. Some of that is a little
excitement. There is a lot of con-
fluence. But understand what that
means in revenues and opportunities
and just good things for everyone in
our society.

So we are going to go to the next
board just because this one is really
hard to read.

So here is what I am asking everyone
to do. If you be on the left, if you be on
the right, if you happen to be in the
media, understand that the June num-
ber was that, over the 2017 baseline, for
functionally the next 10 years, was $43
trillion of revenue. That is fair. Judge
us on that.

So 10 years from now, maybe some-
one will remember this and look back
and say: Did we take in more revenues
or less revenues in that time? Because,
if you consider what was said by the
left, it was the end of the world.

So that is the baseline number. We
have on the previous chart sort of what
was projected each year for the next 10
years.

So, if T am blessed to be here a year
from now, I will come back January
2019, stand behind this microphone, and
we will look at the revenues that came
in in the 2018 fiscal year compared to
what we projected months before the
tax reform became real. Judge us by
that, but don’t come behind these
microphones and make up Armageddon
and then make up stories about what
has taken place in the past.

This is important, because if you
care about people, if you care about op-
portunity, we have some real difficul-
ties coming towards us.

In lots of the data and lots of the
charts, in about a decade and a half, 18
years or so, we hit a debt crisis, and
your options are really simple. You
have to do substantial reductions to
the dollars flowing out that are sub-
stantially in entitlements because, re-
member, three-quarters of this govern-
ment’s money rolls out in entitle-
ments.

O 2030

Only about 15 percent of our spending
is actually defense, and another 13 or
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s0 is everything else you think of gov-
ernment. Three-quarters of it is Social
Security, Medicare, Medicaid—all the
things that are just formula.

And where we are right now, the peak
of the baby boom is 60 years old today.
So economist after economist after
economist, particularly those on the
left, have told us you can’t grow more
than 1.8 percent GDP. You are heading
towards a debt crisis. You are heading
towards this Armageddon.

So why wouldn’t you stand up here,
work to reform regulatory codes, the
Tax Code, the immigration codes, these
things, and maximize the things that
will create growth and opportunity? I
think that is just what, at least on the
Republican side, we have been doing.

So the reason I put up this chart is
more to lay a marker. I used the term
“‘goal line”’ before. Understand that is
the number before the tax reform, and
I believe a lot of it is anticipatory ef-
fects on the economy. Hold us by that.

Now, who knows who will still be
around here 10 years from now, but will
revenue exceed $43 trillion? That is the
benchmark. You can’t say: Well, the
debt went to this, our spending went to
this, because they operate outside the
revenues. That is policy decisions made
here on what to spend, our disasters—
God forbid—military action.

But the revenue number is what we
should be judged by. And when you see
what is happening right now in our
communities, in our society, the num-
ber of organizations that have started
to pay their employees more, the num-
ber of organizations that are bringing
back billions of dollars to invest here
in our country, the research, the devel-
opment, maybe a lot of the Malthusian
economists out there—and for those of
you who don’t get that, go look it up—
who basically said the next three dec-
ades of our life are basically con-
strained, dear God, I hope they are
wrong.

We as a body need to continue this
optimistic opportunity of coming and
saying: Okay. How do we get more of
our brothers and sisters to actually be
in the labor force?

We know today we have about 6 mil-
lion jobs that are going unfulfilled,
lack of skills. We also know from re-
cent publications, because of the tax
reform, businesses are taking some of
those resources and putting them into
job training and taking populations
that were often being left on the side-
lines and they are being drawn in. This
is wonderful.

How do you actually turn to others
and say: Should turning 65 or 67 be hit-
ting a wall? How do we actually pro-
vide you the opportunity, if you so
wish and so desire, to actually stay in
the labor force and continue to help to
grow this country? Because work, we
know, is often good for the soul and the
individual, but it is also really good for
our tax revenues and really good for
the size of our economy.

Remember, the bigger the economy
gets, the less that cliff, that wall, that
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debt crisis that is about a decade and a
half away, the more that gets pushed
off into the future and the demographic
curve that is those of us who are baby
boomers, maybe that doesn’t create a
debt crisis. Maybe it actually turns
into an opportunity for this economy,
for this society to continue to grow
and be happy and healthy and pros-
perous.

This is one of those times I get be-
hind the microphone and I am actually
excited from what I am seeing out
there in the data. I ask this body, even
with the partisan rancor, let’s continue
to adopt those policies that grow, that
bring people, provide opportunities to
be part of the labor force, to be part of
the American Dream; and by doing
that, the thing the left tells us they
care about, income inequality, actually
closes. The things so many of us care
about of not hitting that debt crisis
maybe get postponed, maybe never
happen.

There is a path here, but it has to be
everything. It has to be the tax reform.
We just accomplished that. It has to be
rationalizing our regulatory system.
We are working on that. It has to be an
immigration system that focuses on
maximizing economic expansion. It has
to be the adoption of technology. We
are working on it. I think we can get
there.

This is just fun having a chance to
get behind this microphone and actu-
ally be positive and optimistic after
the last few years of where things were
quite dour.

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

————
MEDICAL MARIJUANA

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

Mr. GAETZ. Mr. Speaker, I come to
the floor this evening with a heavy
heart, deeply concerned about my fel-
low Floridians and my fellow Ameri-
cans who have seen benefits as a con-
sequence of medical marijuana.

Throughout this great country, there
have been circumstances where States
have chosen to experiment and afford
their citizens the opportunity to re-
ceive medical marijuana treatments,
and that opportunity flourished as a
consequence of a series of actions, one
of which was the Cole memo.

The Cole memo was direction from
the Attorney General of the United
States in the last administration not
to prioritize the arrest and prosecution
of people who were using medical mari-
juana legally under their State laws,
not to punish the doctors or prescribers
or dispensing organizations that were
assisting in the logistics for that care
but, instead, to focus our precious Fed-
eral resources where they could do the
most good: to stop drug trafficking,
human trafficking, illegal illicit activ-
ity that surrounds the drug trade, to
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