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groveling to Russian dictator Vladimir 
Putin at today’s summit in Helsinki. 

President Trump, no, no, no. Putin’s 
Russia is not a competitor of the 
United States. His Russia is a fierce 
enemy of liberty in the United States 
and globally. Putin seeks every chance 
to undermine democratic institutions. 
He illegally invaded Ukraine and 
gunned down and poisoned freedom 
fighters like Boris Nemtsov. 

Our European allies are not our foes, 
Mr. President. They are our trusted 
friends. 

How can President Trump ignore the 
piercing sacrifice of bloodshed for lib-
erty by thousands, hundreds of thou-
sands of our countrymen and millions 
of our allies? 

As one of America’s rich sons, he 
chose to dodge the draft when his num-
ber came up, and I haven’t been able to 
find any veteran from his family. 

So I remind my colleagues of Patrick 
Henry’s admonition: Give me liberty or 
give me death. 

With our Constitution as our anchor, 
this legislative branch, Article I, must 
rise to meet its constitutional obliga-
tions to preserve liberty at all costs, 
placing country over party. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to refrain from en-
gaging in personalities toward the 
President. 

f 

IN RECOGNITION OF DAN CARSON 

(Ms. TENNEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. TENNEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to recognize Dan Carson from 
Norwich, New York, who started an 
adaptive baseball program for individ-
uals with physical and intellectual 
challenges. 

Seven years ago, Dan Carson started 
the Baseball Buddies game at the Nor-
wich Little League field behind the 
middle school, and now it has grown 
into a huge community event. 

The program recently hosted its an-
nual game, where about 25 past or 
present players from the Norwich Pur-
ple Tornados were paired with special 
needs students. For these kids, the 
game is about more than baseball. The 
players and buddies form lifelong 
friendships and learn valuable lessons 
from each other. 

Most students with special needs do 
not have the opportunity to participate 
in team sports in high school, but this 
game is an exception. 

Mr. Speaker, please join me in thank-
ing Dan for all his work that he has 
done to create a place where, regard-
less of ability, children can participate 
in the great American pastime. I know 
I speak for everyone when I say, ‘‘Play 
ball.’’ 

f 

TRADE POLICY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-

uary 3, 2017, the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. HILL) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 
the time tonight. It is my hope tonight 
that we will have a discussion in our 
country and in this historic Chamber 
on trade policy. I am delighted that 
two of my good colleagues have joined 
me to carry on this discussion. 

A key tenet of international eco-
nomic policy for the Trump adminis-
tration has been to improve U.S. bilat-
eral and multilateral trade arrange-
ments with an eye toward enforcing 
reciprocity with our trading partners 
as it relates to tariff levels and the 
elimination of nontariff barriers. The 
goal: to simply achieve more market 
access for American goods and services. 

Mr. Trump recognized this, cam-
paigned on free and fair trade, and rou-
tinely emphasizes the importance of 
reciprocity between trading partners. 
He has stated that he prefers bilateral 
arrangements over multilateral ar-
rangements by indicating that he did 
not want to pursue the Transpacific 
Partnership or the Transatlantic Trade 
and Investment Partnership, one with 
Asia partners and one with the EU. 

While it is true that bilateral trea-
ties are easier to negotiate and ac-
quire, select multilateral arrange-
ments can achieve broad geopolitical 
and geo-economic strategic objectives. 

In the case of TPP, it could, poten-
tially, significantly leverage the eco-
nomic clout of China in Southeast Asia 
and obviously link longstanding free 
trade partners across the transatlantic 
region with the TTIP. 

President Trump has also initiated 
the effort to improve the North Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement, NAFTA, 
among the United States, Mexico, and 
Canada. He has called this agreement 
one of the worst ever, but has offered 
concrete ways to improve it and mod-
ernize it for current conditions in Mex-
ico, Canada, and the United States. No 
doubt, these are, in fact, significantly 
different than back in 1992 when the 
NAFTA agreement was arranged. 

This work continues in earnest, and I 
am pleased that the administration has 
made significant strides in improving 
NAFTA between Canada and Mexico 
over the past year, something that I 
think is very important in my home 
State of Arkansas, where Mexico and 
Canada are absolutely the largest trad-
ing partners that our companies and 
farmers have in my home State. 

President Trump’s objectives of 
changing the mercantilistic trade poli-
cies of China have proven more chal-
lenging. Tonight, we will talk about 
the President’s strategy, because we 
want the United States to have an op-
portunity in China. We want a more 
open China trading process. We want 
more goods and services made in Amer-
ica sold in China. 

But over the last 3 decades, China 
has developed into one of the world’s 
largest and fastest growing economies, 

but also one of the world’s largest pro-
tectionist economies, putting up bar-
riers to American goods and services in 
both tariff matters and in nontariff 
ways. 

b 1930 

We are going to talk about that to-
night, and I would like to start by 
talking about that with my friend from 
Ohio. What is interesting is that this 
strategy of getting at a more open 
China, ending a more mercantilistic 
trading policy with China has taken a 
couple courses of action: one, the 
President has imposed section 301 
under the Trade Act of 1974, going after 
China’s intellectual property theft in 
the U.S., their ability to compel U.S. 
companies or companies from the Eu-
ropean Union to give up their intellec-
tual property in order to do business in 
China, clearly a violation. And so the 
President has proposed a 301 investiga-
tion and tariffs related to that. 

He has also imposed tariffs under the 
1962 act for national security purposes 
across the board on steel and alu-
minum—all countries, all products. 
And that is very challenging, Mr. 
Speaker, because, if the real issue is 
getting at China, the world’s largest 
subsidizer and dumper of steel and alu-
minum, this may not be the most suc-
cessful strategy to accomplish. That 
could, in fact, be a distraction from our 
ultimate objective in opening China. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. DAVIDSON), my friend, 
so that we can have his perspective on 
tariffs and trade and how we can im-
prove and be more successful in getting 
the outcomes that we want. 

Mr. DAVIDSON. Mr. Speaker, prior 
to coming to Congress 2 years ago, I 
spent 15 years building manufacturing 
companies. I have been personally on 
the receiving end of bad trade policy 
and bad trade practices. So, in 2016, 
when President—then candidate, now 
President—Trump talked about mak-
ing America great again by dealing 
with bad trade deals and bad trade 
practices, frankly, he energized me and 
many other people in my industry, in 
the manufacturing sector, and, indeed, 
all across the country because America 
has lived with bad consequences of bad 
trade deals. 

In fact, America has built its history 
on trade. Truly, economic liberty is as 
much a part of America’s history as re-
ligious liberty and other forms of lib-
erty. We were the world’s largest trad-
ing country. We are a great trading 
power in every way you can measure it. 
We do have trade deficits with some 
countries, but we have to pay attention 
to the right metrics. 

So when we talk about bad trade 
practices and bad trade policies, we 
talk about, to use an analogy, watch-
ing basketball. Think how the sport 
would change if there were no fouls 
called and no one could shoot free 
throws. These are the kinds of things 
that happened with the WTO. Eventu-
ally, after, sometimes, years of filing a 
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complaint, the WTO will adjudicate a 
subsidy practice by China on steel, for 
example, and then they will say: Hey, 
you have to stop. 

Well, the moment a complaint is 
filed, the Chinese company just dumps 
faster because they know that it is 
going to be turned off. The trouble is 
there is no consequence for this bad 
conduct. 

So what I had hoped we would be 
doing is we would be using our great 
relationships around the world to unite 
our allies, our best trading partners, 
frankly, people who are also the vic-
tims of these bad trade practices and 
bad trade policies, to take action 
against those bad practices so that we 
can define what is a foul and what is 
the effective free throw. What are the 
consequences? 

I believe that the President’s goals 
are being poorly served by some of his 
advisers and I hope that the President 
will change course, because what we 
are doing has resulted in failure in 
every type of war studied, from Sun 
Tzu through World War II, through 
more modern wars. 

When you multiply your enemies, 
you are not winning, and we are doing 
that with the practices that some of 
the administration is implementing, 
things that implement uniform tariffs, 
things that distort the very definition 
of a national security issue to call Ger-
man luxury autos a national security 
issue. 

We have tools in the kit bag that 
could be very effective, tools like sanc-
tions. When we engage in warfare, 
when we engage with enemies of our 
country that are strategic enemies, we 
have sanctions in place against Russia, 
sanctions in place against Iran, and 
sanctions in place against North Korea. 

The beauty of sanctions is they can 
be targeted not just as a country or a 
sector; they can be targeted to compa-
nies and even individuals. We can use 
these things to restrict the flow, and 
we can define what is illicit finance. 

We can use these tools that the world 
uses already against bad actors and, 
frankly, some of the worst actors in 
the world to unite our allies and to de-
fine a better way for trade going for-
ward. 

So we shouldn’t confuse this with a 
critique of the objective. The objective 
is, indeed, noble and necessary. Past 
trade practices, past Presidential poli-
cies have left America on the short 
end. True, as Milton Friedman said: 

If countries want to subsidize the cost of a 
good, let them. They are just lowering the 
cost for our consumers. 

But we can’t simply be a nation of 
consumers. We need people to put cap-
ital at risk in America to thrive, and 
for our great industries, whether it is 
agriculture or manufacturing or tech-
nology, for the intellectual property to 
flourish here. We have the best mar-
kets for goods, services, intellectual 
property, capital, and we need to make 
sure that we defend that. 

I applaud President Trump for being 
passionate about putting America first 

in these practices, but I do believe that 
we need to look at the tactics that 
have been employed by many who have 
advised him and say, ‘‘Is this multi-
plying our enemies?’’ And, in fact, it is. 

I hope we can move forward in a bet-
ter way and we can serve this great 
country by restoring trade to its right 
and proper place as a vibrant part of 
our economy. Exports drive our econ-
omy, but imports can benefit our econ-
omy. Trade is exactly that. 

Trade is something of value for both 
parties. Both profit when trade is 
there. A zero-sum understanding is not 
the right way to look at trade. We ben-
efit and so do others; and it is okay 
that they benefit, because then they 
are able to buy more from us in trade. 

The practices that are in place today 
give us a chance to assess the progress, 
and I think it is vital that we do that. 
It is vital that we keep this economy 
doing the great things that it has 
under President Trump’s leadership, 
under congressional leadership. 

We were told that the new normal 
was a 1.5 percent growth rate, that we 
couldn’t grow at the high rate. With 
regulatory relief and tax reform, our 
economy is growing higher than 3 per-
cent, and we certainly don’t want to do 
anything that would derail that mo-
mentum. 

I am encouraged by Mr. HILL’s dia-
logue tonight, and I thank the gen-
tleman for the opportunity to speak. I 
know we have other colleagues who 
would like to as well. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
friend from Ohio. He is a valued mem-
ber of the House Financial Services 
Committee, and his decades of work in 
private business and in manufacturing 
is ideal for this discussion. He knows 
about intermediate goods manufac-
turing and how a lot of those parts are 
made domestically, but some parts, 
critical parts, might be made abroad. 
Nonetheless, they allow us to create a 
competitive manufactured good here in 
the United States, employ Americans, 
and then potentially sell that domesti-
cally or export it to, yet again, another 
country. I appreciate his manufac-
turing expertise. 

We are also joined tonight by my 
friend from Illinois, a distinguished 
member of the House Ways and Means 
Committee, DARIN LAHOOD, who comes 
from America’s heartland of agri-
culture and can speak to the issue of 
how do we achieve this outcome that 
we want: more open markets, fairer 
and reciprocal trade, but how do we do 
that in a way that minimizes the im-
pact on American consumers and our 
agricultural producers. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. LAHOOD), my friend. 

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank my colleague, FRENCH HILL, for 
organizing tonight’s Special Order on 
trade. I want to associate my thoughts 
tonight with the comments made by 
Congressman DAVIDSON and also with 
Congressman FRENCH HILL. 

Mr. Speaker, I would just start off 
and say that it is imperative that we, 

as Members of Congress, come together 
to stress to the President and his ad-
ministration the importance of free 
trade. 

When I look back over the last year 
and a half of his administration, I ap-
plaud the President and his leadership 
in working with us to roll back regula-
tion, have reasonable regulation in 
place, and also once-in-a-lifetime tax 
reform that he was able to get passed, 
along with this Congress, two accom-
plishments that have jump-started our 
stagnant economy, and we are seeing 
the results. 

However, I think we do ourselves a 
real disservice to the work that we 
have already done on this economy by 
engaging in a trade war. I think we go 
backwards in terms of the economic 
progress that we are making to get in 
a long-term trade war. 

Mr. DAVIDSON referenced it a little, 
but it is frustrating and disappointing 
to see several staff members with the 
President who are unelected and 
unconfirmed who are trade protection-
ists. They have the ear of the President 
when it comes to implementing trade 
policy, and that is, again, frustrating. 
These protectionists are failing to take 
the time and recognize the long-term 
costs of the recent tariff actions and 
our current position as it comes to re-
negotiating NAFTA and other trade 
agreements on our economy. 

I have said this many times before 
when I think back to the election. Our 
President wasn’t elected by people on 
the East Coast or the West Coast. It 
was people in the Midwest, people from 
rural America, people from the South 
who helped elect him. And, unfortu-
nately, these are the folks who are left 
the worst off by these trade policies 
that are being put in place currently 
by the administration. 

As we move forward in this Congress, 
we need to carefully examine how 
much authority the legislative branch 
has ceded over time to the executive 
branch. I credit my colleague, WARREN 
DAVIDSON, for introducing a piece of 
legislation that I am a cosponsor of 
that would help take back a little of 
that authority under our Constitution, 
to have more input from Congress on 
that. We need to talk more about that, 
managing our trade policies to deter-
mine how best to restore our constitu-
tional authority. Our other colleague, 
Congressman GALLAGHER of Wisconsin, 
has also introduced a piece of legisla-
tion that also does the same thing. 

We have no choice or alternative 
with the current world that we live in. 
We live in a globalized world with sup-
ply chains set and marketplaces and 
customers continuing to grow, but we 
need to be engaged. Given that 95 per-
cent of the world’s customers live out-
side of the United States, we tend to 
forget that we represent about 4.5 per-
cent of the world’s population. 

There is no doubt that we produce 
the best goods; we produce the best 
products; we have the best workers. 
But you have got to have markets. You 
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have got to have customers around the 
world for those products to go to sup-
port free and fair trade. 

I think about Illinois. Illinois is the 
sixth largest State in the country. Ag 
is the number one industry in the 
State of Illinois. It is the number one 
in my district. When I think about Illi-
nois, for example, global trade supports 
over 1,700,000 jobs in Illinois. Ensuring 
that our manufacturers and farmers 
have access to markets around the 
world to sell their goods is vital to 
their ability to remain competitive and 
our economic success. 

The district that I represent, Illinois’ 
18th Congressional District, spans cen-
tral and west central Illinois. We are 
proud to be home to some of the 
world’s most respected manufacturers, 
including companies like John Deere, 
Caterpillar, and CNH. 

We are also home to some of the 
world’s most fertile farmland. We have 
the eighth largest district in the coun-
try in terms of corn and soybean pro-
duction in the country. About 40 per-
cent of the corn and soybeans grown in 
my district go somewhere else around 
the world. They get put on barges on 
the Illinois and Mississippi River, go 
down that river through New Orleans, 
through the Gulf, through the new 
Panama Canal, and go anywhere 
around the world. 

But when you put up tariffs and bar-
riers, you restrict those farmers from 
getting their goods all across the 
world. Unfortunately, these days, man-
ufacturing and agriculture commu-
nities like mine across the country 
face uncertainty and dark days ahead. 
That is because of our current trade 
policy. 

While I applaud the President’s in-
tent to go after bad actors in the global 
marketplace, his approach and the re-
sulting retaliation has put our Amer-
ican workers and products in jeopardy, 
with no end in sight. The administra-
tion’s reckless and frequent use of tar-
iffs, some premised on national secu-
rity, which I think is a fallacy, threat-
en to spark an all-out trade war in this 
country and around the world. 

We have already seen retaliation on 
American-made products from some of 
our closest allies like Canada, Mexico, 
and the EU. In addition, China, which 
consumes a third of the world’s soy-
beans, has also followed suit. 

In Illinois, total State exports 
threatened by new tariffs have reached 
over $3.8 million. Instead of tariffs, 
which are simply taxes passed on to 
consumers, our approach to address un-
fair trading practices should be tar-
geted to minimize collateral damage 
and should include specific and clear 
end goals, which we have not seen. 

Bottom line, we must pursue tar-
geted trade enforcement policies that 
minimize harm to American farmers, 
our rural communities, and our manu-
facturers. 

b 1945 
We know that our agriculture indus-

try is typically first and hardest hit by 

any trade retaliation. To make things 
worse, our farmers are already at a dis-
advantage compared to other foreign 
competitors given the lack of free 
trade agreements that the U.S. has 
compared to other countries, especially 
in the Asian markets. It was referenced 
earlier that TPP which, of course, is 
the Trans-Pacific Partnership, is going 
on without us. 

I look back at this administration. 
There was a lot of talk when they came 
in about bilateral trade agreements. 
We are 19 months into this administra-
tion, and we don’t have one—not one— 
bilateral trade agreement. There was a 
lot of talk about putting those in 
place. 

Part of the reason we have not had 
that is they have run from us because 
of our position and what we have asked 
for in those bilateral trade agreements. 

The loss of marketplace due to tariffs 
will be extremely hard to regain and 
may not be possible to regain at all. 

The administration’s go at it alone 
approach is clearly not as effective as 
with working with our allies to nego-
tiate a solution to global oversupply 
and technology theft perpetrated by 
countries like China, and there is no 
doubt they have done that. The forced 
technology transfers and the stealing 
of our technology should be addressed. 
But there are better ways to do that in 
a strategic and a precise way, 
partnering with our allies to do that, 
but we can’t do that going at it alone, 
and we can’t do it premised on national 
security. 

Lastly, let me just say that we have 
heard a lot about surpluses. We have 
heard a lot about trade deficits. It 
seems like the administration is fix-
ated on trade deficits. 

I will tell you, in agriculture we have 
a trade surplus with every country in 
the world. Think about the collateral 
damage that is going to be done to 
those farmers and those ag products by 
engaging in a trade war. We do need to 
address the trade deficit, but it is a 
complicated, nuanced issue that we 
ought to address. 

There are lots of things we can do to 
change that instead of the path we are 
heading down right now. 

At the end of the day, our farmers 
want trade, not aid. In a free market 
system, it shouldn’t be based on sub-
sidies or aid. So we need to, again, con-
tinue to work with this administration 
on our proper oversight, taking back 
some of our constitutional authority to 
make sure that we are getting the mes-
sage across that we need to have free 
and open trade that is going to benefit 
our farmers, our manufacturers, and 
working people all across this country. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
friend, Mr. LAHOOD from Illinois, for 
his expertise in agriculture and these 
markets. I think it is very important 
to have his example. 

I might react by saying the gen-
tleman was talking about the power of 
working together. I was reflecting that 
if we were working together to lever-

age the challenges of China, we are 
about 15 percent of two-way trade with 
China. The European Union is about 15 
percent or so of trade with China. 
Japan is another seven. Clearly work-
ing together on some of these issues 
that we have in common would give us 
more leverage. 

Let me just outline four key objec-
tives I think of U.S. trade policy with 
China that I believe would be shared by 
those two other groups that I men-
tioned, the European Union and Japan. 

Ensure China fully complies with its 
obligations as a member of the WTO, 
including the beneficial agreements on 
government procurement, information 
technology, environmental goods 
agreement, and a trade and services 
agreement. These are things, Mr. 
Speaker, that we have worked on bilat-
erally and multilaterally since China 
entered the WTO in 2001, an admission 
I think now that many people question, 
was China really ready to join the 
World Trade Organization in 2001? 

That is number one. 
Number two, that we fully protect 

U.S. intellectual property rights and 
establish ways and means to cease gov-
ernment-directed cyber theft of U.S. 
trade secrets and intellectual property 
both for commercial and national secu-
rity reasons. 

I am reminded that Ambassador Win-
ston Lord, the U.S. Ambassador to Bei-
jing in 1989, when he was briefing Presi-
dent Bush 41 in preparation of his first 
foreign trip. President Bush’s first for-
eign trip in February of 1989 was to 
China where he had served as our rep-
resentative back in the 1970s. Ambas-
sador Lord wrote that memo to the 
President and said: 

You have got to talk about religious 
freedom, human rights. You have got 
to talk about Taiwan. You have got to 
talk about Tibet. And you have got to 
talk about theft of intellectual prop-
erty. 

This was in February, 1989, Mr. 
Speaker, and we are still debating that 
issue today, unresolved. I would say 
that the European Union shares that 
view. 

Now, here is the amusing point. Am-
bassador Lord and the State Depart-
ment team, when they sent that memo 
to President Bush 41, said that it was 
in its eighth printing, and they were 
sorry that the author wasn’t getting 
any royalties for it. Meaning, we have 
been talking about this since we estab-
lished diplomatic relations with China 
back in 1979, and we have been fighting 
this intellectual property theft. 

Number three, seek changes in Chi-
na’s extensive industrial policies which 
protect domestic sectors and firms, 
particularly China’s state-owned indus-
tries. China’s objective is for these 
state-owned enterprises to be global 
competitors compatible with other 
trading partners, but they are not. 
They are state-owned. They are state- 
subsidized. 

Finally, fourth, promote changes to 
industrial policies that provide open 
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and reciprocal treatment for American 
exporters of goods and services by re-
ducing nontariff barriers and making 
China’s tariff level comparable with 
U.S. tariffs. 

I think those four things, Mr. Speak-
er, is what all of us agree on tonight, 
and I think they would benefit the Eu-
ropean Union as well. But I think my 
friends have made a good case that if 
we were to partner with the E.U. and 
with Japan, we would have a lot more 
economic clout in delivering on that 
negotiating posture. 

I would ask my friend from Ohio, 
does he share that view? What are his 
thoughts about what are alternative 
strategies maybe in the steel and alu-
minum area? 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. DAVIDSON). 

Mr. DAVIDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank Mr. HILL. 

I want to agree with the importance 
of bringing allies to the table to ad-
dress those practices. 

There are four, and there are several 
others that we would probably agree 
on. In a way, I think the thing that our 
President respects about China is they 
put China first. They have used all the 
resources of their nation really since 
1989, since Deng Xiaoping transformed 
China’s economy to a more market-ori-
ented economy. 

They are not a market-oriented econ-
omy. That was one of the things they 
committed to do as part of joining the 
World Trade Organization. They are a 
command-driven economy in many re-
spects. They have made great progress 
since 1989 to being market oriented. 
Frankly, since 2008, they have gone the 
other way in some of their practices. 

If you look at the revolutionary idea, 
though, the idea that lives can be 
changed by trade and capitalism, China 
under Deng Xiaoping, at the peak, they 
were using communism with Com-
munist principles, and he introduced to 
them communism with Chinese prin-
ciples, which was essentially cap-
italism as long as we can stay in 
charge. 

It is a corrupt, subsidized form of 
capitalism, but at its peak, it was lift-
ing 1 million Chinese people a month 
out of dollar-a-day poverty. 

Trade was a key part of this, inflows 
of foreign direct investment to reach 
this massive market. Today General 
Motors sells more cars in China than 
they sell in the United States of Amer-
ica. 

This is a better path than the one I 
expected. When I graduated from high 
school in 1988, Mr. Gorbachev had not 
torn down the Berlin Wall. By the end 
of 1989 when I was there, unfortunately 
bad things had happened in Tiananmen 
Square in China, but, thankfully, great 
things happened at the Berlin Wall. I 
was fortunate to be able to see people 
there. I met a man who was from East 
Germany in his first hours of freedom 
who said: Is it like this everywhere? 

We were in the Ku’damm district— 
kind of like Times Square is in New 

York—in Berlin. I thought he meant 
how big the city was. But what he real-
ly meant was the stores were open at 
night, and there is fresh milk, as he 
said. He was astonished that regular 
people, even foreigners, could go in, 
and the shelves had stock. 

This is the idea of economic liberty. 
This has produced abundance wherever 
it has been tried. Where the other 
ideas, the redistribution that Mao tried 
every version of Marxist Communist 
ideology that he could think of, and 
they all failed. They produced scarcity, 
poverty, and depravity. By engaging in 
the world, China transformed their 
economy. That is something to respect. 
I think the President admires the way 
that they put China first. 

But the reality is in putting China 
first, they have engaged all the re-
sources of the country to where in 2014 
we saw that President Obama had to 
take action against hackers. In fact, 
they were indicted. But did President 
Obama cut off all relations and trade 
with China? He did not. He engaged in 
diplomacy with China. 

I think it is great that we engage 
with Russia. Perhaps even Russia will 
see a market-oriented economy. They 
started out that way in the 1990s. But 
they also proved that deficits do mat-
ter. This is something that the whole 
West wrestles with, and it is another 
thing that we could unite in agreeing 
with. 

I hope we can also get to ways we can 
unite here, because, as Mr. LAHOOD 
mentioned, the Global Trade Account-
ability Act is not an adversarial bill. It 
doesn’t even go retroactive to the ac-
tions that have occurred in the past. It 
does get Congress engaged. It gets Con-
gress engaged because the same bene-
fits of cooperation, the same benefits 
of multiplying our allies instead of 
multiplying our enemies, could happen 
here in Congress where we multiply the 
people working on the problem. 

We want to join our President in tak-
ing action against bad actors and in 
making our trade policy better than it 
has been even with the Canadians— 
they have bad trade practices that we 
can improve. Even with the Europeans; 
they have bad trade practices that we 
can improve upon. 

Great friends work through problems 
and I feel like that is the reality that 
we have with our friends. Here in Con-
gress, the President has great friends. I 
would consider the three of us some of 
his great friends, not adversaries, in 
the goal we are concerned, I think, 
about the means of getting to that, and 
the Global Trade Accountability Act 
would simply say that Congress works 
with the President who leads the nego-
tiations similar to the REINS Act. 
Where Congress can come alongside 
and say we do it, what would that 
mean? Well, that would mean that the 
President is more engaged. But it’s 
really the President’s advisors. Men 
like Peter Navarro, instead of refusing 
to come talk to Ways and Means, 
would engage with our chairman, 

would engage with our committee deal-
ing with trade, and would, in fact, de-
velop a plan instead of criticize their 
own failure to plan after the fact. 

How do we know this? 
This is an example. We have a uni-

form tariff policy that probably never 
should have been implemented, that 
has got a chance for exclusions. We 
have over 20,000 companies that want 
exclusions right now. Commerce is 
doing them not sector by sector, but 
company by company; not commodity 
by commodity, but company by com-
pany. 

There are only six people working on 
this massive task. Were there to be re-
quired engagement, I believe there 
would have been a better plan in that 
collaborative approach, and perhaps a 
different course of action. 

I look forward to seeing other ways 
that you all might think that we could 
collaborate and make the great cause 
of making our trade agreements better 
and more productive. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
friend from Ohio. 

It is quite clear that in Article I the 
Congress exclusively in an enumerated 
power has the power of regulating com-
merce between foreign nations and, of 
course, we know setting duties, levies, 
and taxes as an Article I power. I think 
you make an important component, 
just like Congress partnered with the 
executive branch on how to rightsize 
certain overregulation in our economy 
from the previous administration or 
how Congress collaborated with the 
Treasury Department in designing tax 
reforms to make America more com-
petitive to have people bring business 
back to the U.S., not be double taxed 
on foreign earnings. In both of those 
examples, as you note, we collaborated, 
the executive branch and the legisla-
tive branch. 

So I do think that also would 
strengthen the sequencing of our strat-
egy to get at the heart of what I think 
our key challenges are which revolve 
around access into China. 

I ask my friend, Mr. LAHOOD, does he 
have thoughts on this line of discus-
sion? 

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
Mr. HILL. 

The gentleman laid out four different 
objectives which I think are very perti-
nent. The gentleman mentioned state- 
owned enterprises. I think about that 
in China, and I think about how in 
many ways they have cheated the sys-
tem and done things, but this is a prob-
lem that has been going on for a long 
time. 

One of the requirements with any 
trade agreement is you have to have 
enforcement. I don’t think we have had 
proper enforcement like we need when 
it comes to a number of these initia-
tives we have had over a series of 20, 25 
years. But enforcement is important. 

That means law enforcement. It 
means getting the Department of Jus-
tice involved holding bad actors ac-
countable. But I think you have more 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 04:25 Jul 17, 2018 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00053 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K16JY7.094 H16JYPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

B
B

X
C

H
B

2P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6250 July 16, 2018 
ability to do that and more leverage if 
you partner with the E.U., you partner 
with Japan, you partner with our other 
allies to do that. We simply haven’t 
done that. 

I think, again, going at it alone is 
not the right approach to take. 

Are there things we ought to be 
working on to change? 

Of course. There are rules we should 
change. We should engage on a number 
of these issues. We should hold a num-
ber of the bad actors accountable. But 
disengaging, putting up tariffs, and 
putting up barriers are the frustrating 
parts to me because I have not seen 
what is the ultimate goal with this 
strategy. 

What is the endgame? 
How do we land this plane eventu-

ally? 
That is what is frustrating to me. 

What I try to explain to my farmers 
and my manufacturers in the district 
is: How does this all end? 

I have worked with the White House 
on a number of issues and been a 
strong ally with them, but there is 
clearly a division in the White House. 
You have the protectionist wing and 
you have the free-trader wing. 

b 2000 

There are many good people who 
have talked about the importance of 
free trade—Secretary Perdue, Ambas-
sador Branstad to China, Secretary 
Mnuchin, Larry Kudlow—people who 
support the free enterprise system, 
support trade. Gary Cohn was in that 
group. 

On the other side, you have the more 
protectionist wing. Again, from them, 
we have not seen how this all ends, giv-
ing us some confidence this is going to 
work out. That is the frustrating part, 
again, for our constituency and my 
farmers and manufacturers moving for-
ward. 

We have talked a lot about China and 
what they have engaged in and what 
they have done, whether, again, it is 
forced technology transfers. In a lot of 
ways, what they do with American 
companies that come over there or for-
eign companies is a form of extortion: 
Give us your technology, make us a 
part of it, and then we will let you 
come into the country. 

Well, we ought to be stronger in 
going after them. There are mecha-
nisms and ways, and there are success 
stories in doing that. But we pulled out 
of TPP, and that is something the 
President ran on. 

But what has happened since we 
pulled out of TPP? All those other 
countries have gravitated towards 
China, Southeast Asia. They have 
gravitated towards them without us. 
So we are left out, being on our own. I 
don’t think that is good, long term, 
when we need marketplaces and we 
need customers to engage with. 

Being isolated is not the right ap-
proach to take on this. We need to, 
again, engage the White House and par-
ticularly try to understand the path we 

are on and the end game here moving 
forward. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, my friend 
from Illinois mentioned enforcement. I 
was looking in the archives this week 
when I was thinking about China, and 
I found an article that I wrote back in 
1996 as a private citizen about the Clin-
ton administration’s China policy. 

The paragraph on China and trade 
reads like this: 

China, as a world power, for her part, must 
recognize that bilateral and multilateral 
treaties are to be enforced. Lack of compli-
ance with international treaty obligations 
must produce a known and delivered set of 
sanctions by the world community. China 
must clearly understand the consequences of 
noncompliance. 

I would argue so strongly about the 
gentleman’s point that have we—when 
I say ‘‘we,’’ I mean the United States, 
in the past two decades, the European 
Union as an entity and others—have we 
done a good job at enforcing those 
norms and those treaty provisions and 
those basic tenets of being a WTO 
member aggressively and collectively 
against China? I would argue we have a 
mixed record at best. But I think the 
gentleman makes a very good point 
about enforcement. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. DAVIDSON). 

Mr. DAVIDSON. Mr. Speaker, I think 
we have made great progress towards 
that end in uniting on trying to take a 
difference course of action. Just re-
cently, we passed updated export con-
trols and CFIUS regulation to try to 
give more tools to the kit bag. 

Who is going to execute this? The ex-
ecutive branch. But the legislative 
branch passed the law, the House, the 
Senate. We are working to get the final 
package to agree on language—not just 
against China, but anybody who would 
steal our intellectual property, any-
body who would take targeted action 
to harm our economy or put their citi-
zens in a position to do that harm—and 
also try to strike the balance. 

Here is the thing. We can have per-
fect security for America’s intellectual 
property by exporting zero of it, but we 
can’t do that. What we have to do is 
find a balance that says: We want you 
to innovate in the United States of 
America; we want the ideas to continue 
to originate here; we want the capital 
to be invested here to create those 
great ideas; but we do want to have 
some concern. 

You mentioned the Clinton adminis-
tration. One of the first actions Bill 
Clinton took as President was to move 
release authority for sensitive informa-
tion from the Department of Defense 
into the Department of Commerce. 

And what happened? 
Swiftly, Hughes worked with China 

to be able to help send them launch ve-
hicles off of one rocket. One rocket 
went up into the air, multiple low- 
Earth orbit satellites went around, pre-
cisely positioned in orbit around the 
Earth. The down side is that is the 
exact same technology that can be 

used to send warheads to multiple cit-
ies after one launch vehicle penetrates 
U.S. airspace. This is dangerous tech-
nology in the wrong hands. 

So we have to find a way to review 
those things and keep America safe, 
but we also have to find a way to have 
the ideas and the intellectual property 
initiate here. 

We can’t shut down all these in the 
name of national security. We cer-
tainly don’t want to shut down the pro-
duction of luxury automobiles. But we 
might want to restrict the trade there. 

China is actually targeting our entre-
preneurs. We have some of the best 
education in the world, and the world 
comes here to become well-educated. 
Over 50 percent of our graduate and 
postgraduate students are not native- 
born Americans. 

We allow, frankly, most of the world 
to come here to get educated. Unfortu-
nately, we don’t retain enough of that 
talent. So we send many of those peo-
ple out of here with those skills that 
can be put to work in our marketplace. 

But in the process, Chinese capital 
sometimes and, frankly, other foreign 
nationals are getting into venture cap-
ital. They are on our campuses. They 
are recruiting our talented people. 
They also are looking to buy our inno-
vative ideas for dual use, but some-
times only to advance their own tech-
nology. 

The challenge today is that China 
has had this mixed blend of aggressive 
behavior towards us. They have also 
seen the benefits of trade. They have 
seen the benefits of the flow of goods, 
services, capital, and, in some cases, 
people, and they have brought those to 
bear to benefit their own economy. 

Today, nearly a third of initial public 
offerings are taking place in China. 
This is a challenge. And I would say we 
are better off finding a way to compete 
in the marketplace than as I thought I 
would as a soldier, which I never 
thought I would go to China without 
body armor and a rucksack full of 
ammo and night vision goggles and 
whatnot. I would rather trade with 
them. 

I hope we can stay on friendly terms 
with them. I hope we can get on friend-
ly terms with Russia, when it is pos-
sible. As much as it depends on us, we 
should live at peace with everyone. 

But we do have to trade. We do have 
to enforce the rules. We do need law 
and order. We have made many of these 
commitments, including commitments 
in the WTO. We should insist that 
China live up to their obligation and 
become a market-oriented economy. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, I am con-
cerned about the steel and aluminum 
tariffs across the board. I have raised 
that issue before I was joined by many 
Members of the Congress on that issue 
because I felt like it came out of the 
blue to Members of Congress engaged 
in trade policy, whether on the House 
Financial Services Committee or on 
the House Ways and Means Committee, 
and that it was sweeping in its nature. 
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It has produced the challenge you 
talked about that 20,000 American busi-
nesses are trying to seek an exclusion 
from that. 

I have several in my district, Mr. 
Speaker, who make the steel belts and 
steel-belted radial tires who are hurt-
ing. These are companies in Arkansas 
that use a steel rod that is not made in 
America, Mr. Speaker, and that is spun 
into the steel belt that is sold to the 
tire manufacturing industry. They are 
being hurt by this kind of across-the- 
board steel and aluminum tariff. 

If we are concerned about a good, 
healthy aluminum industry for na-
tional security purposes and a good, 
healthy steel industry for national se-
curity purposes, then we ought to go 
after, directly, the world’s largest 
dumper of steel and aluminum, which 
is China and their state-owned enter-
prise sector with their subsidies, and 
not sweep up everyone engaged in that 
intermediate goods manufacturing in 
America, not penalize our partners in 
Europe who share that concern with us, 
who could help us go after that. 

Ambassador Lighthizer made a com-
ment. He said: Well, one of the key rea-
sons for going across the board like 
that was the risk of transshipment 
risk, in other words, violating the rules 
of origin, passing Chinese subsidized or 
dumped steel through a third country 
into the U.S., like Mexico, for example, 
or Canada, for example, just to name 
two possibilities. 

That got me thinking: Well, surely— 
back on my friend from Illinois’ com-
ment about enforcement—there is a 
more elegant way to tackle what is 
really a regulatory issue, a trans-
shipment risk, rule of origin risk. Why 
don’t we see what others are doing? 

So I looked at Canada. Just in March 
of this year, Mr. Speaker, the Cana-
dians put in place a whole new regu-
latory regime working with the Ameri-
cans to block rules of origin changes or 
transshipments of Chinese steel or alu-
minum through Canada. And, likewise, 
we have worked with the EU; and the 
OECD has their own steel committee 
that works to, on a regular basis, block 
that kind of work. 

So I just wonder, if we had consulted 
and worked together, perhaps we could 
have taken a more sophisticated route 
at stopping steel and aluminum dump-
ing that is damaging our American in-
dustry. We do need a protective steel 
and aluminum industry in this coun-
try, no doubt. 

We also have good friends like Can-
ada, good allies who produce it, but 
that is not to say that we don’t want to 
have a vibrant industry here. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. LAHOOD). 

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, on the 
national security issue and premising 
much of this on national security, I 
didn’t serve in the military, but na-
tional security is not something that 
should be used lightly. So when I saw 
that being used by this administration, 
I went to the experts and talked to peo-

ple in our military. I think we saw 
early on that General Mattis was inter-
viewed. He didn’t think very highly 
that this was a national security risk. 

Talk to any of our top brass in the 
military and I don’t think you will find 
anybody that supports this. I don’t 
think you have seen anybody in the ad-
ministration from the military that 
has come out to support this as a na-
tional security threat, because it is 
not, in my view. I think it is a faulty 
premise to go forth on this. I think, 
eventually, when it gets to the WTO, I 
don’t think it is going to stand up. 

I think that, again, gets back to our 
credibility in going about this. We have 
got to be very careful when we put our 
prestige of the United States out there 
and rely on national security when you 
can’t even find our own defense appa-
ratus and our security folks out there 
who think this is a proper basis to do 
this. 

So that concerns me, moving for-
ward, and I think, again, puts us in a 
tough position, again, being more iso-
lated and not having other like-minded 
allies to help us. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. DAVIDSON). 

Mr. DAVIDSON. Mr. Speaker, prior 
to being here, I worked in the manufac-
turing sector. I worked in metal stamp-
ing. 

One of the challenges, as Mr. HILL 
highlighted, is the tariffs are only on 
the commodity. Frankly, they are 
blunt force. They are all steel, all alu-
minum. 

The reality is some grades of steel, 
some grades of aluminum are com-
modity. Beverage cans, for example, 
are a commodity. We make it in the 
U.S.; they make it in Canada. Every-
where they consume lots of beverages, 
there is a significant ability to produce 
this grade of aluminum. 

So the idea that we would target that 
isn’t necessarily changing our market, 
but where it is, there are things like 
the grades of rod that your tire manu-
facturers are or a similar rod for weld-
ing wire. Welding wire is highly auto-
mated. 

So we have got domestic welding 
wire manufacturers who already 
weren’t the lowest cost provider. 
China, India, South Korea all heavily 
subsidize their welding wire manufac-
turers. Having domestic welding wire 
manufacturers probably is a national 
security issue. 

We want the base rod to be made in 
the U.S. Some of those grades aren’t. 
But soon, if we don’t get exclusions to 
our domestic welding wire manufactur-
ers, we won’t have the manufacturer of 
welding wire either. 

Meanwhile, their cost for the steel 
has gone up by 25 percent or more be-
cause of the tariffs and they are losing 
market share. They don’t have a year 
or 2 to wait for the exclusions review. 
They are losing business now. And the 
size they are could kill their compa-
nies. 

Some of these companies are big 
enough to just shift production off-

shore, as we have seen other people do, 
but some of the smaller companies 
don’t have that option. They will live 
or die on whether or not they can get 
a government-mandated exclusion to a 
government-created problem that re-
stricts their ability to buy the alu-
minum. 

So we either have to put tariffs on 
the secondary goods—so you can see 
where this goes—and then they will put 
tariffs on the secondary goods, or we 
have to find a way where we say it is a 
national security issue for us to get 
this capability in the U.S. We want 
that capability, but we have to go 
about it the other way. 

I believe passionately that it is the 
sanctions. As you alluded to your own 
articles in the sixties, you have to take 
sanctions action. 

When you talk about how you deal 
with transshipments, we already deal 
with transshipments for national secu-
rity purposes. And it is targeted. 

The sanctions protocol offers a path 
forward. I hope we can engage on that. 
I hope we can pass the Global Trade 
Accountability Act to provide a check, 
and I hope that more of our colleagues 
will engage in this sort of discussion. I 
hope colleagues across the aisle can en-
gage in it, not necessarily to be an at-
tack on our President or our policies, 
but as a gateway to support economic 
liberty that has indeed made America 
the land of opportunity. 

b 2015 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 
the time of my colleagues tonight on 
the floor. We have worked hard tonight 
to talk about how do we have a more 
constructive partnership between the 
executive branch and the legislative 
branch like we do in designing eco-
nomic policy, tax policy, regulatory re-
form policy, like this excellent descrip-
tion that Mr. DAVIDSON gave of how we 
created a modernized CFIUS approach 
for reviewing investments into the 
United States. 

We had full engagement with General 
Mattis at the Pentagon, Secretary 
Mnuchin at the Treasury Department, 
Secretary Ross at the Commerce De-
partment, and the White House, with 
Senator CORNYN in the United States 
Senate, ANDY BARR, ROBERT PITTENGER 
here in the House working to create a 
collaborative approach regarding how 
to have a great national security pol-
icy for investment in the U.S. 

I think we have all argued here to-
night that, with our Article I engage-
ment in the House Financial Services 
Committee, the House Ways and Means 
Committee, we want to be a construc-
tive partner on accomplishing the 
President’s objective, which is fair and 
reciprocal trade, first and foremost, 
with China, and to finally break this 
cycle we have talked about tonight of 
inadequacy, of holding them to ac-
count, making progress, enforcing 
their rules of the road under WTO, all 
with a heart toward helping our con-
sumers, having more choice, more free 
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trade, more opportunity to expand our 
economy, not contract, as we get into 
a downward spiral on a tariff-only 
strategy. 

Mr. Speaker, we want to work suc-
cessfully with this administration on a 
new and modern NAFTA and with a 
successful set of trading arrangements 
with our friends in Europe and in Asia. 

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

f 

HIGH STAKES ON THE HIGH 
COURT: JUSTICE HANGING IN 
THE BALANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
ESTES of Kansas). Under the Speaker’s 
announced policy of January 3, 2017, 
the gentlewoman from New York (Ms. 
CLARKE) is recognized for 60 minutes as 
the designee of the minority leader. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Ms. CLARKE of New York. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days in which to revise and extend 
their remarks and include any extra-
neous material on the subject of this 
Special Order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Ms. CLARKE of New York. Mr. 

Speaker, it is with great honor that I 
rise today to anchor this CBC Special 
Order hour. I would like to thank our 
Congressional Black Caucus chairman, 
Representative CEDRIC RICHMOND of 
Louisiana, for his leadership in this ef-
fort. 

For the next hour, we have an oppor-
tunity to speak directly to the Amer-
ican people about issues of great im-
portance to the Congressional Black 
Caucus and the 78 million constituents 
we represent. Tonight’s Special Order 
hour theme is High Stakes on the High 
Court: Justice Hanging in the Balance. 

As one-fourth of the Democratic Cau-
cus, we are emphatic in our opposition 
of Donald Trump’s USA Supreme Court 
nominee, Brett Kavanaugh. 

During the 2016 election, a then-can-
didate Trump, in his sole attempt to 
appeal to African American voters, 
asked: ‘‘What do you have to lose?’’ 

Well, it turns out, my fellow Ameri-
cans, we have so much to lose. In fact, 
we have lost already under Donald 
Trump. 

Every time Donald Trump and the 
congressional Republicans undermine 
and sabotage healthcare, Black and 
Brown folks lose. 

When congressional Republicans and 
Donald Trump give their billionaire do-
nors and the wealthiest 1 percent of 
Americans such a massive tax cut and 
then raise taxes on low and middle 
class families, working class families, 
Black and Brown folks, lose. 

When Donald Trump threatened tem-
porary protected status, TPS, Black 
and Brown folks lost. 

And with the recent announcement 
of Brett Kavanaugh as the President’s 

nominee, Black and Brown folks now 
have even more to lose. 

The stakes have never been higher. 
For nearly eight decades, African 
Americans have arduously, through 
generations of sacrifice and protest, 
successfully fought to secure historic 
legal victories that have significantly 
bent the moral arc of the universe to-
wards justice. Republicans want to de-
stroy a generation of progress for civil 
rights, women’s rights, LGBTQ rights, 
workers’ rights, and healthcare. 

Brett Kavanaugh’s nomination so-
lidifies the Republican agenda to roll 
back major social legislative victories 
that would impede our advancements 
in social justice. With the nomination 
of Brett Kavanaugh, we are looking at 
the most conservative Supreme Court 
in over 75 years. Everything we hold 
dear as American ideals—our freedom, 
our tolerance, our values and progress 
in improving the human condition in 
our Nation—are at risk. 

We know Brett Kavanaugh has a 
record of ruling against affordable 
healthcare and women’s rights, but 
what is even more troubling is how his 
record on racial issues have flown 
under the radar. 

We cannot consider a Supreme Court 
Justice without analyzing their views 
on such issues as voting and workforce 
rights that will have an overwhelming 
effect on the life and liberty of all peo-
ple of color. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia, 
ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON, the chair-
woman of the judicial task force of the 
Congressional Black Caucus, whom it 
is now my honor and privilege to 
present and who has an extraordinary 
record of legal acumen and has been an 
outspoken advocate for criminal jus-
tice reform, social justice, and has been 
scrutinizing judicial nominations so 
that we can provide for the American 
people an analysis of what we have to 
lose. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my good friend from New York, and I 
particularly thank her for her very co-
gent remarks and wish to associate 
myself with those remarks in every 
sense of the word; and I say so to the 
good lady from the State of New York 
as the leader of the CBC task force on 
Federal court nominations, including 
the Supreme Court nomination, where 
I have had the opportunity to look 
deeply at the decisions of this nominee 
now serving on the court of appeals, as 
it turns out, for the District of Colum-
bia, Brett Kavanaugh. 

I think the gentlewoman’s remarks 
are telling in their understanding of 
the extreme damage he would do—and 
I must add not only to African Ameri-
cans, but to the rule of law as we have 
known it. 

I rise to indicate that the Congres-
sional Black Caucus stands in strong 
opposition to the nomination of Judge 
Brett Kavanaugh, and we will be doing 
all we can to keep that nomination 
from proceeding to the floor of the Sen-

ate. We do have two members of the 
Congressional Black Caucus on the Ju-
diciary Committee in the Senate, and 
we are working closely with them as 
well. 

We in the Congressional Black Cau-
cus are not the only Members of Con-
gress opposed to this nomination, but 
we represent those Americans who 
have been disproportionately depend-
ent on a fair Supreme Court. African 
Americans have always been a minor-
ity group in our country. For that rea-
son, from slavery on to the days of dis-
crimination in the 19th and 20th cen-
turies, the African American commu-
nity has been particularly dependent 
on the courts of the United States to 
protect them from unequal treatment 
by the majority. 

We have had every reason to know 
that, if we are in the hands of the par-
tisan majority, given 400 years of his-
tory, we have no protection. African 
Americans are disproportionately de-
pendent on an objective Supreme 
Court. Now, that doesn’t mean a Su-
preme Court of our choosing, but a Su-
preme Court that is open to all points 
of view and capable of seeing beyond 
partisanship. 

Brett Kavanaugh is not that nomi-
nee. We know so because he has per-
haps the longest record of opinions of 
names submitted to Republicans for re-
view. 

The D.C. circuit, which is the federal 
Court of Appeals for the District of Co-
lumbia, which happens to be my dis-
trict, has been a circuit where 
Kavanaugh has been very mindful of 
the Supreme Court. I say that because 
he has so often written in dissent from 
his own colleagues on a Republican 
Court that it has been as if he were try-
ing to write his way onto the Supreme 
Court. 

Remember Kavanaugh’s background. 
He started his career as a political op-
erative in the Bush administration, 
and he has brought that extreme part-
nership, as a political operative, 
straight into the D.C. circuit. 

We are not asking the Senate for a 
nominee of the kind we would have 
chosen. That is not our demand. But 
because this is the most partisan Con-
gress since the Civil War, I believe we 
are within our rights in asking for a 
Court that would be a stabilizing influ-
ence so the American people could see 
that not all is lost because there is an 
objective actor on the scene, and that 
actor is the Supreme Court of the 
United States. 

It is that Court which has protected 
us, we who are African Americans, 
from unequal treatment ever since 
Brown v. Board of Education in 1954. 
That does not mean that African 
Americans have always won at the Su-
preme Court level, but they have al-
ways had reason to believe that there 
was a court of last resort that would be 
open to them. 

We no longer would have that sense 
of openness to their views if Brett 
Kavanaugh becomes the nominee put 
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