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In closing, I want to mention that a 

lot of times people come up to me— 
maybe not every day but several times 
a week. Some are Democrat, some are 
Republican, some are Independent, 
some are probably not even registered 
to vote. They say: I fear for the future 
of our country. I don’t think it has ever 
been this bad before. We have never 
seen it this bad before. 

I remind them of the words from 
Harry Truman, who once served in this 
body as a Senator from Missouri, later 
as Vice President, and then as Presi-
dent of our country. Harry Truman 
used to say: ‘‘The only thing new in the 
world is the history you do not know.’’ 
Think about that, the only thing new 
in the world is the history we forgot or 
never learned. 

My sister and I grew up in the town 
of Danville, VA, right on the North 
Carolina border, the last capital of the 
confederacy. A lot of people think the 
last capital of the confederacy was 
Richmond, VA, but it wasn’t. Jefferson 
Davis and those closest to him got out 
of Richmond, headed south, and ended 
up in Danville. That is where my sister 
and I grew up, and we saw prejudice 
and discrimination as little kids up 
close and personal. I will never forget 
it. There are some people in Danville 
still fighting the Civil War 150 years 
afterwards, at least in their minds. 

During the Civil War, 800,000 men 
were killed on both sides, and hundreds 
of thousands of men, women, and chil-
dren were wounded, crippled. When the 
war was over, what happened? When 
the war was over, our President was as-
sassinated. His successor, Andrew 
Johnson, the Senator from Tennessee, 
who also served here, was impeached. 

Somehow, we got through the Civil 
War, with the assassination of a Presi-
dent and the impeachment of a Presi-
dent, and we made it to the 20th cen-
tury—just in time to fight not one but 
two World Wars. We won them, led the 
world and our allies to victory in the 
Cold War, and led the world out of the 
Great Depression. 

Then, when the Sun came up on the 
21st century, on January 1, 2001, here is 
where America was as a nation: We had 
the strongest economy on Earth, and 
we had the most productive workforce 
on Earth. For the first time since 1968, 
we actually had a balanced budget—not 
just one, not two, not three but four 
balanced budgets—the last 4 years of 
the Clinton Presidency. While we had a 
Democratic President and administra-
tion, we had a Republican Congress. If 
I am not mistaken, the chairman of the 
House Budget Committee was very 
much involved in the balanced budgets, 
a Republican from Ohio, our friend 
John Kasich, former Congressman, now 
Governor of Ohio. 

So we had the strongest economy and 
the most productive workforce, four 
balanced budgets in a row, and, on Jan-
uary 1, 2001, we were the most admired 
Nation on Earth, and we had the 
strongest force for justice on Earth. 
That is where we were, after all the bad 

stuff and all those challenges of 150 
years, beginning with and following the 
Civil War. 

If we can get through all that, we can 
get through this. In the words of Jef-
ferson, if the American people know 
the truth, we will not make a mistake. 
That is what Bob Mueller and his folks 
are trying to get to, and it is impor-
tant that they succeed. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. RUBIO. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CHINA 
Mr. RUBIO. Madam President, there 

has been a lot of coverage over the last 
couple of months and years really—but 
certainly in the last few days—about 
the topic of China, ZTE, and trade. I 
have had a lot of questions about it, 
both in the hallways from the press 
and constituents back home and even 
from family and friends who have in-
quired what all the ruckus is about. I 
thought this was a good opportunity to 
lay out for my constituents and broad-
ly for the American people what is at 
stake. 

The first thing I would encourage ev-
eryone to do is to separate the two 
issues, the issue of trade with China 
and the issue of a specific company 
called ZTE, which is a phone com-
pany—a telecommunications company 
in the cell industry based in China. 
They were the fourth largest cell phone 
company in America, up until very re-
cently when they struggled to stay in 
business. We will talk about that in a 
moment, but let’s talk about those two 
things separately. They are not nec-
essarily interrelated. 

On the broader topic of trade and 
China, the United States has an enor-
mous imbalance in trade—as we do 
with other countries but none like we 
do in China. A trade imbalance, by the 
way, in and of itself, is not problem-
atic. It really depends on what has 
caused it, but the trade imbalance with 
China is problematic because of how it 
has happened. 

China was basically poor, under-
developed, under a Communist dicta-
torship, and decided it wanted to open 
up to the world and become more eco-
nomically prosperous many years ago. 

The deal the world made with China 
is, we are going to help you develop 
economically. You are going to open 
up. We are going to help you invest. We 
are going to help you create oppor-
tunity. We are going to let your com-
panies invest in our economies. 

There are rules in the world for 
trade. There are things that are al-
lowed and things that are not allowed. 
For example, you are not allowed to 
steal another company’s secrets. If an-
other company has figured out how to 
make something, that is proprietary. 

They own it, they developed it, they 
spent money creating it, and you are 
not allowed to go there and steal that 
from them and start making it your-
self. 

You can’t have rules that say your 
companies cannot sell in my country, 
but our country can do whatever we 
want in your country. There are rules. 
China has never played by those rules, 
and everybody knew it. Nobody dis-
puted it. Administrations from both 
parties, the consensus politically in 
America was go ahead. Let’s let China 
cheat. Let them keep stealing things 
because once China becomes richer and 
more prosperous, they will stop doing 
that stuff. As soon as China’s economy 
grows big enough, not only will they 
stop doing all that, but they will be-
come a democracy. 

Everyone who said that was wrong. 
That is not what has happened. They 
are less Democratic, less open today 
than they used to be, and they are no 
longer just stealing little secrets to be 
in the same ballpark. They are stealing 
$600 billion a year of intellectual prop-
erty. Six hundred billion dollars a year 
is equivalent to what we spend on the 
U.S. military. They are stealing the 
equivalent of that every single year. 

How do they do it? First of all, just 
straight-out espionage. Time and 
again, they hack computers, they hack 
emails. They have spies embedded in-
side companies. They straight-out steal 
it through espionage. 

The second thing they do to protect 
their industries and grow at our ex-
pense is, they don’t allow many of our 
companies to do business in China— 
huge market. Their companies get to 
do business here, but they don’t allow 
our companies to do business there— 
some companies. 

They do allow other companies to do 
business in China, but here is the deal. 
If you do business in China, it has to be 
a joint venture with a Chinese com-
pany—51 percent Chinese, 49 percent 
American company. On top of that, 
there is another catch. If you want to 
do business in China with a Chinese 
company, you have to transfer your 
technology to them. If you want to 
build turbines, we will let you build 
turbines in China, but you have to 
transfer to us the technology of how 
you do it. 

Do you know why they do that? Be-
cause once they figure out how to do it 
themselves, they don’t need their 
American partner anymore. They kick 
you out, and now they are your com-
petitor and may even put you out of 
business. That has happened many 
times. If they don’t achieve it by forc-
ing you to transfer, then they straight- 
out steal it from you. 

They also buy up small companies. 
We have a law here that is called 
CFIUS process. When a foreign com-
pany, especially from a country like 
China, is buying in a key industry, it 
undergoes this review to make sure it 
is not a deal where they could be tak-
ing secrets that are tied to national se-
curity. 
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They figured it out. They are just 

buying small American companies, a 
bunch of them, in many cases, that are 
under the level that we look at, these 
subcontractors, and finding their way 
in that way. 

Suffice it to say that we have a very 
serious imbalance with China, but the 
imbalance is not the dollars. The im-
balance is in the structure of trade be-
tween China and the United States. 
That is why we don’t need a short-term 
trade deal. This is not about saying: 
All right. Go ahead and buy more of 
our agriculture. You guys go buy more 
of the stuff you were going to buy more 
of anyway because you need to. In ex-
change, you get to keep doing what 
you are doing now, and there will not 
be any tariffs. 

That is a short-term deal. It might be 
a good headline. You can claim that 
you won, but in the end, it doesn’t do 
anything to change it. In fact, it leaves 
us worse off. You might as well have 
not even gotten into this in the first 
place. You have actually strengthened 
them even more. 

Let me tell you how they win this 
fight. They go to all those American 
multinational corporations, many of 
whom are just interested in how their 
stock is performing from quarter to 
quarter, and say to them: Lobby your 
Congressman, lobby your Senator, 
lobby the White House, and convince 
them to drop all of this. 

They do it because what these com-
panies want is to have access to the 1.3 
billion people. They don’t care if they 
are only 49 percent of the company in 
China. They don’t care if they are 
stealing their intellectual property. By 
the time that matters, the CEO and the 
people making that decision will be 
long ago retired, with a huge golden 
parachute bonus because they delivered 
a bunch of quarters of earnings. That is 
so shortsighted. 

They may not care about it, but 
those of us who work here have to be-
cause we do not want to live in a world 
where China dominates industry, not 
because they outinnovated us or 
worked harder, but because they stole 
it from us. 

By the way, the Chinese have figured 
all of this out. They have figured out 
exactly how to get things done in 
American politics. They don’t lobby 
the government. They lobby the busi-
ness sector. Then, all these large cor-
porations go marching onto Capitol 
Hill and into the White House and 
scream and plead to drop all this. Of 
course they do because they are going 
to make a lot of money in China over 
the next 5 or 6 years. 

A lot of these companies are one day 
going to be out of business. It is short- 
term thinking. Their obligations are to 
their shareholders. Their shareholders 
are not all Americans. Our obligations 
are to the American people and Amer-
ica’s future. 

This is disastrous. We need a struc-
tural rebalance, not just a dollar rebal-
ance. China is not a developing coun-

try. It is the second largest economy in 
the world. It will soon be the largest 
economy in the world. Yet we continue 
to let them cheat and steal. That is the 
trade issue. 

ZTE is something completely dif-
ferent—related but completely dif-
ferent. Let me tell you about ZTE. ZTE 
broke the law. ZTE sold goods and 
services to Iran and to North Korea. 
They violated sanctions. They tried to 
cover it up, and they got caught. When 
they got caught, they got hit with a 
fine and were told they need to fire the 
people who tried to cover it up and the 
people who did this. They paid the fine, 
but they did not fire the people who did 
this. Do you know what they did in-
stead? They gave them bonuses, and 
they tried to cover that up. 

The Commerce Department said: 
Fine. We caught you. We made a deal 
with you. You broke that deal. Now the 
penalty is, you cannot buy American 
semiconductors. That was the penalty. 
We are not going to sell you any more 
semiconductors for 7 years. ZTE says it 
is going to put them out of business be-
cause they do depend on us for semi-
conductors. 

Now we are reading there is a new 
deal in place, potentially. The new deal 
is not official, but I have read it, and it 
has been reported. The new deal is this. 
We are going to let you stay in busi-
ness. Pay a fine, $1 billion or this 
morning I heard $1.3 billion, and $1.3 
billion is nothing for a company 
backed by the Government of China. 
The Chinese Government will pay it for 
them. Are you kidding me? Only $1.3 
billion to continue to stay in business 
and one day replace America in tele-
communications? That is nothing. 

The other sanction—guess what it is. 
We are going to force you to buy more 
things from America. 

That is not a punishment. That is a 
reward. That is exactly what they 
want. That was the sanction. The sanc-
tion was they couldn’t buy more from 
us because they can’t stay in business 
unless they buy from us. The punish-
ment is going to be, instead of pun-
ishing you by denying you semiconduc-
tors, we are going to really punish you 
by forcing you to buy more semi-
conductors from America. 

They were going to do that anyway. 
That is a reward, not a punishment. 
That is a terrible deal. Some people say 
that is a deal that is tied into the 
broader trade deal, another terrible 
deal. 

If I were China, I would give us any-
thing we want on ZTE in exchange for 
being able to continue to undermine 
the American economy, but it goes 
deeper than that. Here is the other 
problem with ZTE. If it is just one 
company, it is one thing. China intends 
to dominate the world in the key tech-
nologies of the 21st century—aero-
space, biotech, quantum computing, ar-
tificial intelligence, 5G, and tele-
communications. They are going to 
dominate the world. 

Do you know why I know that? It 
isn’t because I read some fancy article. 

It isn’t because I am on the Intel Com-
mittee. It isn’t because of a hearing. It 
isn’t because of a meeting. Do you 
know how I know that? Because China 
says it. They have a plan called China 
2025, Made in China 2025. 

Here is what the plan basically 
means. By the year 2025, China will be 
the dominant country in the world in 
these 10 to 12 industries, which happen 
to be the 10 to 12 industries that are 
going to determine the fate of the 21st 
century. Biotech basically means ge-
netic medicine, the ability to cure dis-
eases like Alzheimer’s disease and oth-
ers that are going to be a plague on the 
world in the years to come. Aerospace 
means technology for space. It also 
means aircraft and the like. They don’t 
intend to be competitive in those 
fields. They intend to dominate those 
fields. 

You may say: Well, what is wrong 
with that? Countries can want to domi-
nate fields. It is fine. 

If you are going to become the domi-
nant power in the world in these key 
technologies, you have every right to 
do so but not by breaking the rules. 
That is how they are doing it. 

What is China doing in order to domi-
nate the world in 2025? To their credit, 
they invest a lot of money in research 
and development. They also invest a 
lot of money in stealing whatever we 
have already done. Think about it. 
America invests taxpayer money. We 
innovate something. We innovate it. 
After we spend all of your money inno-
vating these things, they take it from 
us and steal it. It costs them nothing 
to start out exactly where we are after 
years and years of work. 

Think about that for a moment. That 
is an enormous competitive advantage. 
They have free research funding by the 
American taxpayer. They steal it. 

What else do they do? They do other 
things. How do they steal it, you may 
ask. One of the ways they steal it is 
through telecommunications. They are 
trying to embed themselves in our tele-
communications system. Here is how. 
They know, for example, the U.S. Gov-
ernment or a defense contractor are 
not going to buy a ZTE phone, but they 
have a solution for that. The solution 
is, they sell the ZTE phone, the exact 
same phone with the exact same com-
ponents inside of it—the things they 
can turn on and off to listen to us or 
take emails or documents or whatever 
they need, and they sell the exact same 
phone to an American telecommuni-
cations provider. The American tele-
communications provider puts their 
sticker on it so you think you are buy-
ing not a ZTE phone but a phone that 
belongs to an American company, and 
they sell it—it is called white label-
ing—or a router. Huawei has a router. 
The Department of Defense or the gov-
ernment is not going to put a Huawei 
router in a sensitive place. That is fine. 
They will sell it to an American com-
pany. That company will take off 
Huawei and put on their sticker, and 
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you have a router controlled by a Chi-
nese company that is beholden to Chi-
nese intelligence. Even if they wanted 
to not cooperate, they don’t have a 
choice. 

When they tell them, we want you to 
go into that router and get the secrets 
of this company or the secrets of the 
U.S. Government, not only do they 
have to do it, they will do it, especially 
if it is in telecommunications. That is 
happening right now. They embed 
themselves in our telecommunications 
system that way through white label-
ing. 

The other thing they do is they use 
their American subcontracting unit. 
Again, they know no one is going to 
hire them to build a military base and 
put the wire in it. You hire an Amer-
ican company. That is the prime con-
tractor. They come in as a subcon-
tractor to the prime contractor, and 
they are the ones doing the work. We 
think we hired an American company, 
but the work is being done by a subcon-
tractor controlled by ZTE or Huawei or 
any of these other companies. That is 
another way they do it. 

I am telling you, we are going to 
wake up one day and realize that in our 
own country, embedded in our tele-
communications system—in our cable, 
in our routers, in our internet—are a 
bunch of component pieces that not 
only leave vulnerable our Department 
of Defense but our business commu-
nity. To what? To stealing corporate 
secrets and commercial secrets that 
allow them to take the research Amer-
ica has done and use it as their start-
ing point free of cost. This is not fan-
tastic. This is why people are so fired 
up about ZTE. This is not a game. 

Somebody just sent me an article a 
few minutes ago. I don’t know which 
one of the publications it was. It was 
talking about me and taking on the 
President on ZTE. This is not a polit-
ical game. It has nothing to do with 
that. This is not about politics. Do we 
not understand where we are headed? 
You have a country that is actively 
saying we are going to displace you. We 
are going to be the most powerful 
country in the world, and we are going 
to do that at your expense. We are here 
talking about all kinds of other crazy 
things or political reporters cover this 
through a political lens. This is not a 
game. 

Do you know why China wins these 
negotiations? Because they don’t play 
these games. They know what this is 
about. They have a 10-year plan, a 20- 
year plan, a 50-year plan. We can’t even 
think 48 hours ahead. Everything here 
is about a political issue. It is not a 
game. Whether you want to believe it 
or not, every single one of us was elect-
ed. We participated in politics. I think 
most of us, if not all of us, do not want 
to live in a world in 10, 15, 20 years on 
our watch, where some other country 
now dominates the world at our ex-
pense, where we now work for them, we 
now are beholden to them for every-
thing from medicines to technologies, 

and we were here when it happened and 
didn’t do anything about it because we 
were loyal to our party or because we 
were too busy focused on—well, just 
turn on the news when we have a mas-
sive threat before us. 

By the way, this is the stuff histo-
rians write about. A hundred years 
from now, we will all look like fools be-
cause, if you are just watching this on 
an hour-by-hour basis, it is not a big 
story. Yet, 100 years from now, when 
someone writes the history of the 21st 
century and we have let this happen, 
they are going to write about us. They 
are going to say that we were fiddling 
while Rome was burning, that we were 
allowing the Chinese to take over the 
world at our expense and displace us 
because we were too busy doing all 
kinds of other things. 

By the way, this is not just about 
business. When you turn on some of the 
networks that cover the stock market, 
they cover this like a casino. Oh, the 
trade thing is doing better today, so 
the stocks are up or the stocks are 
down. Forget about that for a moment. 
You can make all of the profits you 
want over the next 3 to 6 months. I 
promise you, if this continues, in 10 or 
15 years, you will not be watching the 
U.S. stock market; you will be watch-
ing the Chinese market, and it will be 
determining whether our companies 
survive. It will be we on the outside, 
looking in. 

Then Americans are going to wonder: 
Why do we no longer invent great 
things? Why do we now have to do 
whatever China wants in the world in 
order to get the medicines we need to 
cure my mom or my dad’s Alzheimer’s? 

The answer will be, when they were 
displacing us, your policymakers were 
too busy arguing with each other and 
playing dumb, ridiculous games on a 
regular basis. Meanwhile, China was fo-
cused like a laser on a plan, and it exe-
cuted it. 

This is not a game. I can think of no 
more significant issue from the per-
spective of history than what is hap-
pening now. Do not misunderstand me. 
I do not come here to say that I want 
to be unnecessarily aggressive with 
China or that I want there to be a con-
frontation. China is going to be a rich 
and a powerful country, and we have no 
problem with that—we can’t have any 
problem with that—but there has to be 
a balance. It cannot be a China that is 
rich and powerful and an America that 
is weak and not prosperous. 

Those imbalances are what create 
wars. Those imbalances are what cre-
ate misery. Those imbalances are what 
destabilize the planet. That can’t be. 
We need to recalibrate this relation-
ship. It needs to be rebalanced on the 
trade side. It needs to be protective on 
our national security side. It needs to 
be equalized. If it is, China can still be 
very successful. It is going to invent 
things. It is going to create jobs. It is 
going to become more prosperous. That 
is fine. We have been doing that for 100 
years. 

Every person who is sitting in the 
Gallery, every person here in the well 
of the Senate and on the Senate floor— 
everyone you know—has a product on 
him—a phone, a belt—that has been 
made in another country. The issue is 
not that other countries make things 
and that we don’t. The issue is not 
about our dominating everything. It is 
about balance, and this is not balanced. 
This is headed for a dramatic imbal-
ance. The imbalance used to be that 
they made cheap things and sent them 
back to us so we had lower prices. That 
is what has happened for the last 30 
years. They have made cheaper T- 
shirts; they have assembled the phones 
more cheaply; and they have shipped 
them back to the United States, which 
has led to lower prices. That is not the 
imbalance I am talking about. 

The imbalance we are headed for is 
that they will control state-of-the-art 
artificial intelligence, that they will 
control state-of-the-art quantum com-
puting, which will mean that nothing 
will be encrypted anymore, which will 
mean that there will be no such thing 
as secure cars left. One day, the Presi-
dent of the United States will not be 
able to talk to his national security of-
ficials anywhere in the world without 
the Chinese hearing it. No matter what 
encryption you will put in, they will 
break it with a quantum computer. 
That is the imbalance I am talking 
about. 

The imbalance I am talking about is 
when, one day, we will have a dispute 
with China on something—on national 
security somewhere in the world—and 
it will threaten to cut off our supply of 
biomedicines. In essence, it will threat-
en the lives of Americans in their not 
getting medicine unless we cave to Chi-
na’s desires. That is the imbalance I 
am talking about. 

The imbalance I am talking about is 
one where it dominates aerospace, 
where it is the nation that controls 
satellites and satellite communication, 
where it is the nation that controls 5G. 
We are headed toward autonomous ve-
hicles. Autonomous vehicles will de-
pend on 5G technology. China will 
dominate the world in 5G, and we will 
depend on it. So we are going to build 
a fleet of autonomous trucks and au-
tonomous cars, and none of them will 
work if the Chinese decided to shut it 
down because they will dominate that 
field. That is the imbalance I am talk-
ing about. 

If this all sounds fantastic or apoca-
lyptic, look it up. Research it. I prom-
ise you that you will not find a single 
person who is versed on this topic who 
will disagree with what I am saying. 
This is the threat that we face, and we 
are not facing it squarely. 

I would advise those who cover this 
issue to stop covering it as a political 
issue. There are some things that are 
so important to this country that I 
don’t care what the politics are, and 
most of my colleagues don’t either. 
These are definitional things that will 
define the 21st century. 
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I would advise us not to cover this as 

a purely economic issue because there 
is a way to grow the trade gap in the 
short term. We can sell China a lot 
more of the things it is willing to buy 
anyway. It doesn’t intend to lead the 
world in those things in exchange for 
its dominating us in the long run. Get 
rid of the short-term thinking, and 
start thinking our competitor has a
50-, a 100-, a 20-, and a 5-year plan, and 
we don’t even know what we are going 
to be talking about next week. 

It is time to wake up to this threat 
because we have two ways forward. 
There can be a balanced relationship 
between two great powers that leads to 
a world that is stable and secure and 
prosperous or we can have an imbal-
anced world in which the rising power 
of China is at the direct expense of a 
falling status quo power in the United 
States. That instability will lead to 
conflict and a way of life for Americans 
that we will find unacceptable. Then it 
will be too late. Then we will have to 
explain, maybe, to our children and, 
most certainly, to our grandchildren 
why the America we grew up in—that 
led the world in all of the great innova-
tions and in all of the great ideas, that 
provided prosperity to millions of peo-
ple here and around the world—and the 
America they get to grow up in is a 
second-tiered power while China domi-
nates everything that matters. 

If you think that is not a big deal, 
one of the reasons democracy has 
spread across the planet is that the 
world’s most powerful country has 
been a democracy. If the world’s most 
powerful and dominant nation on 
Earth is a dictatorship—a country that 
has no respect for privacy, a country 
that has no respect for free speech, a 
country that has no respect for reli-
gious liberty of its open people, a coun-
try that has no regard for human 
rights anywhere in the world—what do 
you think the world is going to look 
like in 20 or 30 years? It is not going to 
be a better place. 

Democracy is morally superior to 
autocratic regimes. We should not be 
afraid to say that. If for no other rea-
son—if you want to put aside econom-
ics for a moment and confront it from 
that angle—we cannot allow an auto-
cratic dictatorship to dominate the 
global economy and global technology 
by stealing from us at the expense of 
the democratic order in the world. De-
mocracies are morally superior to dic-
tatorships. If we allow China to cheat 
and steal its way into dominance, there 
will be more dictatorships and fewer 
democracies on this planet, and we will 
all pay a price for that. 

I urge everyone to take this issue se-
riously. I urge the President to listen 
carefully to those in his own adminis-
tration who understand this threat for 
what it is holistically, and I urge them 
to move in a direction that recalibrates 
the structure of our relationship with 
China economically and that does not 
allow not just ZTE but numerous other 
telecom companies to continue to grow 
and spy at our expense. 

That is what I encourage them to do, 
and that is the right thing to do for the 
future of this country, not some short- 
term deal that makes us feel good and 
potentially gets a positive headline in 
the short term but what historians will 
condemn as the beginning of the end of 
America’s place in the world as its 
most influential Nation. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

JOHNSON). The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, first, I 
want to add my comments to those by 
my friend from Florida, Senator RUBIO, 
about China. 

I remember years ago, when I was 
helping to lead the opposition to Chi-
na’s admission into the World Trade 
Organization, when American CEOs 
came to this body and said one after 
another to Members of Congress that 
they wanted access to billions of Chi-
nese consumers when what they really 
wanted was access to hundreds of mil-
lions of Chinese workers. U.S. compa-
nies, as part of a business plan, consist-
ently shut down production, whether it 
was in the Florida Panhandle or wheth-
er it was in Northeast Ohio, and moved 
those productions overseas. They en-
riched that Communist government 
and gave China the wherewithal that 
Senator RUBIO talks about now. 

That is the importance of the CFIUS 
legislation we did yesterday in the 
Banking Committee that Senator 
CRAPO, Senator VAN HOLLEN, and I 
worked on. It is the importance of 
many of the issues that Senator RUBIO 
raised, so I thank my colleague from 
Florida. 

Mr. President, I rise to oppose the 
nomination of Brian Montgomery. He 
has been nominated by the President 
to serve in the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development as an 
Assistant Secretary of Housing and as 
the Federal Housing Commissioner. 

If confirmed, Mr. Montgomery would 
oversee the Federal Housing Adminis-
tration, the FHA, which insures loans 
for homeowners, multifamily rental 
buildings, and healthcare facilities 
originated by HUD-approved mortgage 
lenders; oversees HUD’s Housing Coun-
seling Program; and provides rental as-
sistance for over 1.2 million low-in-
come seniors, individuals with disabil-
ities, and families. 

We are considering this nomination 
at a time when the Nation faces all 
kinds of housing challenges. Thanks to 
a deep shortage of affordable rental 
housing—think about this—a quarter 
of all renters, of all households, are 
paying more than half of their incomes 
for housing. That means, if anything 
goes bad in their lives—if their cars 
break down on the way to work or if 

their children are sick, and they have 
to decide to send their children to 
school anyway or to stay home and 
lose a day’s pay and get behind on their 
rent—then everything will go bad for 
them. 

Far too many creditworthy bor-
rowers still struggle to access sustain-
able credit in the mortgage market, 
particularly in communities of color. 
In February, the Center for Investiga-
tive Reporting released data showing 
that people of color were far more like-
ly—in some cases, more than five times 
as likely—to be denied conventional 
mortgages. They found this data in 61 
metropolitan areas around the coun-
try. It is not limited to only a few 
places. 

Mr. Montgomery, in his having 
served previously in the position for 
which he has been nominated, would 
bring both valuable experience and an 
appreciation for the importance of the 
programs he would lead if he is con-
firmed. He has spoken about the value 
of the FHA as both a responsible en-
gine of homeownership and a counter-
cyclical tool to ensure that mortgage 
credit remains available. He has also 
supported the Office of Housing’s af-
fordable housing program. That is the 
good news. 

The bad news is that I am concerned 
that Mr. Montgomery, in the interest 
of making the FHA a better partner to 
the mortgage industry after having 
served in the industry as a board mem-
ber or adviser, will lose sight of the in-
terests that FHA and consumers have. 
Following his previous tenure at HUD, 
Mr. Montgomery cofounded a con-
sulting firm that provided a range of 
services to financial services compa-
nies, services that included helping 
FHA participants minimize penalties 
from HUD enforcement actions. He also 
sits on the boards of companies whose 
businesses could be affected by FHA 
and Federal housing policies. 

Perhaps more troubling is that Mr. 
Montgomery has stated concerns about 
‘‘excessive’’ Federal enforcement ef-
forts against mortgage lenders in the 
years following the mortgage crisis, in-
cluding pursuing claims under the 
False Claims Act. 

In late last year, the Trump adminis-
tration’s Department of Justice noted 
‘‘the False Claims Act serves as the 
government’s primary civil remedy to 
redress false claims for government 
funds and property’’ and further noted 
that recoveries under the act are ‘‘a 
message to those who do business with 
the government that fraud and dishon-
esty will not be tolerated.’’ 

The False Claims Act was cited in 
several post-crisis Federal enforcement 
actions, including a $1.2 billion settle-
ment with Wells Fargo in 2016 and in a 
2014 settlement with JPMorgan Chase 
for ‘‘knowingly originating and under-
writing noncompliant mortgage loans 
submitted for insurance coverage and 
guarantees’’ at the FHA. 

Obviously, fraud has no place in FHA 
programs. However, without a strong 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 03:41 May 24, 2018 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00011 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G23MY6.015 S23MYPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

B
B

X
C

H
B

2P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2854 May 23, 2018 
signal that fraud and dishonesty will 
not be tolerated, some lenders who 
don’t play by the rules will, once again, 
push the envelope with damaging ef-
fects to families and taxpayers. 

I hope that Mr. Montgomery proves 
me wrong and that under his leader-
ship, HUD will emerge as a strong ad-
vocate for consumers and affordable 
housing and assisted families. It is 
hard for me to believe that, though, 
when you look down the street at the 
White House, and the White House, 
frankly, looks like a retreat for Wall 
Street executives and those connected 
to those financial interests. 

Consumers and families need an ad-
vocate at HUD. So far, the administra-
tion’s response to our rental housing 
shortage, unbelievably enough, has 
been to propose the slashing of billions 
from housing programs and the raising 
of rent on low-income, HUD-assisted 
families, seniors, and people with dis-
abilities. After all, as the HUD Sec-
retary said—after giving this tax cut 
where 80 percent of the tax cut, of the 
$1-plus trillion, went to the richest 1 
percent of people in this country—they 
had to make cuts to the cleanup of 
Lake Erie, which Senator KLOBUCHAR 
and I care so much about; they had to 
make cuts in Head Start; and they had 
to propose raising the eligibility age 
for Social Security and Medicare. They 
had to make these cuts. That was part 
of the deal of a tax cut for the rich. So 
it is just a little hard for us to buy in 
to some of their reasoning. 

The administration has been disman-
tling consumer protections and eroding 
fair housing enforcement at HUD and 
the CFPB. Just yesterday, Congress 
passed legislation making it harder to 
detect and protect against violations of 
fair housing laws, particularly reverse 
redlining, as if we didn’t deal with that 
issue decades ago. We all should come 
to agreement that redlining is wrong. 
It devastated borrowers and commu-
nities during the crisis, and it hasn’t 
gotten a whole lot better. 

I hope Mr. Montgomery, when he is 
confirmed, will use his office to advo-
cate for housing solutions that work 
for our families and our communities. 
These matters are far too important 
for too many Americans to do other-
wise. 

I oppose his nomination. I hope I am 
wrong. I hope he actually does the 
things that someone in that position at 
HUD should do. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

HYDE-SMITH). The Senator from Min-
nesota. 

ANTITRUST ENFORCEMENT 
Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Madam President, 

I come to the Senate floor today to dis-
cuss what I consider an often over-
looked issue that is of central impor-
tance to the well-being of American 
consumers and our Nation’s economic 
strength, and that is antitrust enforce-
ment. 

Before I was a Senator, I was a pros-
ecutor for 8 years, and before that, I 

was a lawyer in private practice. Early 
in my legal career, my main client 
when I was a brandnew lawyer was 
MCI. At the time, MCI was a young, in-
novative telecom company that was de-
termined to disrupt the telecom indus-
try by competing with first long-dis-
tance carriers and then local monopoly 
carriers. It was exciting for me to rep-
resent a company like that. They had a 
lot of scrappy lawyers who viewed 
themselves as fighting for consumers 
to give them some alternatives and 
lower prices. 

I remember that at one of my regu-
latory hearings, I actually quoted the 
first words Alexander Graham Bell said 
over the telephone: ‘‘Come here, Wat-
son, I need you.’’ But in the Wild West 
world of MCI, when they were getting 
ready to relay the first-ever commu-
nication between St. Louis and Chi-
cago—which seems odd to the younger 
pages here—at the time, Bell compa-
nies dominated all telecoms, and we 
only had those old-style telephones and 
only one company in an area that of-
fered service. So MCI came in to com-
pete by building their own line between 
St. Louis and Chicago. One of their in-
vestors, Irwin Hirsh, memorialized this 
great moment, and instead of saying 
‘‘Come here, Watson, I need you,’’ he 
said, ‘‘I’ll be damned. It actually 
works.’’ 

But make no mistake—without anti-
trust law, MCI would never have 
worked. We would have had no com-
petitors. We would have been stuck in 
the old Bell operating company world. 
MCI took on Bell operating company 
and AT&T and ultimately broke up 
that monopoly. This breakup lowered 
long-distance prices for consumers 
across the country and ushered in an 
era of amazing innovation and revolu-
tionized the telecom industry and, yes, 
brought down those long-distance 
prices. 

Antitrust may not always make 
front-page headlines these days, but 
antitrust enforcement is as important 
now as it has ever been. It remains 
vital to the welfare of our country, and 
we ignore it at our own peril. 

People often ask me, what does anti-
trust law have to do with our economy? 
The answer I always give is, every-
thing. Let me repeat that. Antitrust 
has everything to do with our broader 
economy. That is becoming clearer to 
the American public. People intu-
itively understand that there is too 
much industry consolidation in this 
country. They understand that is not 
necessarily good for them whether they 
are a Democrat or a Republican or an 
Independent. They understand that the 
benefits of big corporate mergers go 
largely to the merged companies and 
their investors and not to the public. 

This highlights the fact that anti-
trust is not just a subject for competi-
tion policy circles or law school class-
room discussion or the business section 
of the newspaper; antitrust policy 
touches people across our country, and 
they are beginning to see how impor-
tant it is to their lives. 

Two-thirds of Americans have come 
to believe that the economy unfairly 
favors powerful interests. Even as our 
economy stabilizes and grows stronger, 
it is easy to see why people feel that 
way. 

Every year, I go to all 87 counties in 
my State. Everywhere I go, people tell 
me that while the job situation has im-
proved since the downturn over the 
last decade—and, in fact, we need 
workers for a lot of the jobs that are 
open in our economy—they are still 
struggling with the cost of living. 

In my State, we are fortunate to 
have a strong economy, but the cost of 
living is by no means low, and that is 
true all over the United States. For 
some, it is rent payments. For others, 
it is mortgages. For others, it is pre-
scription drugs—and that is actually 
for almost everyone—and mobile phone 
service. To many people who dream of 
starting their own business, that is 
hard to do when those costs are so 
high. 

Anticompetitive mergers and exces-
sive concentration can increase these 
cost burdens. They may lead these cost 
burdens, whether it is in the agri-
culture industry or the cable industry 
or certainly the pharmaceutical indus-
try, where we see monopoly power over 
certain kinds of drugs, where we see 
pharmaceuticals basically, in the 
words of the President of the United 
States while he was campaigning, 
‘‘able to get away with murder.’’ Yet, 
what are we doing about it? Well, the 
people would like us to do something 
about it. They are increasingly real-
izing that antitrust has everything to 
do with the prices they pay for goods 
and services and with the health of our 
global economy. 

These are not novel ideas. Think 
back to trust-busting. Think back to 
Teddy Roosevelt. Think back to this 
American entrepreneurial spirit of 
small companies and individuals being 
able to compete against each other. 
That is what our economy is all about 
in America. When companies are al-
lowed to compete and people are al-
lowed to get into a business, businesses 
can offer higher quality goods for the 
lowest possible price. 

The point I want to emphasize is 
this: Talking about antitrust in a nar-
row way is outdated and oversim-
plified. Antitrust enforcement affects 
more than price and output. We now 
have evidence that competition fosters 
small business growth, reduces inequal-
ity, and increases innovation. In short, 
tackling concentrations of power is a 
linchpin to a healthy economy and a 
civil society. 

With respect to business growth, evi-
dence suggests that it is nearly impos-
sible for new firms to penetrate highly 
concentrated markets, so ensuring 
competitive markets is one clear way 
to help entrepreneurs and small busi-
nesses succeed. We all know how im-
portant small business growth is to our 
economy. 
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