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because of something they had nothing
to do with. And I heard you.

To my fellow Members of Congress
who may be reticent to support a bill
that penalizes ourselves: This is a mo-
ment of leadership. This is a moment
to acknowledge that we may not have
started this shutdown, but it is our re-
sponsibility to prevent them from hap-
pening in the future.

Madam Speaker, I implore my col-
leagues to do the right thing and sup-
port this bill.

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO

PERMANENT SELECT COM-
MITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Chair announces, without objection,
the Speaker’s appointment, pursuant
to clause 11 of rule X, clause 11 of rule
I, and the order of the House of Janu-
ary 3, 2019, and notwithstanding the re-
quirement of clause 11(a)(4)(A) of rule
X, of the following Members of the
House to the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence:

Mr. CONAWAY, Texas

Mr. TURNER, Ohio

Mr. WENSTRUP, Ohio

Mr. STEWART, Utah

Mr. CRAWFORD, Arkansas

Ms. STEFANIK, New York

Mr. HURD, Texas

Mr. RATCLIFFE, Texas

There was no objection.

——

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, January 30, 2019.
Hon. NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MADAM SPEAKER: Under Clause 2(g)
of Rule II of the Rules of the U.S. House of
Representatives, I herewith designate Mr.
Robert Reeves, Deputy Clerk, to sign any
and all papers and do all other acts for me
under the name of the Clerk of the House
which they would be authorized to do by vir-
tue of this designation, except such as are
provided by statute, in case of my temporary
absence or disability.

This designation shall remain in effect for
the 116th Congress or until modified by me.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,
KAREN L. HAAS,
Clerk of the House.

———
ISSUES OF THE DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2019, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority
leader.

Mr. GOHMERT. Madam Speaker, it
has been an interesting day, perhaps
more than most.

We have heard over and over again
about Republicans supposedly causing
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the shutdown, but in my days as a trial
lawyer, judge, chief justice, it is always
good to look at the evidence. And the
evidence is very clear.

You had Republicans in the House
and Senate and the President actually
pass a spending bill in the House before
the end of December, and the only
thing that was keeping it from getting
through the Senate was that Demo-
crats there, led by Senator SCHUMER,
would not negotiate. They arrived at
no agreement to get 60 votes so that it
could go forward with debate. That
wasn’t the Republicans.

In the position of the White House,
President Trump made clear: This is
negotiable, but we do need wall, we
need barrier. Call it whatever you
want.

He moved from talking about con-
crete to talking about the steel barrier.
And having spent time with some other
Members of Congress, invited by Con-
gressman BIgGs and Congressman
GOSAR down to the Arizona border, we
saw a lot of it. And then it would just
end. And then you saw a clear path
right around the end of it as people
kept coming, invading this country il-
legally.

From the border patrolmen, it was
clear some were carrying big loads of
drugs. Sometimes they are able to
catch them, sometimes they are not.
And it sounds like, from the times I
spent on the border south of McAllen,
southeast of McAllen, the Texas quad-
rant, more often than not, they don’t
catch the drugs coming in. It is an in-
vasion. It is a huge problem.

And I was hearing people, friends
across the other side of the aisle, some
Senators who are Democrats, acknowl-
edging: Yes, we need to do something.
But when it came to negotiating, there
was no negotiation.

So we had this bill today decrying
how horrible shutdowns are. But if you
look at the tactics, when the tactics of
the leaders—and I say at least some of
the leaders—of one party are ‘“‘we are
not going to negotiate; we are not
going to compromise; we are not going
to do what is best for the country,” in
effect, as they have stated on prior oc-
casions, as they have voted on prior oc-
casions, some of them, that is what
causes a shutdown.

You know, we did not need this shut-
down. We shouldn’t have had to have
this shutdown. It should have been
agreed back in December by at least
some of the Senators so that we could
have gotten a spending bill.

Of course, we had spending passed on
three-fourths of the government. It was
about one-fourth of the government
that was not funded. So we talk about
a shutdown. It wasn’t a full shutdown.
But, still, it did harm to those who
were not getting paid.

But as I would go through airports—
and TSA agents would know who I
was—numerous times I was told: We
are hurting not getting paid, but we
are all right. We are going to be a
whole lot worse off if we don’t get a
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wall or a barrier or something built
and start securing the border.

We heard from teachers who were
saying: We love our kids, we want to
teach them, but it is so unfair to the
students who are already there to have
people brought in and say you have got
to educate these, and they don’t speak
English. And the teachers would say it
really did damage, it does damage to
those students that we are supposed to
also teach. And now, all of a sudden, we
have people we have to teach who don’t
speak English.

There are some school districts that
have done a great job of trying to work
around that and teach English in an
immersion-type setting so that we can
help people not be relegated to manual
labor the rest of their lives, but help
them speak good English so that they
can get good jobs.

But we need a barrier in some places
on the border where we don’t have it,
and that is clear. You can’t just have a
20-, 30-foot Dbarrier just proceeding
along that is stopping the drugs, stop-
ping the sex trafficking, stopping the
human trafficking, and then just stop
it. Because, as we saw down the Ari-
zona border, the path goes for miles
and miles, and it comes right up to the
point where the barrier ends, and it
goes right around.

In one place, there is a little barbed
wire gate that is held to the barrier.
This massive barrier is held with a lit-
tle, probably a quarter-inch, nylon
rope. And they leave it in a slip knot so
you can open the gate and the drugs
can come pouring in that will kill
Americans.

Something had to be done. And yet
what happened was the President was
willing to negotiate, KEVIN MCCARTHY
and the Republicans were willing to ne-
gotiate, Senator MCCONNELL and the
Republicans in the Senate were willing
to negotiate, and yet the word from
our Speaker was: We are not negoti-
ating at all on a barrier, a wall.

So we continued to have people in
the interim, while the government was
shut down, continue to die as a result
of us not securing our border.

We were told by Border Patrol, every
day, there are women who are pulled
into sex trafficking. Every day, there
are women—often young girls. We are
told about one-third of the girls who
are brought up to bring them into the
United States illegally are raped at
least once and, normally, multiple
times.

As long as we keep our border so un-
secured, that is going to continue. I
mean, how much lack of compassion do
you have to have to say: “We are fine
with the rape trees; we are fine with
one-third of the girls coming into the
United States illegally having been
raped. We are fine. We just leave things
like they are. That is fine, but we are
not going to negotiate because.

Apparently, from what we are hear-
ing, even though many of the people
who refuse to negotiate have talked
about the need for barriers and talked
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about the need for securing the border,
they were very concerned that the
President would get a political win by
getting even part of a wall or barrier.
So people are just going to have to
keep suffering, getting raped and
dying.

So we didn’t secure the border, there
is no additional wall, so they can claim
the President didn’t keep his promise
on the wall. That was more important
than saving lives, saving rapes from
happening. It is all about politics.

And that is not across the aisle. I
have talked to too many friends across
the aisle that, if we had been left to
our own resources, we could have
worked something out.
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But apparently, at the top, it was
more important to keep a political win
from the President than it was to do
what was right for the country.

I don’t know anybody on our side of
the aisle who loves shutdowns, but
there were some claims made in the
bill that went too far, so most of us
voted ‘‘no.”

We don’t want a shutdown, the same
way we don’t want anybody in our
military dying. But, if we never had
any military willing to risk their lives,
we wouldn’t have the freedoms we have
today.

If we didn’t have a President willing
to put a stake in the sand and say: We
have got to do something to secure our
border. We need some barrier, wall,
whatever you want to call it in some
places. And I will negotiate. The
amount is negotiable—he came down to
about a fifth of what he had been say-
ing and what we are told really needs
to be spent, $25 billion or so. Yet there
was no negotiation on the other side.

I know there was one dollar men-
tioned, apparently in jest: Oh, I would
give a dollar for a wall.

But it just seems so hypocritical to
have a leader, or leaders, that would
not negotiate in good faith, which
caused a shutdown, with one side will-
ing to negotiate on everything except
we have got to have some barriers
someplace and no negotiation on the
other side.

Then we come in here with a bill
today to condemn shutdowns that were
caused by a refusal of one side to nego-
tiate. Like I said, I know that is not
the case.

There is an article here from the
Washington Examiner, Anna Giaritelli.
It says: ‘“‘House Republicans say at
least 60 Democratic lawmakers have
indicated in the past few weeks that
they support some type of barrier,
wall, or fence at the U.S.-Mexico bor-
der, even as Democratic leaders say
they won’t agree to President Trump’s
border wall.”

It is just amazing that that ends up
being the climactic bill today, con-
demning shutdowns, after the leader-
ship on one side says: We are not com-
promising; we are not moving an inch.
It causes a shutdown; we will blame
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that on you. We will even pass a bill.
We have got a majority. We can pass a
bill, you know, that condemns shut-
downs.

They took out the language, thank-
fully, that blames the Republicans.

But I would like to recognize my
very dear friend from Pennsylvania for
his comments and observations.

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
PERRY).

Mr. PERRY. Madam Speaker, we are
here today to talk a little bit about
what we just saw, which is what the
gentleman from Texas is talking about,
this vote that we just had with the con-
demnation of shutdown.

Let’s just be clear. Nobody—nobody—
in this House, whether it be Democrat,
Republican, conservative, liberal, any-
where in between, or in the Senate, no-
body votes for shutdown. There is no
bill that says: Are you voting ‘‘yea’ to
shut down the Federal Government or
are you voting ‘‘nay’’? That is not how
this goes.

What happens is we are trying to
fund. It is an appropriations bill. And
“‘appropriation” is a fancy way of just
saying: We are taking your tax dollars,
and this what we are spending. This is
our priority. This is how we are spend-
ing it.

There is a disagreement, and we can’t
come to an agreement. Nothing hap-
pens. That is the problem: nothing hap-
pens. So the Federal Government shuts
down.

Now, we had a discussion earlier on
when I said: Look, we are having this
vote today to condemn this horrible
thing. That doesn’t fix anything. It
doesn’t solve a thing. It is just theater.
And the American people and our coun-
try have big issues at stake that we
need to get to solving. This doesn’t
solve anything.

This is just: Let’s make sure we place
blame where we think blame is so we
can pound our chest and feel good and
we can—oh, by the way—cover for
some of our Members who voted ‘‘no”
on paying Federal employees who were
working. That is what this was all
about.

It is in the past. It is in the past. But
right now we should be talking about
the mnegotiation which caused this
whole thing in the first place.

Quite honestly, you should be able to
talk and chew gum at the same time,
which is: Let’s have a discussion about
what is appropriate at the border and
keep all of the Federal Government
open at the same time. But, no, we
can’t do that because we are not inter-
ested in securing our border.

That is really what this is all about.
This is the Homeland Security appro-
priations bill. And if you are not talk-
ing about securing the border in the
Homeland Security appropriations bill,
I don’t know where you are going to
talk about it.

So, again, no one wants a shutdown.
No one voted for a shutdown.

But I reminded the majority party
that, in December, this House, under
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Republican leadership, voted for a bill
that would have kept the government
open and, in walking and chewing gum
at the same time, provided for border
security that the President would have
signed.

The majority leader said: You guys
voted on a bill after waiting for a year
that you knew couldn’t pass.

Well, during that period of a year,
the reason it couldn’t pass is the rea-
son it didn’t pass in the Senate: be-
cause Senate Democrats refused to
fund border security.

Now, I believe they are for border se-
curity, but if it says ‘“‘the wall,” well,
that is President Trump, and we cer-
tainly can’t have any of that. I would
say we have got to get past that.

Look, you can dislike the President
all you want. That is your prerogative.
But don’t translate your dislike for the
President into not caring for the secu-
rity of the American people. And that
is what has happened here.

We are now in January, at the end of
January. We don’t know what the num-
bers for January are. We don’t know
the numbers for December yet. But
Homeland Security reported in Novem-
ber, between the ports of entry, be-
tween the points of entry, 51,000 people
were apprehended coming across our
border. We don’t know how many
weren’t apprehended. We just know we
got 51,000.

My friends on the other side of the
aisle say: We are for border security, so
we want some drones and more tech-
nology and beef up the points of entry.

We are not opposed to that, but we
are saying, generally, that is status
quo, right? We are talking about fixing
the status quo. We are not talking
about doing anything in between the
points of entry, which is what the dis-
cussion really is all about.

And the President is willing to do
things at the points of entry and in be-
tween, but some folks are not, and that
is where we are having a problem.

Mr. GOHMERT. The gentleman men-
tioned the 51,000. That is just, as I un-
derstand, those who were apprehended.

Mr. PERRY. In 1 month.

Mr. GOHMERT. In 1 month. That is
not everybody that was coming in.

My friend, being a general in the
United States Army, served our coun-
try so meritoriously. We had a situa-
tion under President Woodrow Wilson
where a small part of Pancho Villa’s
gang came across the border into the
United States, killed some families,
and then went back into Mexico.

Devout Democrat that Woodrow Wil-
son was, he apparently saw that small
incursion as an invasion. He sent—and
I have asked the Congressional Re-
search Service for their best numbers,
and the estimate, taken from articles
and information they had gotten, was
probably around 75,000 of a new group
called the National Guard—new back
in the early 1900s.

He sent them down to stand guard on
the border—75,000—and sent General
John Pershing down into Mexico pur-
suing Pancho Villa’s troops. They
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didn’t ever get him; they got a lot of
his lieutenants. But, apparently, when
75,000 people were put on the border,
there was no more invasion.

If you look at the U.S. Constitution,
Article IV, Section 4—this is our Con-
stitution—says: ‘‘The TUnited States
shall guarantee to every State in this
Union a Republican form of govern-
ment, and shall protect each of them
against invasion.”

Now, 51,000 in a month is many,
many times more than the folks that
Pancho Villa had come in and kill
Americans. Would the gentleman con-
sider that an invasion, what we have
going on on our southern border?

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
PERRY).

Mr. PERRY. Madam Speaker, I am
not sure what else to call it.

We are a generous people, and I, my-
self, am the product of legal immigra-
tion through Ellis Island. We want to
remain that way. The United States is
the most generous nation on the planet
in that regard, I think last year admit-
ting, legally, about 1.7 million people
into our country.

All we are saying is: Listen, please
just knock on the door. We have a
process here. We have got to do it the
right way. Don’t just barge in. Just
ring the doorbell.

But these folks are saying: Well, we
don’t want to ring the doorbell.

You can clearly see why, if you are
trafficking in little girls or young men,
if you are trafficking in the 90-plus per-
cent of heroin coming across the border
and into every single town, laced with
fentanyl.

If you are trafficking in MS-13, you
are not going to go to the point of
entry and say: ‘‘Hey, Mr. Border Pa-
trolman, I have got this stash of drugs
here. You don’t mind if I bring this
into your country.” No, you are going
to go where they are not.

The President is saying this is where
we need to secure our border as well, as
well as the points of entry.

Again, I don’t understand why we are
in this mutually exclusive position. I
don’t think that Democrats don’t want
to secure the border, but securing the
border has to be more, something more
than putting a drone up in the sky so
that we can see them coming.

The point is that they don’t get
across the border, not just to see them
coming, but that they don’t get onto
our side of the border with whatever
they are bringing and that we interdict
them. That is the issue here.

So I think we should be closer than
we are, and I would urge my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle to just ap-
peal to their better angels.

We don’t have to side with the car-
tels. Republicans and Democrats can be
together and siding with the American
people and securing America and its
people from this unsafe circumstance,
whether it is gang members and gang-
related violence, whether it is drugs
coming into our community, or wheth-
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er it is low-skilled labor that puts our
low-skilled labor—there are people in
America, believe it or not, who don’t
graduate high school, and they have a
hard time finding a job because they
don’t have an education.

Not only are they competing against
the things that they have in their own
circumstance—right?—of not having an
education in their own country, but
now they are competing against other
people who don’t have a high school
education from another country, who
are willing to work for less than they
are.

If we don’t stand up for the least of
those in our community who have the
least, who have the worst disadvantage
against them, our constituents, who is
going to?

I would say to my friends on the
other side of the aisle: It is really time
to stop with the theater here and the
blame game. It is what it is now. No-
body votes for a shutdown. Nobody
votes for a shutdown. But stop with all
that, and let’s get to real, live negotia-
tions.

You don’t have to side with the car-
tels. You can side with the American
citizens. You don’t even have to con-
sider it siding with the President of the
United States if you find that
unpalatable. You can side with the citi-
zens in your community who don’t
want MS-13, who don’t want heroin,
who don’t want fentanyl, who don’t
want people stealing their wages from
the citizens in their community.

So I would just appeal to them. I
know their heart is good, so we just
ask them to negotiate in good faith.

The good gentleman from Texas and
I will be here when they come up with
their plan. We have asked—right?—for
30-some days: What is your plan? We
know you don’t like the President. We
got that. But what is your plan? Have
we seen it? I haven’t seen anything yet,
right? I haven’t seen their proposal
yet.

Mr. GOHMERT. Madam Speaker, I do
want to hit one point that the gen-
tleman made about the drones. They
can help. The television cameras, all of
the sophistication, the technology, can
help.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
was not here when $8 billion, as I re-
call, was passed in the House and Sen-
ate, signed by the President, and given
to protect our southern border for, the
terminology I recall, a virtual wall.
And that was not a wall but cameras,
airplanes, drones, whatever they could
get, whatever they needed, whether it
was microphones, listening—it was
whatever the Secretary of Homeland
Security thought appropriate.

There was a provision that was added
in the Senate that became part of the
law that said, if the Secretary of
Homeland Security decides that money
is not going to accomplish the purpose
of securing the border, then she can
wave that off and spend the money
elsewhere.

That is what Secretary Napolitano
did, as I recall. She waved it off.
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I have been trying to find out for a
number of years now: Where did that $8
billion go that was supposed to be for
this technology that we are hearing
from some across the aisle: That is all
we need is that?

Well, not one single Democrat did I
ever hear say: Do you know what?
Napolitano shouldn’t have waved off a
virtual wall.
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They agreed that just wasn’t going to
do it. Secretary Napolitano said that is
not going to do it. That is not going to
help secure the border.

That is all we hear in response to
President Trump saying wall, barrier.
Whatever you want to call it, it is what
we need there.

I yield to my friend, Mr. PERRY.

Mr. PERRY. Madam Speaker, I can’t
speak to what happened in the past,
and I don’t know where the money
went either, but I know where we are
today.

I know that our communities are in
peril for these issues that we have dis-
cussed already. I am sure, coming from
Texas, you can name people’s names. 1
can name people who have been mur-
dered, who have died of overdoses. Even
if you are just an average taxpaying
citizen in Pennsylvania—I don’t know
about other States—but in Pennsyl-
vania, we pay at least $1.3 billion annu-
ally just for illegal immigration in the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, and
that doesn’t include healthcare and so-
cial services. That is education and in-
carceration. And we are 2,000 miles
from the border.

If you are a senior citizen in Pennsyl-
vania, where our property taxes are
high, you have paid your mortgage,
you are no longer working, you are on
a fixed income, you are counting on
your retirement and maybe your Social
Security and your savings, and the
price tag keeps going up because people
keep coming into your community ille-
gally. You are in peril of losing your
home, you are looking to your rep-
resentatives and saying: Sir, ma’am,
what are you doing about this prob-
lem? We cannot accept this. We don’t
want to lose our home to pay for this
problem that shouldn’t be happening.

Regardless of what happened in the
past, I can’t fix that. But what we are
saying in this House, as Republicans, is
the status quo of 51,000 people in 1
month getting caught between the
entry points cannot continue. It is too
much. It must be stopped. We must do
something.

If the other side has a better plan,
God bless them. I am ready to sit down
and look at it, but we have been wait-
ing for it since December 20-something.
It is now the end of January. We are
prepared. The gentleman from Texas,
the Representative from Texas, and I
are willing to consider whatever they
have, but we don’t have anything so
far.

This President has offered, I think,
four or five times things that they
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have wanted and said: Let’s come to
the table.

We can’t fix it on our own. We need
their involvement. We need their input.

We just beseech them: Let’s get past
all this theater. Let’s get down to brass
tacks here and start saving our com-
munity.

Mr. GOHMERT. Madam Speaker, I
appreciate my friend from Pennsyl-
vania so much for sharing his
thoughts. It continues to be a problem
every day.

An article here from The Hill, by
Madison Gesiotto, says: ‘“The Mexican
Government is doing more to combat
illegal immigration into the United
States than the entire Democratic
Party put together. While the Demo-
crats continue to pretend the crisis on
our southern border is imaginary, Mex-
ico is heavily investing in border secu-
rity in anticipation of yet another
massive caravan of migrants heading
for the United States.”

It goes on: ‘“Hundreds of Honduran
migrants began their journey in hopes
of seeking asylum at our southern bor-
der, a goal that proved elusive to the
previous caravan. Instead of dismissing
the new caravan as a ‘manufactured
crisis” as the Democrats did after
President Trump made his appeal . . .
Mexican authorities sprang into ac-
tion, announcing a list of strengthened
requirements to address the problem.

‘“According to the latest reports, the
Mexican Government is reinforcing all
the entry points along its own southern
border with additional immigration en-
forcement agents and is stepping up
surveillance of known illegal crossing
points. It also plans to enforce strict
immigration protocols, such as requir-
ing the migrants to undergo biometric
scans and acquire immigration docu-
ments before they can enter the coun-
try.”

So that is Mexico. We have worked
on a bill in the past that said, if you
think the Mexican law is so much bet-
ter than ours, why don’t we just adopt
the policies and the laws of Mexico,
with regard to immigration? The bot-
tom line is, if we were to do that, we
wouldn’t have millions of illegal immi-
grants in this country.

I have to give the President some
credit here. When we see this article
from Reuters, an unlikely source, it
points out: ‘““The United States sent the
first Central American asylum seeker
back to Mexico through a crossing at
the border city of Tijuana on Tuesday
as part of a hardened immigration pol-
icy, an official at Mexico’s National
Migration Institute said.”

Somebody has been doing some amaz-
ing negotiating in order to make that
happen, where Mexico would agree to
take back some folks who are claiming
asylum. As I understand it, we may
have more people going back to Mex-
ico, pending their hearing.

As we heard from Secretary Nielsen
back in December before our com-
mittee, where there are walls and bar-
riers in place, it cuts illegal immigra-
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tion by 90 to 95 percent. That is some-
thing that works. Nothing is going to
work 100 percent, but that is amazing
at how well it works.

I now yield to my good friend, Con-
gressman GAETZ.

Mr. GAETZ. Madam Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Texas for yielding.

As we gather here on the floor, the
gentleman from Texas and I would note
that most Americans are working on a
Wednesday afternoon at 3:20 eastern
time. Most Americans are trying to ad-
vance their careers, their lives, their
families. I am just tragically dis-
appointed at the lack of work going on
in this Congress.

I think one of the reasons that we
haven’t been so productive is that we
have not seen the Democratic majority
put on this floor what their border se-
curity legislation even is. I know what
the Republican view is as we head into
conference. I know that because Speak-
er PELOSI, in the White House, told the
President we could not pass a border
security bill here. Directly following
that challenge, we came to the floor.
We prioritized our borders, our laws,
the rule of law. We prioritized the
wages of American families, the safety
of communities throughout our coun-
try. And we passed $5.7 billion for bor-
der funding for a barrier and sent that
over to the Senate.

I just don’t understand, Madam
Speaker, why the challenge that the
Democrats gave Republicans is one the
majority is unwilling to meet. If Demo-
crats have a bill, put it on the floor.
Show us what the majority’s ideas are.

Madam Speaker, there has been a
conference committee that has been
appointed. It will get together, and I
sure hope that conference report pro-
duces something that looks like a
whole lot of border security, a whole
lot of barrier and wall and fencing.

I only can imagine the challenge my
Republican colleagues must have, be-
cause Democrats know what Repub-
licans want, but we don’t know what
Democrats want, so it is kind of hard
to negotiate.

We have to have a win-win to get out
of this system where we seem to careen
from shutdown to shutdown and crisis
to crisis as a mechanism to gain lever-
age against one another for our respec-
tive priorities. But the right thing to
do is to just put on the floor what you
believe in.

I know what Republicans believe in
because we voted for it. That seems to
be a fair challenge back to those who
are currently in the majority. I thank
my colleague from Texas for yielding.

Mr. GOHMERT. I am very grateful to
my friend, Congressman GAETZ, for
that insightful comment. The gen-
tleman is right. When you are right,
you are right.

I would like to comment on some-
thing else that has been in the news,
and that is the longest war in which
the United States has ever been en-
gaged.

For a little history, it took a few
weeks for the United States to find out

January 30, 2019

where the training and preparation for
9/11 came from, and that the Taliban
and Osama bin Laden were behind it.
They had control of Afghanistan, the
Taliban did.

It was an amazing bit of negotiation
by President Bush, with incredible help
from intelligence and special oper-
ations. The special ops people from our
military were able to negotiate an
agreement with tribal leaders that
ended up being called the Northern Al-
liance. It contained some people who
have become friends, people who love
their country.

By October, we were putting in about
300 special ops military. There is a
great book called ‘‘Horse Soldiers”
that delves into this issue, and a
movie, ‘12 Strong,” although the end-
ing wasn’t quite accurate. Our Amer-
ican forces were never to lead an oper-
ation. They were to support Dostum in
his operations, which is what they did,
heroically.

By the end of February 2002, appar-
ently, there was no organized Taliban
left in Afghanistan. It had done an
amazing job. The heroic fighting of
those in the Northern Alliance, the Af-
ghans led by General Dostum, did an
amazing job.

We provided some weapons. We gave
them aerial—well, there were B-52s fly-
ing, but only our special ops guys could
call down bombs.

The leaders could tell the Americans:
Look, there is a bunker. There is a
problem.

They would get the coordinates, call
down the bomb, take care of it. Dostum
and his folks would go in and clean up.
That is how, by the end of October, we
had not lost a single American, and the
Taliban had been defeated.

Unfortunately, at that point, we be-
came occupiers. We sent in lots of
American military, and in the 7-plus
years of Commander in Chief George W.
Bush, we lost just over 600 precious
American military lives in Afghani-
stan.

During the 8 years of Commander in
Chief Obama—I believe, personally, it
was because of the tough rules of en-
gagement, and our people not being
able to defend themselves until it was
sometimes too late—we 1lost about
three times as many people under Com-
mander in Chief Obama as we did under
Commander in Chief Bush. Whatever
the problem, the buck stops with the
Commander in Chief, and we lost three
times as many when the war was sup-
posed to be virtually over.

What happened, once we became oc-
cupiers, was then more Afghans were
joining the Taliban. I have talked with
an individual who was part of the inner
circle that was being made at the State
Department about what kind of gov-
ernment we would give the Afghans.

That shouldn’t have been our job. We
defeated the Taliban, or the Northern
Alliance did with our help. They should
have been the ones deciding what kind
of government.

The people I have talked to in Af-
ghanistan, friends I have made there,
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they said: Look, there is not a much
better place on Earth fitted for a fed-
eralist form of government where the
power is in the states or provinces and
in the localities. We don’t need a big
powerful dictator. We need strong
states or provinces.

Yet, the constitution we hoisted onto
the Afghan people, led by a man who is
now in the State Department once
again leading efforts—as I understand
it, he is the guy who said let’s give
them a centrist government.

That is what the constitution gave
Afghanistan. The President of Afghani-
stan appoints the governors. He ap-
points the mayors. He appoints the po-
lice chief.

The people in Afghanistan have said:
Look, this is horrendous. This is a for-
mula for corruption. For heaven’s sake,
at least let us elect our governors,
elect our mayors. Let us choose our
own police chiefs.
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But that is not the constitution that
we gave them. But there has been an
amendment movement for some time.
The Obama administration would not
support it because they had some of
the same State Department people that
said: No, let’s keep this corrupt cen-
trist—they didn’t say corrupt, but that
is exactly what it gave them. And the
Afghan people don’t like what America
forced on them.

The solution is, encourage them. And
since we spend billions of dollars there,
look, you want another dime? Amend
the constitution; allow an election of
governors and mayors, local selection
of police chiefs. Let’s return the power
to the provinces.

As my friend, former Minister
Massoud, there has said: Look, if you
will help us get that amendment done,
then whenever America leaves, we have
got power back in our local areas. So if
the Taliban takes over one province, or
tries to take over the national govern-
ment, all the other provinces can rise
up and come after them and kick them
out like we did last time.

But as long as we have got this co-
erced, very centralized government, all
they have got to do is knock off a few
people at the top; which is why we have
people that shouldn’t still be in the
State Department who are negotiating
with the Taliban, not even our friends.
Our friends are going to be dead when
we pull out because we are leaving all
this power for easy reach of the
Taliban.

We ought to be negotiating with our
former allies, the ones that defeated
the Taliban within six months, and get
them that amendment, push them to
get that, help them have those first
elections under the amended constitu-
tion, and then get the heck out of Af-
ghanistan.

In that regard, we have a man who is
not here on the floor this week, hasn’t
been in January, named WALTER
JONES. He wanted us out of Afghani-
stan, and he has for a very long time.
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He is not going to be around to see that
happen is the indication.

But, Madam Speaker, I know there
are many of us that love that guy, and
I was sad to see him in hospice last Fri-
day. Prayers are with his family, be-
cause WALTER is going to go home and
be better off. But we miss him.

I was heartened to see our friend,
ALCEE HASTINGS here on the floor a
while ago. He has been going through a
difficult bout of pancreatic cancer;
been going through chemo, and I know
my friends on both sides of the aisle
will continue to pray for and encourage
him.

We can have strong disagreements.
We don’t wish anybody to go through
what WALTER and ALCEE have been
going through.

One other friend that I spoke to in
the last week, she has been in my pray-
ers, Anne Graham Lotz. What an in-
credible gift to America Billy Gra-
ham’s children have been. And our
prayers will continue to be for Anne,
ALCEE, and my friend, WALTER, and his
family.

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

———

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

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

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois (at the
request of Mr. MCCARTHY) for today
and the balance of the week on account
of a family matter.

————

PUBLICATION OF COMMITTEE
RULES

RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES
FOR THE 116TH CONGRESS

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Madam Speaker,
| respectfully submit the Rules of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services for the 116th Con-
gress, as adopted by the committee on Janu-
ary 24, 2019.

RULE 1. GENERAL PROVISIONS

(a) The Rules of the House of Representa-
tives are the rules of the Committee on
Armed Services (hereinafter referred to in
these rules as the ‘“Committee’’) and its sub-
committees so far as applicable.

(b) Pursuant to clause 2(a)(2) of rule XI of
the Rules of the House of Representatives,
the Committee’s rules shall be publicly
available in electronic form and published in
the Congressional Record not later than 60
days after the chair of the committee is
elected in each odd-numbered year.

RULE 2. FULL COMMITTEE MEETING DATE

(a) The Committee shall meet every
Wednesday at 10:00 a.m., when the House of
Representatives is in session, and at such
other times as may be fixed by the Chairman
of the Committee (hereinafter referred to as
the ‘“‘Chairman’’), or by written request of
members of the Committee pursuant to
clause 2(c) of rule XI of the Rules of the
House of Representatives.

(b) A Wednesday meeting of the Committee
may be dispensed with by the Chairman, but
such action may be reversed by a written re-
quest of a majority of the members of the
Committee.

RULE 3. SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING DATES

Each subcommittee is authorized to meet,
hold hearings, receive evidence, and report
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to the Committee on all matters referred to
it. Insofar as possible, meetings of the Com-
mittee and its subcommittees shall not con-
flict. A subcommittee chairman shall set
meeting dates after consultation with the
Chairman, other subcommittee chairmen,
and the ranking minority member of the
subcommittee with a view toward avoiding,
whenever possible, simultaneous scheduling
of Committee and subcommittee meetings or
hearings.

RULE 4. JURISDICTION AND MEMBERSHIP OF

COMMITTEE AND SUBCOMMITTEES

(a) Jurisdiction

(1) The Committee retains jurisdiction of
all subjects listed in clause 1(c) and clause
3(b) of rule X of the Rules of the House of
Representatives and retains exclusive juris-
diction for: defense policy generally, ongoing
military operations, the organization and re-
form of the Department of Defense and the
Department of Energy, counter-drug pro-
grams, security cooperation and humani-
tarian assistance activities (except special
operations-related activities) of the Depart-
ment of Defense, acquisition and industrial
base policy, technology transfer and export
controls, joint interoperability, detainee af-
fairs and policy, force protection policy, and
inter-agency reform as it pertains to the De-
partment of Defense and the nuclear weap-
ons programs of the Department of Energy.
While subcommittees are provided jurisdic-
tional responsibilities in subparagraph (a)(2)
and are required to conduct oversight in
their respective jurisdictions, pursuant to
clause 2(b)(2) of rule X of the Rules of the
House of Representatives, the Committee re-
tains the right to exercise oversight and leg-
islative jurisdiction over all subjects within
its purview under rule X of the Rules of the
House of Representatives.

(2) The Committee shall be organized to
consist of six standing subcommittees with
the following jurisdictions:

Subcommittee on Tactical Air and Land
Forces: Army programs and accounts related
to aircraft, ground equipment, missiles, am-
munition, and other procurement; Marine
Corps programs and accounts related to
ground and amphibious equipment, fighter
aircraft, helicopters, air-launched weapons,
and ammunition; Air Force programs and ac-
counts related to fighter, training, recon-
naissance and surveillance, and electronic
warfare aircraft, helicopters, air-launched
weapons, ground equipment, and ammuni-
tion; Navy programs and accounts related to
fighter, training, and electronic warfare air-
craft, helicopters, and air-launched weapons;
tactical air and missile defense programs
and accounts; chemical agent and munition
destruction programs and accounts; and Na-
tional Guard and Reserve equipment pro-
grams and accounts.

Subcommittee on Military Personnel: De-
partment of Defense policy and programs
and accounts related to military personnel
and their families, Reserve Component inte-
gration and employment, military health
care, military education, dependent schools,
POW/MIA issues, Morale, Welfare and Recre-
ation, commissaries, cemeteries under the
jurisdiction of the Department of Defense,
the Uniform Code of Military Justice, and
military retirement issues.

Subcommittee on Readiness: Department
of Defense policy and programs and accounts
related to military readiness, training, logis-
tics and maintenance, military construction,
organic industrial base, the civilian and con-
tract workforce, environment, military in-
stallations and real property management,
family housing, base realignments and clo-
sures, and energy.

Subcommittee on Seapower and Projection
Forces: Navy and Marine Corps acquisition
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