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Let’s revive the great ability to advo-
cate on behalf of our labor force, our
21st century labor movement.

Let’s reconcile the reality of today’s
economy and policies that have been
19th or 20th century proposed solutions
to 21st century problems, and let’s get
smart about how to win and compete
again. It is a new era that begets a new
trade orientation for us.

Mr. Speaker, I would be remiss in
this Special Order hour, of which I am
reeling with passion for our manufac-
turing economy and have profound ex-
citement and only want to see it suc-
ceed through an economic agenda that
I believe this House majority can usher
in, that I believe that this Congress-
woman from Michigan’s 11th Congres-
sional District can champion the great
requests, but I would be remiss to leave
out, in these remarks, another moment
and marker in time as we will close out
session tomorrow and resume our in-
district work activity, recognizing that
we will be hitting 1 year since this
116th Congress was elected—and how
magnificent this year has been.

With so much energy and gusto, we
made our way to freshman orientation
shortly after that election—less than a
week after—meeting our colleagues,
meeting our deliberators, meeting
those, the small, collective composite
of us, the 435 of us in this House Cham-
ber who are charged with making this
Federal Government work for the
American people.

Let me say, by the way, that this
manufacturing agenda has tremendous
return on investment should we so
choose to embrace it as a nation. We
know our House majority is ushering it
in. We know we are balancing the equi-
ties and advocating for all components
of a good trade deal, inspired by the
Buy American content, pushing for the
enforcement standards, embracing the
need for certainty to come to our small
and midsized manufacturers, the manu-
facturers in Michigan’s 11th Congres-
sional District, the people who are
wondering: How will my taxpayer dol-
lars work for me?

It has been an incredible moment in
time to be a part of this 116th Con-
gress. And while we will not be to-
gether as a body on both sides of the
aisle to look at each other and to rec-
ognize what has happened in a year
since what sometimes feels like dra-
matic action with elections, we can re-
flect on some of the moments that of-
tentimes don’t even make it into news
headlines or Twitter feeds or proclama-
tions from Members of Congress, but
ways in which we have embraced this
new orientation of government in the
Democratic House majority of our For
the People agenda: bringing up issues
for the labor movement, whether you
belong to a union or not, for our middle
class; the long overdue passage of
Butch Lewis, the Butch Lewis Act,
bringing the pensions of many to sol-
vency, a classic example of doing noth-
ing is greater than the cost of doing
something; solving people’s problems,
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making their taxpayer dollars work,
not forcing small businesses to feel a
pinch, not looking job layoffs in the
face but saying, ‘“We are investing in
you.”

We are championing legislation and
policy that embraces and puts people
at the forefront, those who are not
armed with the biggest lobbyists or the
fanciest offices but who are counting
on those who hold the stewardship of
trust to deliver for them.

We will also recognize, in this 1-year
anniversary mark—without being in
one another’s presence—that we still
have a lot of work to do.

The bipartisan elixir, in my humble
opinion, is our manufacturing econ-
omy. It is our ability to make things.
It is our ability to help the people
whom I have spoken to directly, whose
factory floors I have walked on, whose
office rooms I have sat in looking at
that pathway to growth, not disinvest-
ment.

Too many have told me: We have had
to invest elsewhere, we have had to re-
move ourselves from deals. We need to
be competing effectively as a continent
with the rest of the world. We need to
take Asia by storm because we know
they want our goods. We know they
want our innovations. And it is that
ability to do original research, the ‘‘if
not but for the Federal Government’
approach to basic research investment
that catalyzes and proliferates new
technologies of scale.

I am looking forward, Mr. Speaker,
to continuing to learn and to grow and
to advocate fiercely on behalf of my
economy in Michigan’s 11th Congres-
sional District for the betterment and
the semblance of our future.

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

———

FULL-SCALE IMPEACHMENT
HISTORY

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

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, it is
an honor to be recognized as I address
you here on the floor of the House of
Representatives, and I appreciate all
the eyes and ears that are paying at-
tention here this evening as we take up
this most serious business that this
Congress has only addressed three pre-
vious times in the history of the
United States of America.

As we go back through American an-
tiquity, we will see that there was an
impeachment process that was ad-
vanced shortly after the Civil War with
Andrew Johnson as President.

Then we sat back for over a century
before there was another issue that
arose, and that was in 1974 with the im-
peachment effort of Richard Nixon,
who resigned before he faced the judg-
ment of this United States Congress.

Then, in 1998, I happen to have been
here in this city, not an elected Mem-
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ber of Congress, Mr. Speaker, but I
came here into this city as a State sen-
ator from Iowa to an allied conference.
As I opened up the newspaper, I saw in
there that it said that there are im-
peachment hearings taking place in
room 2141 of the Rayburn House Office
Building for the dates of December 7, 8,
and 9 of 1998.

I concluded that whatever was going
on in that conference wasn’t as impor-
tant as me being seated there in that
Judiciary Committee as a spectator to
be able to witness the unfolding acts of
history as the House of Representa-
tives passed judgment upon then-Presi-
dent Bill Clinton.

As I listened to the testimony, and,
of course, Mr. Speaker, I had been
watching on television many of the
other open public hearings that had
taken place before the House Judiciary
Committee, I was pretty well informed
as to the charges that were being
brought against Bill Clinton.
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As I listened to that debate in those
3 days, December 7, 8, and 9 of 1998, I
watched some other things go on
around me that I would not have
picked up if I had just been watching
the committee hearings on C-SPAN. I
remember Representative Barney
Frank coming into the room. He want-
ed to ask questions of the witness and
make his statement. They advised him
that he had to have a tie on before he
could be recognized. Then he went out
and borrowed a tie from someone and
made a big show out of tying that tie
before he was recognized to speak be-
fore the Judiciary Committee.

I recall also that Democrats, in par-
ticular—in fact exclusively—didn’t ap-
pear to be taking it seriously. When
they were off the sight of the camera,
they were joking, laughing, and cut-
ting up outside the scenes. I thought
that that was not the decorum that we
should have when we have the most se-
rious of constitutional issues before us,
the very impeachment of a President of
the United States and the prospect
that that impeached President—rel-
atively soon to be impeached Presi-
dent—would be standing trial before
the United States Senate to determine
whether the acts that he had been ac-
cused of, not convicted of, but accused
of in the form of an indictment out of
the House of Representatives, whether
he was guilty of those violations,
which by my recollection were perjury,
subornation of perjury, and obstruction
of justice.

It seems to me those were the three
charges that made their way out the
center aisle here in the House of Rep-
resentatives and over to the United
States Senate where Chief Justice
Rehnquist presided over a trial in the
United States Senate.

The question was: Was President
Clinton guilty of the charges that were
brought against him right here in this
House of Representatives?

And if he was guilty, did those viola-
tions that he was found guilty of rise
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to the level that he should be removed
from office and put Al Gore in as Presi-
dent of the United States?

That was the question before the
United States Senate. It was profound.

I will tell you, Mr. Speaker, it broke
my heart to see how this country was
torn apart over the disrespect in the
Oval Office, the disrespect for the
United States, and the disrespect for
the Constitution and the decorum of
the Presidency. I had a difficult time
retaining my composure when I went
back to Iowa to talk about what I had
seen.

I recall going out to Arlington Ceme-
tery during that time and making my
way up the hill and walking around
over to the eternal flame at the grave
of President John F. Kennedy. Very
close to him now, of course, is the
grave of Bobby Kennedy, and not very
far away is the grave of Teddy Ken-
nedy, the three brothers who served
this country so well. I remember stand-
ing with my back to that eternal flame
and looking down across Arlington
Cemetery and all the crosses that were
there, around 285,000 of them at the
time, and looking at the bridge that
goes over the Potomac and on down the
Mall. If you know where to look, Mr.
Speaker, it is a little bit out of center,
but you can tell where the White House
is from President Kennedy’s grave.

I thought about the caisson with
President Kennedy’s casket winding its
way down Pennsylvania Avenue, wind-
ing its way out across the Potomac
River, winding its way out to Arling-
ton, and winding its way up to that
place on the hill where I was standing
where President John F. Kennedy was
buried with the eternal flame still
burning and still blazing there on that
location never having been snuffed out.

I thought about a country that was
full of grief for losing a President to
the atrocity of the assassination of
John F. Kennedy and what that meant,
the blow to our Republic, the blow to
the history of America, and the blow to
the heart and soul of our country that
took place when Lee Harvey Oswald
pulled that trigger down in Dallas that
day.

I thought about what our country
had gone through from 1963 until that
year in 1998, when we had gone from
grieving for a President lost and aspi-
rations not achieved because of a Presi-
dent lost, to a place where we have a
President elected who, I believe, so
disrespected the office that he con-
ducted himself in it and next to it in a
way that was never imagined by our
Founding Fathers and in a way that I
won’t describe here on the floor of the
House of Representatives.

It washed over me on that day, Mr.
Speaker, what had taken place and
what had been taking place in the Oval
Office of the President of the United
States and the rooms adjoining the
Oval Office, the disrespect and in a way
the desecration of that respect for the
office that we so embrace and hold so
dear.
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It was so difficult for us to say good-
bye to President Kennedy and not that
many years later put our Nation
through this impeachment hearing of a
President who, I believe, did lie under
oath, did direct others to lie under
oath, and did obstruct justice along the
way.

There were four charges brought to
him here on the floor of the House of
Representatives. I believe three of
them were presented over in the United
States Senate. I haven’t looked that up
in a long time. It is not a place I like
to go revisit very often, Mr. Speaker.

I recall also that the decision was
made here in the House of Representa-
tives that said that we are impeaching
the President of the United States for
his activities with an intern and his re-
fusal to tell the truth about them when
he is under oath, that the trial took
place over in the United States Senate.
I think of my junior Senator at the
time, Tom Harkin, whom I have had a
good personal relationship with him,
watching him on C-SPAN—as every
Senator had to do, Mr. Speaker—walk
down the center aisle of the United
States Senate, as if walking down here
to this table right beside me with a
large book there. On that large book it
said:

I do hereby pledge to do impartial justice
under the law and the Constitution of the
United States of America, so help me God.

Each Senator was required to sign
that book that they would do impartial
justice. That meant they took the posi-
tion of jurors to determine whether
Bill Clinton was guilty of perjury, of
obstruction of justice, of subornation
of perjury, to listen to the evidence
that was presented before the United
States Senate and come to an objective
conclusion as to whether they believed
that President Clinton had violated the
law in those areas. And the second
question was, and if so, does it rise to
the level that he should be removed
from office?

He was already impeached, Mr.
Speaker, but does it rise to the level
that he should be removed from office?

Our Founding Fathers in the Con-
stitution gave us those standards to in-
terpret in our time. The wisdom of our
Founding Fathers just amazes me time
after time, how they left the language
in such a way that we got to decide, in
the context of contemporary values,
whether or not the violations that I be-
lieve were committed by President Bill
Clinton rose to the level that he should
be removed from office.

As I said, my junior Senator walked
down that aisle—as did 99 other Sen-
ators—and signed the book to do im-
partial justice under the law and under
the Constitution. He walked back up
that center aisle, he stepped out those
double doors outside the Senate Cham-
ber straight down through the rotunda
where we are today, stepped up to the
microphones, and he said: I will never
vote to remove Bill Clinton from office.
No matter what, I will not vote to re-
move Bill Clinton from office.
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The ink wasn’t dry on his pledge to
do impartial justice under the law and
the Constitution, and he already took a
pledge not to do impartial justice
under the law and the Constitution. He
had already drawn his conclusions.

Here is what happened with many of
the Democrats that would refuse to
vote to remove Bill Clinton from office:
they stepped out before those same
microphones over and over again and
said—because the question was such as:
Is he guilty and should be removed
from office, all what wrapped up in one.
Then the question was, Mr. Speaker,
for them, they said: Well, I didn’t have
to decide whether he had actually com-
mitted perjury or obstruction of justice
or subornation of perjury, because even
if he had, I didn’t think it rose to the
level that he should be removed from
office.

Time after time the Democrats who
voted to protect President Bill Clinton
from being removed from office made
the same statement: No matter wheth-
er he is guilty or not of perjury, ob-
struction of justice, or subornation of
perjury, so what? It didn’t rise to the
level that he should be removed from
office.

So they voted to protect his position
in office, even though we had a Vice
President whom they liked and re-
spected, and I think would have made a
reasonably decent President during
that period of time.

But they held that ground, I believe,
for partisan reasons, Mr. Speaker. Now,
the legacy of that history echoes back
over here to the House of Representa-
tives and may echo back to the United
States Senate again, if whatever a
President is charged with, no matter
whether he is guilty or not, doesn’t rise
to the level that he should be removed
from office, then I guess the Senate is
not going to remove him from office by
a two-thirds vote margin which is re-
quired by the Constitution.

So let’s apply those values today.
Let’s apply the Bill Clinton values
today, and they come back to be this:
that if the charges that actually don’t
exist yet against Donald Trump are
some charges that are lesser than the
charges that were leveled against
President Bill Clinton, then how do
these Senators—some of whom are still
there from 1998—how could they vote
to remove Donald Trump from office in
the United States Senate if they can’t
even find a charge in the House of Rep-
resentatives—and they have Dbeen
churning around here for nearly 3 years
looking for charges they can impeach
him with—if they can’t come up with a
charge that is perjury, obstruction of
justice, or subornation of perjury?

The biggest thing they have charged
him with is collusion, and that is a
laugher. The definition of collusion is
pretty vague. If you and I team up to-
gether, Mr. Speaker, and we go out and
set up a business enterprise, somebody
will say we are colluding. If I say: I am
going to sell lemonade at a stand on
the corner of Fourth and Vine; and you
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say: I am going to sell lemonade on the
corner of Fifth and Vine, that is collu-
sion.

It is no crime, and it is no violation
of our moral standards either, Mr.
Speaker.

Whatever charges at this point have
been speculated against President
Trump are nowhere near that which I
believe Bill Clinton was guilty of but
not convicted and removed from office.
But we never found out. The jury in the
Senate never gave us a verdict on the
violations of President Bill Clinton.
They wrapped him up in the same ques-
tion: Did he commit perjury?

Democrats said: Well, who knows? It
doesn’t matter. I didn’t have to answer
that question, because I didn’t think he
should be removed from office even if
he had.

Time after time Senators signed the
document, walked back, and decided,
as Tom Harkin did, I will never vote to
remove Bill Clinton from office, even
though I just signed a document that
said that I will do impartial justice
under the law.

I am saying this, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause this impeachment process that
we are in the middle of now is a very
politicized operation and organization.

Look at the votes that will come
down here to the floor of the House of
Representatives tomorrow. The Rules
Committee met tonight, and they had
their dialogue going on there. They are
going to bring an impeachment resolu-
tion down here. We are going to have a
debate on the rule, we are going to
vote, and it is likely going to be a clear
partisan vote—Republicans on one side
voting ‘‘no,” Democrats on the other
side voting ‘‘yes.”

They don’t have to believe it, they
just know which jersey they have on.

I am not asserting that Republicans
don’t conduct themselves in a similar
way. Instead, I am asserting this, this
is a partisan operation, and they cal-
culate that they could bring these
charges against the President of the
United States, and in the effort to im-
peach the President find a way to tie
his hands so he can’t be as effective as
the people who elected Donald Trump
want, pray, and expect him to be.

I would take us back to this election
that took place and the many hearings
wherein I have questioned the wit-
nesses before the House Judiciary Com-
mittee. Some of the witnesses whom I
have questioned under oath go back to
be, let’s see, Janet Napolitano, Loretta
Lynch, Rod Rosenstein, Christopher
Wray, and James Comey. The list goes
on. Peter Strzok would be one of those
people. Another one I listened to would
be Lisa Page. I don’t believe I ever
asked her a question, but I have lis-
tened to her testify. They put this
whole scenario together. The texts that
went back and forth between Peter
Strzok and Lisa Page told us what was
going on.

They had weaponized the FBI,
weaponized the Department of Justice,
weaponized the State Department, and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

weaponized the CIA, the branches of
government that were mobilized to at-
tack not only Conservatives and Re-
publicans, but to attack the candidate
for President, Donald Trump, who said
during that period of time he believed
that he had been wiretapped in Trump
Towers in New York.

That turns out to be true. The only
way the left can argue with that, Mr.
Speaker, is that they say that the defi-
nition of wiretap really doesn’t apply
anymore because we have so much
wireless that we are not actually wire-
tapping we are just doing surveillance.

An archaic term, though most re-
cently archaic, doesn’t mean President
Trump wasn’t right. He understood he
was being bugged in the Trump Towers.
Once he was advised of that by an ad-
miral, Admiral Rogers, he moved his
operations as President-elect out of
Trump Towers in New York out to the
golf course in New Jersey, where he
could operate with a level of confidence
that he wasn’t being bugged in every
conversation that he had.

But there was a concerted effort, and
it is a matter of fact today proven and
not reasonably disputed that there was
a sincere effort on the part of a good
number of people at the highest levels
of the Department of Justice, the FBI,
the CIA, and the State Department to
neuter this President by any means
possible.
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They tried to do so with their under-
cutting of his campaign prior to the
election in November 2016, and they
continued to undercut this President
as President-elect and as President of
the United States.

So I am going to give a little piece of
factual history here, Mr. Speaker. And
that would be this: President Trump
was elected, became President-elect, on
the Tuesday prior to November 12, 2016.
Then those 5 days or so later—and No-
vember 12 was a Sunday—Sunday noon,
early Sunday afternoon, all the highest
ranking Democrats—except Hillary
Clinton, who was still in mourning and
hadn’t gone out in public yet. All the
highest ranking Democrats in the
country found their way to the Man-
darin Hotel here in Washington, D.C.

There, they were to convene a week-
end, or the early part of that week,
planning how they were going to—I am
going to use the word ‘‘utilize” and
perhaps ‘‘exploit’” the Hillary Clinton
presidency that they expected to be a
done deal with the stamp of approval of
the voters on it by that date of Novem-
ber 12, 5 days later, after the election.

But, of course, we all know the real
history of it, and that was that Donald
Trump was elected President instead.
He was President-elect on the morning
after the votes were counted on that
Tuesday in November.

So the Democrats had the Mandarin
Hotel reserved. They descended into
and upon the Mandarin Hotel, Novem-
ber 12, Sunday afternoon, of 2016. They
had to change their agenda. Their
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agenda was how to exploit the presi-
dency of Hillary Clinton, and it now be-
came: How are we going to deal with
President Donald Trump?

The political article that first an-
nounces this was published the evening
of November 12, 2016, and the picture in
the center of that is a picture of
George Soros. George Soros, one of
the—I want to say the top funder for
the Democratic Party in the United
States of America, involved in some 60
countries, I believe, undermining the
God-given freedom and liberty that we
are trying to restore, protect, or ad-
vance, wherever it might be. George
Soros was the headliner.

Everybody that was there, except
Hillary Clinton, they changed their
agenda, Mr. Speaker. Their agenda was
to be how to exploit the Hillary presi-
dency, and it became: How do we resist
Donald Trump?

In fact, that word ‘‘resist’ and the
movement of resistance that was
launched with demonstrations across
the major cities in America, weekend
after weekend, all the way up to, in-
cluding, and beyond the inauguration
of President Trump was a brainchild
that emerged there at the Mandarin
Hotel in Washington, D.C.

Not only the idea of the resistance
movement, Mr. Speaker, but other
ideas on what they were going to do.
By any means necessary, we have an
“insurance policy,” as Peter Strzok
wrote, to make sure that Donald
Trump is never President, or if he is
President, that he can’t conduct the
operations of a President. We are going
to tie his hands one way or the other.

So there they sat in the Mandarin
Hotel from November 12 to November
15. They came in on Sunday afternoon,
and Wednesday, noon, they are check-
ing out of the Mandarin Hotel having
had this conference, this seance, about
what they are going to do with Donald
Trump.

One is, they are not going to let him
govern. They are going to resist. The
resistance movement and that lan-
guage flowed from there.

They also, I believe, designed certain
pieces of language that they were going
to weaponize so that they could attack
Trump supporters. The Make America
Great Again, MAGA, people, were
going to be targeted by all kinds of pej-
orative statements and labels. They
understood—they, in the Mandarin
Hotel—that they had worn out that
tired, old term called ‘‘racist,” the
most dog-eared, worn-out card in the
lexicon deck of the Democrats. They
were going to continue to use ‘‘racist”
because it still was effective, even
though it was the most-utilized word
that they had.

I will say, also, that I learned this
from a former Member of Congress,
Tom Tancredo, who made it very clear.
He said, when they start calling you
names, that is when you know you
have won the argument. They can’t
keep up with the debate or they
wouldn’t fall to name-calling.
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But ‘“‘racism,” ‘‘racist’” was worn out.
They needed some other words to
apply. So they began to generate some
of them in the Mandarin Hotel. From
that day, we started to see increased
use in terms like ‘‘Nazi,” ‘‘fascist,”
“white nationalist,” ‘‘white suprema-
cist.”

Those terms flowed out of the Man-
darin Hotel and were kicked into gear
and utilized across this country
against people who were vulnerable to
those kinds of labels. They knew what
they were doing when they weaponized
those terms.

As a matter of fact, Mr. Speaker, 1
happened to have gotten a little curi-
ous and did a little search through
LexisNexis for the term ‘‘white nation-
alist.” I chased it back to the year 2000,
and put the search terms in, and I
asked it how many times the term
“white nationalist’” was used between
the year 2000 and 2016. It came back
virtually none. To be precise, ‘‘vir-
tually none’ really means 100 to 200
times a year by all the publications out
there. All the scholarship work that is
being done, all the blogs, all the com-
ments on all the articles written, and
the articles themselves added up to 100
to 200 times a year from 2000 to 2016
that the term ‘‘white nationalist’ had
been used.

That is virtually none in a great
country like we are, with over 300 mil-
lion people and all the publications
that we have.

My name shows up a lot more than
that, just to give you an example, Mr.
Speaker, and I am not always happy
about that. But virtually not used,
“white nationalists.”

Then, when you get to 2016, this is
the year at the Mandarin Hotel when
they gathered together and decided
what they are going to do to try to
deny an effective Presidency for Don-
ald Trump and to deny the will of the
people. The LexisNexis search showed
that that virtually never-used term of
“white nationalist” jumped up to 10,000
times in 2016. In 2017, Mr. Speaker, it
jumped to 30,000 times. In 2018, it was
still there at 20,000 times.

A word that was virtually unused
now had become weaponized. You can
look at the charts and the graphs on
this, Mr. Speaker, and you will see that
“white supremacy,” ‘‘fascist,” and
“Nazi” all also took jumps. But the
most stark jump is ‘‘white nation-
alist,” and that is the term that is
most weaponized. All the rest of these
are weaponized also.

So when you weaponize the term, it
changes the meaning of it, and they
know that. They turn it into a pejo-
rative term. I asked a couple of more
senior Members who have served in
this House of Representatives just last
weekend: What do those terms mean?

They said: They don’t belong in our
language. I never heard that language.

I sat down here this morning with a
gray-haired Member of the House of
Representatives who grew up in a simi-
lar era that I did, from the South, and
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he said: We never used those terms. We
don’t know what they mean in common
language.

Well, they were weaponized, and the
definitions that the people wanted
them to have in that Mandarin Hotel
November 12 through 15 of 2016 are the
definitions that have been applied to
those terms, and they are using them
against people.

That is just one thing. But they also
determined that there were going to be
demonstrations across America. These
demonstrations ensued in city after
city, all over the country. They had to
be funded. People didn’t have anything
to be aggrieved about until they were
told that they weren’t going to be
happy with President-elect Trump. So
they began to demonstrate.

It culminated here in this city, June
20, 2017, Mr. Speaker. That is when we
came together to celebrate the inau-
guration of President Donald Trump.

I traveled around this city. I was
here for the inauguration, and I trav-
eled to the events that it was impor-
tant that I attend. Everywhere I went,
the city was jam-packed full of these
ladies in their silly pink hats. I won’t
describe for the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
what they called them, Mr. Speaker,
but they were everywhere. They had
posters and signs just replete with all
the obscenities that one could imagine.

I believe there were more people here
protesting the inauguration of Donald
Trump than were here celebrating the
Presidency and the inauguration of
Donald Trump. They jammed the
streets. They stood in front of our car,
and they blocked our traffic. They de-
scended upon me in a McDonald’s over
there in a part of town.

I thought I actually ought to have
something to eat that day, and I ended
up with about 200 of them in pink hats
surrounding me. I thought, I will just
debate them down to the last one. I
kept asking them, ‘“Why are you
here?”

“We are here to demonstrate for
women’s rights.”

So I just kept asking them, ‘“What
rights do men have that women don’t
have?”’

That stumped every one of them.
They didn’t have a single answer to
that question, out of 200 or so that ap-
proached me in that McDonald’s that
day. But I saw what they did in this
city, and I asked them.

They complained they didn’t have
enough money to pay for their health
insurance, the Affordable Care Act.
The un-Affordable Care Act is the more
accurate way to describe it. But they
had been able to buy a plane ticket
from Phoenix to Washington, D.C., and
a couple of hotel rooms so they could
be there to demonstrate in their pink
hats.

Who funded that? It wasn’t out of
their pocket, Mr. Speaker. I would sus-
pect it was out of the pockets of
George Soros and his subordinates. But
that bill is the foundation for what is
going on here. It gets us into this new
year. That was January 20, 2017.
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Shortly after Donald Trump was in-
augurated President of the TUnited
States, he had a meeting with James
Comey. James Comey was interviewing
for the job as Director of the FBI.
There was also an interview with Rob-
ert Mueller, who I believe did not tell
the truth, even though he was under
oath. But the record showed that he
was interviewing for the job of Director
of the FBI as well.

James Comey went outside his meet-
ing in the Oval Office with President
Trump, sat down, and typed up from
his memory what he believed was the
exchange between Donald Trump and
James Comey. In short order, he took
it up to Columbia University and hand-
ed it over to a law professor, who was
a friend of his, with either the direct or
the implied, explicit or implied direc-
tions: Leak this information in the pri-
vate meeting with Donald Trump to
The New York Times.

The objective is to upset this country
in such a way that they will have to
name a special counsel to investigate
the Russia collusion that we heard
about for 2 years, and that special
counsel needs to be Robert Mueller.

Well, see how this unfolded? Our At-
torney General Jeff Sessions, who is a
personal friend and someone whose in-
telligence and integrity I admire and
respect, found himself in a place where
he accepted some advice that I think,
to this day, he would tell you he
wished he hadn’t accepted that advice,
but the advice was to recuse himself
from anything that has to do with the
Russian investigation.

Our Attorney General was essentially
unable to address the circumstances of
this Russia investigation. The special
counsel is named—Robert Mueller. The
special counsel is named by Rod Rosen-
stein, the Deputy Attorney General,
the number two in the Department of
Justice, and his position has been fall-
ing under significant question since
that time as well.

But, Mr. Speaker, we ended up with
Robert Mueller. We ended up with
about 17 or so investigators/prosecutors
handpicked. Handpicked by whom? Was
it Robert Mueller? It sure didn’t sound
like it 2 years later when he is under
oath trying to explain the Mueller re-
port before the United States Congress.
It sounded more like he wasn’t in
charge, or if he was in charge, he didn’t
remember what was going on.

That is a good example of why when
you have witnesses to testify, espe-
cially in these times, when the destiny
of America is on the bubble and can
turn, you have to have those witnesses
open in the public where people can
watch them, watch their body lan-
guage, watch their facial expressions,
listen for the pauses before they an-
swer the questions, and listen to the
voice inflection to determine whether
you believe that witness or don’t be-
lieve that witness.

If you just end up with a transcript
that one day we are able to extract
from ADAM SCHIFF, you are not able to



H8672

evaluate the demeanor of the wit-
nesses. What you have to do, then, is
you just accept what he has served up.

But the Mueller investigation went
on for nearly 2 years with roughly 17
investigators. At least 13 of them clear-
ly had a history of partisanship, Mr.
Speaker. Some of them were ruthless,
undercutting, partisan prosecutors.
Weissmann would be one of those who
comes to mind for me.

One of the people on that panel was
Peter Strzok, and it looks like Peter
Strzok was the individual who was in
the center of most everything that was
going on and the weaponization of the
Department of Justice and the FBI.
Was he the individual who named all
the folks that were part of the Mueller
team? And when the text with his
lover, Lisa Page, came out, and we saw
the partisan, nasty, bitter, undercut-
ting, on-the-verge-of-treason texts that
came back and forth between Peter
Strzok and his lover, Lisa Page, it be-
came obvious even to Robert Mueller
that he needed to remove Peter Strzok
from the investigative team, the
Mueller team that was seeking to find
something that they could impeach
Donald Trump for. That was Peter
Strzok.

But we went through nearly 2 years
of that, $25 million to $30 million.
When the Mueller report came out,
they asked Robert Mueller to come to
testify before Congress. Throughout all
of that, the Democrats were licking
their chops, Mr. Speaker, as: Surely,
we have this Mueller report. He is such
a smart guy. James Comey handpicked
him, and James Comey despises the
President, and he will move to New
Zealand if Donald Trump is reelected.
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So, surely, James Comey gave us
good advice that Robert Mueller will
be the man who can pull this informa-
tion out and document the trans-
gressions of Donald Trump so that we
can impeach him and remove him from
office because of that animosity that
exists when a person steps up and tells
the truth and tells America first and
says we are going to restore the respect
for the rule of law and we are going to
restore our border security and we are
going to restore our American
strengths.

All of these points that come for-
ward—America first—all of that was
apparently anathema to the people in
the Department of Justice and the FBI
and other departments—the CIA, for
example.

So we saw, as this unfolded, this
great anticipation that the Mueller re-
port was going to bring forth these
items, multiple items, that would be
just cause to impeach Donald Trump.
And it landed with a big thud because
we had open hearings, and the testi-
mony of Robert Mueller fell flat for a
number of reasons.

Some said that he wasn’t astute
enough to be able to deliver the
Mueller report effectively. That may or
may not be true.
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But I will make the argument that
the real reason was lack of substance.
If there had been substance there,
someone on the Democrat side of the
Judiciary Committee—maybe several,
and most likely several—would have
pulled that substance out and brought
that forward so that we would know
what it was in the Mueller report that
they thought should be worthy of im-
peaching the President of the United
States.

Well, if you remember, Mr. Speaker,
when the Mueller report landed and
Robert Mueller testified before the
committee and his testimony came out
to be very empty and vacant and vacu-
ous, there was a silence out of the
Democrats for, oh, a couple of weeks
like: What are we going to do? We are
still determined that there must be
something in the Mueller report that
we can use to impeach the President,
but we don’t know what. We don’t
know what we can make stick with the
American people.

Because, in the end, this judgment on
the impeachment is up to the Amer-
ican people. That is how it transfers
through the system eventually—not
right away, not directly, but eventu-
ally.

Well, they finally figured out, after 2
weeks or 3 weeks or so, that they
weren’t going to be able to utilize the
Mueller report to impeach the Presi-
dent.

So, what do they do? Well, we are
going to have to tool up another kind
of an argument. What shall we use to
get rid of this President? Two years
burned up on the Mueller report, all
the weaponization of the Department
of Justice and the FBI.

I want to make sure, Mr. Speaker,
that people understand. I lived through
Watergate. I watched it closely.

I lived through the impeachment of
Bill Clinton. I watched it closely, even
more closely than Watergate.

But, as far as Bill Clinton’s impeach-
ment was concerned—and he was im-
peached—it wasn’t so much a matter of
corruption within government as it
was the matter of the corruption of the
President himself. Be that as it may, it
threatened our Republic, our constitu-
tional Republic.

But, if I take you back to 1974 and we
talk about the Nixon impending im-
peachment—not the actual, but the im-
pending impeachment—and we think
about what actually took place then
and Watergate, this, I will say, horrible
event within American history that
tore this country apart, what happened
was a few of the campaign operatives
for Nixon’s reelect team broke into Wa-
tergate to see what they could gather
up in information from the Democrats.

That was really stupid, and it was
really against the law, yet it wasn’t
within the knowledge base of President
Nixon that they were about to or had
invaded that space and committed that
burglary. But, when Nixon found out
that they had committed the burglary,
he set about trying to cover it up.

October 30, 2019

We were involved in the Vietnam war
at the time. We had Vietnamization.
Peace with honor was the message that
President Nixon was involved in. And
we were having success; I would say,
from my memory, significant success.

But President Nixon decided that the
violations of the law that took place in
the Watergate break-in, he made a de-
cision to try to cover it up. Rather
than stepping forward and saying these
people need to be frog-marked into jus-
tice and we are going to clean this up
and it never was anything that was
commanded from on high out of Nix-
on’s office, instead, he set about trying
to cover it up, which was a dramatic
mistake in judgment by the President
of the United States.

Had he been successful and we had
never heard about this, the Vietnam
war may have had an entirely different
result, Mr. Speaker.

So, President Nixon had a number of
things, a number of responsibilities to
weigh when he made that decision to
try to cover it up.

But, nonetheless, we are at this place
in history where we look back in the
rearview mirror and we say that was a
mistake to try to cover it up because
he got caught.

He would have been removed from of-
fice because Republicans had integrity
and Democrats had partisanship and, I
believe, integrity, so they decided that
a President who was that dishonest,
who would go to that level, needed to
be removed from office. That was the
judgment at the time of the people who
were elected here in the House and in
the Senate. And I do not quibble with
those decisions or those positions that
were taken.

That was Richard Nixon, 1974; Bill
Clinton, 1998.

These things that I have talked
about—covering up the crime of a bur-
glary for political-motivated purposes,
covering up the sexual activities by
committing felonies of perjury, ob-
struction of justice, and subornation of
perjury—those truly are at least, if
they are not high crimes, serious mis-
demeanors.

But they came up with nothing in the
Russia investigation with Robert
Mueller, nothing that could stick, even
though they had rigged this game
against the President of the United
States, President Trump, with the dos-
sier.

And who colluded with the Russians
to produce the dossier? The DNC. I
mean, it started out with a check writ-
ten by Paul Singer to do opposition re-
search, because he is a never Trumper.
He got what he could get out of the
dossier effort in the beginning as it got
handed over through Fusion GPS, fund-
ed by the DNC, and checks written
through the attorney’s office in order
to try to defuse the trail, following the
money trail on how this was put to-
gether.

But we know the dossier was
unverified and it was full of manufac-
tured narratives, much of it plugged in
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there by the Russians to upset the elec-
tion results of the United States. And,
if you look at their efforts, yes, they
did try to affect the results of the elec-
tion here in the United States. I be-
lieve that is true. But I don’t know
that they had a choice on who they
wanted to be President of the United
States so much as they just wanted to
create chaos within our system.

So they spent something like $100,000
on internet ads. That is a piece of it.
They did other things to try to hack
into messages going out. There is no
evidence that they affected any vote
tally. There is always a speculation
that, perhaps, they did affect the way
some people voted.

But we also know that there were, I
will say, I am going to say, hundreds of
millions of dollars—it runs into the bil-
lions—spent on advertisement in this
country to also affect the election.

So, I recall sitting there with a group
of Russians at a conference that we
had, and, after having excoriated them
for their effort to upset our elections
here, their response was: So 13 of our
Russian hackers were in a building in
Russia and they created this much
chaos in the United States of America
for $100,000 worth of ads and 13 of them
working in there trying to be hackers.
Think how bad it would have been for
you all if there had been 26.

That was their answer to me.

Mr. Speaker, I reflect on that, and I
have to give them a little nod, kind of
a little silent smile of he had enough
audacity to make the statement. What
it amounts to, really, is it says that 13
Russians didn’t affect the election here
in the United States.

What they did was wrong. They have
been indicted by the Mueller people.
We will never see them again. They are
never going to be brought to justice.
Thirteen Russians, and we were all tied
in knots for 2 years, $25 million to
maybe as high as $30 million of the
Muller report that comes back to be
nothing.

So what is the next play? It is kind of
like you call a big play in a football
game and you drop back to throw this
pass and you get sacked for a 25- or 30-
yard loss. You go back to the huddle.
What are you going to do now? Well,
we are not going to run a dive play
that is going to get 3 yards. We are
going to have to come up with another
trick play.

Well, what is that going to be? Let’s
see. We are going to get the President
for a phone call to Ukraine.

And we know the story on that. It is
contemporary, Mr. Speaker. I don’t
have to refresh the body on this very
much except that, when you read the
transcript of that phone call, that
transcript that has been vetted by at
least six different people who are pro-
fessionals to make sure that the con-
text of that call and the language of
that call is reflected within the tran-
script that they type up for that call, 1
read it with this peace, or I thought: I
am going to get to a place where I get
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this little peace in my gut that kind of
flips and says, ‘‘Oh, he actually said
that?”” And I read it with that in mind,
carefully.

I found no place that troubled me in
any way whatsoever. When the Presi-
dent said—and I have heard him in his
own voice and person say this—it was a
perfect phone call, he has got a strong
argument. It is pretty close to a per-
fect phone call; although, I don’t think
much of anything is ever perfect in this
society.

And the request to go in and do the
investigation of Burisma and any board
member, as I looked at that request
that was there, this country has been
full of questions about what was going
on in Ukraine. And if Joe Biden’s son is
on the board for $50,000 a month with
no energy expertise whatsoever, isn’t
that worth looking into?

And we also have the videotape of
then-Vice President Joe Biden saying:
Yeah, I held a billion-dollar check out
and dangled it in front of the Ukrain-
ians, and I told them that, “If you
don’t fire that prosecutor that is inves-
tigating the oil company whose board
my son is on, if you don’t fire him, I
am leaving in 6 hours with the check,
and I am not coming back.” And he
said—and I can’t say these words here
on the floor, but it was son of a blank.
They fired him, within a very short pe-
riod of time.

That leveraged the investigator out
who was on the trail, at least he be-
lieved, of corruption in Ukraine, and
that corruption pulled into question at
least Hunter Biden, if not Joe Biden
himself.

So, why was Joe Biden so determined
to extort the firing of the investigator
in Ukraine by dangling a billion-dollar
check in front of him—which was a
loan guaranty, to make the record cor-
rect. Why was Joe Biden doing that,
and why is it moral for Joe Biden to
enforce a shutdown of an investigation
that would be cleaning up corruption
in Ukraine before U.S. dollars would be
put into that system?

He is enhancing corruption. He is not
cleaning up corruption. And Donald
Trump’s statement, if it is to be read
at all, was an encouragement to go in
and do the investigation to clean up
the corruption, not to enhance the cor-
ruption.

A billion-dollar equivalent of a bribe
by Joe Biden—I will give you this bil-
lion-dollar loan guaranty if you fire
the investigator that is investigating
the corruption—versus Donald Trump
implying, but not saying: Can you help
us out here? Can you help us with the
investigation? Can you reopen this in-
vestigation into Burisma, because I am
hearing a lot of problems over here in
the United States about what has been
going on in Ukraine.

Now, is it happenstance that Joe
Biden is a potential political rival? He
is not a political rival right now, Mr.
Speaker. He is a candidate in a Demo-
cratic primary for President of the
United States that started out with, I
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don’t know, 24 or so Democrats alto-
gether.

And he may still be the marginal
frontrunner, although I think ELIZA-
BETH WARREN—I am confident she has
passed him up in Iowa, and it looks
like the momentum of his campaign
has flattened out. But why would
President Trump be so concerned about
this that he would ask that they would
go in to do this investigation?

And I will say, instead, a President of
the United States has a duty to inves-
tigate for corruption, and he has an ob-
ligation by law not to advance those
funds until there are assurances that
corruption is cleaned up.

That is a statute that has been
served up to him, and it exists out
there. And I have read the language. 1
just don’t have it in front of me to
quote it to you exactly here tonight,
Mr. Speaker.

So President Trump, I believe, was
following not only his conscience and
good judgment and leadership, but fol-
lowing the law that compelled him to
ensure that corruption was being
cleaned up in Ukraine before U.S. aid
could go into Ukraine.
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And they found a way to turn this
around and say, well, no, we are going
to assign the President a motive, and
then we are going make the motive
stick, and that motive will be—they
will rise to the level that we are going
to impeach him in the United States
House of Representatives for seeking to
use U.S. dollars as an incentive for an
investigation into his political oppo-
nent. How about an investigation into
corruption?

The corruption was being inves-
tigated until Joe Biden stepped in and
extorted the firing of the investigator
in Ukraine. And all Donald Trump said
was, can you light this back up again,
and let’s find out what the truth is.

Why is anybody on the other side of
the aisle, Joe Biden or Hunter Biden or
anyone else included, why are they
worried about an investigation if they
are clean? The investigation must be
shut down by Democrats for some rea-
son. I mean, from where I stand, I am
clean. And so, if somebody says I am
going to investigate STEVE KING, I say,
fine, go ahead. You know, if that is all
you have to do with your life, go ahead.

They said the other day what hap-
pens if they bring ethics charges
against those of us who went down to
the SCIF and said we are going to bring
sunlight into this basement room here
that ADAM SCHIFF is holding his secret
impeachment hearings in, and some of
the Members said, well, gee, it is going
to cost us millions of dollars to defend
ourselves if they bring ethics charges
against us. And I said, it is not going to
cost me a dime. Lock me up if that is
the case, because we have a Constitu-
tion to protect and preserve. We have a
country to protect and preserve. We
have a legacy that is handed to us from
our Founding Fathers that requires us
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to step up and defend our Constitution
and the rule of law and the principles
of truth, justice, and the American
way, no matter how heavy the partisan
politics get. And they are heavy. They
are so heavy that the history of im-
peachment is kicked aside by ADAM
SCHIFF and NANCY PELOSI.

And I picked up the impeachment
resolutions from 1974, Resolution of In-
quiry. ‘“‘Following is the text of House
Resolution 803, as approved by the
House February 6, 1974.”” This is the
Nixon impeachment resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I include in the RECORD
the 1974 resolution for the impeach-
ment of Richard Nixon.

1974 RESOLUTION OF INQUIRY

Following is the text of House Resolution
803, as approved by the House Feb. 6, 1974:

Resolved, That the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, acting as a whole or by any sub-
committee thereof appointed by the chair-
man for the purposes hereof and in accord-
ance with the rules of the committee, is au-
thorized and directed to investigate fully and
completely whether sufficient grounds exist
for the House of Representatives to exercise
its constitutional power to impeach Richard
M. Nixon, President of the United States of
America. The committee shall report to the
House of Representatives such resolutions,
articles of impeachment, or other rec-
ommendations as it deems proper.

Sec. 2:

(a) For the purpose of making such inves-
tigation, the committee is authorized to re-
quire—

(1) by subpoena or otherwise—

(A) the attendance and testimony of any
person (including at a taking of a deposition
by counsel for the committee); and

(B) the production of such things; and

(2) by interrogatory, the furnishing of such
information; as it deems necessary to such
investigation.

(b) Such authority of the committee may
be exercised—

(1) by the chairman and the ranking mi-
nority member acting jointly, or, if either
declines to act, by the other acting alone, ex-
cept that in the event either so declines, ei-
ther shall have the right to refer to the com-
mittee for decision the question whether
such authority shall be so exercised and the
committee shall be convened promptly to
render that decision; or

(2) by the committee acting as a whole or
by subcommittee.

Subpoenas and interrogatories so author-
ized may be issued over the signature of the
chairman, or ranking minority member, or
any member designated by either of them,
and may be served by any person designated
by the chairman, or ranking minority mem-
ber, or any member designated by either of
them. The chairman, or ranking minority
member, or any member designated by ei-
ther of them (or, with respect to any deposi-
tion, answer to interrogatory, or affidavit,
any person authorized by law to administer
oaths) may administer oaths to any witness.
For the purpose of this section, ‘‘things’ in-
cludes, without limitation, books, records,
correspondence, logs, journals, memoran-
dums, papers, documents, writings, draw-
ings, graphs, charts, photographs, reproduc-
tions, recordings, tapes, transcripts, print-
outs, data compilations from which informa-
tion can be obtained (translated if necessary,
through detection devices into reasonably
usable form), tangible objects, and other
things of any kind.

Sec. 3. For the purpose of making such in-
vestigation, the committee, and any sub-
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committee thereof, are authorized to sit and
act, without regard to clause 31 of rule XI of
the Rules of the House of Representatives,
during the present Congress at such times
and places within or without the United
States, whether the House is meeting, has
recessed, or has adjourned, and to hold such
hearings, as it deems necessary.

Sec. 4. Any funds made available to the
Committee on the Judiciary under House
Resolution 702 of the Ninety-third Congress,
adopted November 15, 1973, or made available
for the purpose hereafter, may be expended
for the purpose of carrying out the investiga-
tion authorized and directed by this resolu-
tion.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I in-
clude in the RECORD the October 7, 1998,
resolution for the impeachment of Bill
Clinton.

Resolved, That the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, acting as a whole or by any sub-
committee thereof appointed by the chair-
man for the purposes hereof and in accord-
ance with the rules of the committee, is au-
thorized and directed to investigate fully and
completely whether sufficient grounds exist
for the House of Representatives to exercise
its constitutional power to impeach William
Jefferson Clinton, President of the United
States of America. The committee shall re-
port to the House of Representatives such
resolutions, articles of impeachment, or
other recommendations as it deems proper.

Sec. 2. (a) For the purpose of making such
investigation, the committee is authorized
to require—

(1) by subpoena or otherwise—

(A) the attendance and testimony of any
person (including at a taking of a deposition
by counsel for the committee); and

(B) the production of such things; and

(2) by interrogatory, the furnishing of such
information; as it deems necessary to such
investigation.

(b) Such authority of the committee may
be exercised—

(1) by the chairman and the ranking mi-
nority member acting jointly, or, if either
declines to act, by the other acting alone, ex-
cept that in the event either so declines, ei-
ther shall have the right to refer to the com-
mittee for decision the question whether
such authority shall be so exercised and the
committee shall be convened promptly to
render that decision; or

(2) by the committee acting as a whole or
by subcommittee,

Subpoenas and interrogatories so author-
ized may be issued over the signature of the
chairman, or ranking minority member, or
any member designated by either of them,
and may be served by any person designated
by the chairman, or ranking minority mem-
ber, or any member designated by either of
them. The chairman, or ranking minority
member, or any member designated by ei-
ther of them ( or, with respect to any deposi-
tion, answer to interrogatory, or affidavit,
any person authorized by law to administer
oaths) may administer oaths to any witness.
For the purposes of this section, ‘‘things’ in-
cludes, without limitation, books, records,
correspondence, logs, journals, memoran-
dums, papers, documents, writings, draw-
ings, graphs, charts, photographs, reproduc-
tions, recordings, tapes, transcripts, print-
outs, data compilations from which informa-
tion can be obtained (translated if necessary,
through detection devices into reasonably
usable form), tangible objects, and other
things of any kind.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, when
you lay them down side-by-side and
you read them, they come out and say,
“Authorizing and directing the Com-
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mittee on the Judiciary to investigate
whether sufficient grounds exist for the
impeachment of William Jefferson
Clinton, President of the United
States.”” The committee—this says,
“Resolved, that the Committee on the
Judiciary’’—this is Nixon—‘‘acting as a
whole or by any subcommittee thereof
appointed by the chairman for the pur-
poses hereof and in accordance with
the rules of the committee, is author-
ized and directed to investigate fully
and completely whether sufficient
grounds exist for the House of Rep-
resentatives to exercise its constitu-
tional power to impeach Richard M.
Nixon, President of the United States
of America. The committee shall re-
port to the House of Representatives
such resolutions, Articles of Impeach-
ment, and other recommendations as it
deems proper.”’

This is substantively the same. The
provisions in here, the language varies
a little bit in the preambles, but the
provisions in here are identical, be-
cause they had an understanding that
they needed to be in conformance with
the constitution, Mr. Speaker, with
history, with the sense of fairness and
trust and knowing that antiquity
would look back on this and see how
did they conduct themselves in the
House of Representatives when they
were faced with this question of wheth-
er or not to impeach a President of the
United States.

Well, I have this other resolution
here, Mr. Speaker. This is H. Res—it’s
before the Rules Committee tonight, it
doesn’t have a number on it now as I
have it, it is not at all like the resolu-
tions, the identical resolutions of Rich-
ard Nixon and Bill Clinton.

And it is also curious that in modern
times we have gone back to this im-
peachment over and over again where
the only other impeachment up until
Richard Nixon was Andrew Johnson
shortly after the Civil War.

But here is what we have. This is I
think the ADAM SCHIFF resolution. It
says: ‘““The chair . . . shall designate an
open hearing or hearings pursuant to
this section.”

Well great, we went down to the
SCIF and shined sunlight on that, and
now they have capitulated to the pres-
sure that was brought to bear that day,
and they are going to have an open
hearing or hearings.

Well, I wrote a little note on there
that says, yes, they are going to have
an open hearing, one. It is a minimum
of one. They might have more if they
decide to, but not all. They are still de-
termined. This resolution says that
they can go back down into the base-
ment room of the Capitol, the secret
room and conduct their secret hearings
with their secret rules and the public
can’t see in, the public can’t hear the
audio, the public can’t see the video,
the public nor other Members of Con-
gress can watch the facial expressions,
listen to the voice inflections, watch
the body language and determine the
demeanor and veracity of the wit-
nesses. That is not going to happen



October 30, 2019

under this resolution that comes to us
tomorrow just as they are going to do
one open hearing. And it might be a
gavel in and gavel out. That will com-
ply with this resolution. And they can
move on.

It says also, The chair and ranking
minority member of the committee—
that is the secret committee, the Per-
manent Select Committee—‘‘shall be
permitted to question witnesses for
equal specified periods of longer than 5
minutes, as determined by the chair.”

So ADAM SCHIFF can decide if he
wants to question a witness for beyond
5 minutes, 10 minutes, 20 minutes, 30
minutes, even 45 minutes because they
have a 90-minute cap on this, as deter-
mined by the chair. But if ADAM SCHIFF
wants to question a witness for 6 min-
utes only, that means that DEVIN
NUNES can only question that witness
for 6 minutes only. Well, that is a pret-
ty tight rule, isn’t it?

So if they like what the witness is
saying, they are going to continue to
ask questions. If they don’t like what
he is saying, he is going to shut that
questioning off, and that shuts off
DEVIN NUNES, and he is the only one
that can ask questions of that witness.

It says but the time, ‘‘shall be equal
for the chair and the ranking minority
member.”” Sure. But the chair deter-
mines how long that time will be.

And then it says it, ‘‘shall not exceed
90 minutes,”” which I mentioned ‘‘in the
aggregate. Only the chair and ranking
member or a Permanent Select Com-
mittee employee,” meaning staff, ¢if
yielded to by the chair or ranking mi-
nority member may question witnesses
during such periods of questioning.”

So the rest of the committee that is
allowed access into that secret base-
ment room, there in the dark, in the
confines of the most secret room in the
entire Capitol complex, they are con-
structing a method to try to impeach
the President of the United States.

Banana republics do that. Soviet-
style justice does that. It is not justice
in the Soviet, it is not justice here.

Also it says, ‘“‘At the conclusion of
questioning pursuant to this para-
graph, the committee shall proceed
with questioning under the 5-minute
rule pursuant to clause. ... 7 Does
that allow all Members? That is not de-
termined.

‘“ . . . minority witness requests, the
ranking minority member may submit
to the chair, in writing, any requests
for witness testimony . . . ” But “‘any
such request shall be accompanied by a
detailed written justification of the
relevance of the testimony of each re-
quested witness to the investigation
described in the first section of the res-
olution.” Then it says, ‘‘The ranking
minority member of the Permanent Se-
lect Committee is authorized, with the
concurrence of the chair, to require, as
deemed necessary to the investigation

. .subpoena. . . .”

Let me boil this down for you, Mr.
Speaker. What it really says is, the
chair has subpoena power, and the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

ranking member has subpoena power, if
the chair allows the ranking member
to have subpoena power, which means
the majority runs this whole show. The
ranking member, the minority, if he
does not like it that he is denied sub-
poena power, oh, he is free to appeal it
to the full committee. The full com-
mittee, which is dominated by Demo-
crats and commanded by ADAM SCHIFF
and will never—and I will put this
point down—will mnever roll their
speaker on a question of a subpoena for
a witness that might defend the Presi-
dent of the United States, as called by
the ranking member, DEVIN NUNES.
That is what we are dealing with.

“In the case that the chair declines
to concur in a proposed action of the
ranking minority member the
ranking minority member shall have
the right to refer to the committee for
decision. . . .” That is just what I said.
He can go to the committee, but the
votes aren’t going to be there in an ob-
jective fashion. The votes are only
going to be those that follow down the
partisan line. That is what it is set up
to do.

It says, ‘“The chair is authorized to
make publicly available . . . the tran-
scripts of depositions.” And they may
be ‘“‘with appropriate redactions for
classified and other sensitive informa-
tion.”” Other sensitive information
means whatever ADAM SCHIFF decides
the public shouldn’t know if it runs
contrary to his agenda will be redacted
before any report comes out of there.
And remember, we are not going to see
the video, we are not going to hear the
audio, we are not going to read the
transcript. We are going to get the
edited version that ADAM SCHIFF would
deliver to us.

It says, “The Permanent Select Com-
mittee is directed to issue a report set-
ting forth its findings and rec-
ommendations. The chair shall
transmit such report . . . to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. . . .”” Well, so
the report would go to the Judiciary
Committee. The Judiciary Committee
then would have the responsibility pre-
sumably of taking up an impeachment
motion and debating it up or down and
voting on it in the Judiciary Com-
mittee. It takes a lot of authority out
of the hands of JERRY NADLER, the
chair of the committee. And it says to
me that the Speaker and ADAM SCHIFF
and others in leadership over on this
side of the aisle don’t have the con-
fidence that JERRY NADLER will handle
this the way they would like to see him
handle it.

“The report required by this para-
graph shall be prepared in consultation
with the chairs of the Committee on
Foreign Affairs and the Committee on
Oversight and Reform.” Prepared with
their counsel with the chairs. Seems
like they left out the ranking mem-
bers. There will be no minority input
in this. They are just going to sit down
with the chairs of some other commit-
tees that they claim to be relevant and
have them weigh in on this before this
report comes out, Mr. Speaker.
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“The chair of the Permanent Select
Committee . in consultation with
the ranking minority member, to
transfer such records or materials to
the Committee on the Judiciary.” The
chair in consultation. What does ‘‘con-
sultation” mean? That means ADAM
SCHIFF can say, hey, DEVIN NUNES, I
am going to introduce this report and
send it over to the Judiciary Com-
mittee. What do you think? And rank-
ing member NUNES can say, ‘I don’t
like it. I think it is dishonest.” Well,
too bad, we consulted, now I am send-
ing it to judiciary. That is all this lan-
guage requires. This is a phony resolu-
tion, Mr. Speaker.

“Committee on the Judiciary.” It
says, ‘“‘“The House authorizes the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary to conduct
proceedings relating to the impeach-
ment inquiry . . . including such proce-
dures as to allow for the participation
of the President and his counsel.” Oh,
that is good. I would be happy to have
the President’s counsel there, but it
doesn’t say the judiciary, it says, au-
thorizes the committee to conduct
those proceedings. It doesn’t say shall
allow the President’s counsel. So that
is all missing.

‘. . . Jdudiciary is authorized to pro-
mulgate additional procedures as it
deems necessary. . . .”” Well, that will
be the majority deeming necessary
that which they think will best im-
peach the President, not an impartial
hearing.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I want to
see a balanced and a fair process, one
that is consistent with the history of
the United States of America.

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

———
RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 27 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess.

——
O 2250
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. PAPPAS) at 10 o’clock and
50 minutes p.m.

——

REPORT ON H. RES. 660, DIRECT-
ING CERTAIN COMMITTEES TO
CONTINUE ONGOING INVESTIGA-
TIONS INTO WHETHER SUFFI-
CIENT GROUNDS EXIST FOR THE
IMPEACHMENT OF DONALD JOHN

TRUMP, PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES
Mr. MCGOVERN, from the Com-

mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 116-266) on the
resolution (H. Res. 660) directing cer-
tain committees to continue their on-
going investigations as part of the ex-
isting House of Representatives inquiry
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