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launch military attacks except in re-
sponse to a direct attack on our coun-
try, nor can it limit the President’s au-
thority as Commander in Chief once 
Congress does authorize war. 

I believe the 2002 Authorization for 
the Use of Military Force in Iraq was a 
colossal mistake. It created a dan-
gerous power vacuum. It was never 
supported with the full resources of the 
United States, and it was without prov-
ocation. 

But there should be no rewriting of 
history here. It might have been 
George W. Bush who advocated for the 
war and Bush, Obama, and now Presi-
dent Trump who have waged it, but it 
was Congress’ adoption of the AUMF 
that formally started it. 

And once started, only the President 
can wage it. President Trump inherited 
this mess and history will judge how 
well he handles it. Certainly, in this in-
stance, the President not only had 
clear and unambiguous authority to 
order the attack, he had a moral im-
perative to do so. 

What is crystal clear from the debate 
yesterday is that if the Democrats had 
had their way, Soleimani would be 
alive today, and the attack on Amer-
ican troops that he was in the final 
stages of planning would have un-
folded. We would likely, today, be 
mourning very many American casual-
ties. 

If the President, knowing that this 
attack was coming and in full posses-
sion of the opportunity and the author-
ity to stop it, had taken the Demo-
crats’ advice and done nothing, he 
would have been deeply culpable for 
the loss of these Americans. It is 
shocking to me, and perhaps to the 
country as well, that even in hindsight 
this is the course the Democrats have 
made clear that they prefer. 

That brings me to the nature of the 
resolution that the House passed yes-
terday. The separation of war powers 
between the legislative and executive 
branches has been badly blurred in re-
cent decades, and I do believe that we 
need to reestablish not only the con-
stitutional principles that separate the 
declaring of war from the waging of 
war, but also the American tradition 
that we only go to war when we have 
been attacked. 

When we must go to war, we have the 
utmost obligation to put the entire 
might and resources and attention of 
the Nation behind it, and to get it over 
with just as quickly as possible. 

Now, that is a legitimate debate to 
have, but that is not what the House 
did yesterday. Yesterday, it delib-
erately and recklessly undermined the 
position of the United States Govern-
ment and the United States Armed 
Forces that we sent to Iraq, shredding 
the tradition that politics stop at the 
water’s edge. 

In a perilous moment, the House re-
fused to stand behind the war that it 
had authorized in 2002, refused to pro-
tect the men and women that it placed 
in harm’s way, and it gave a hostile 

foreign power a major propaganda vic-
tory. 

That is yet another stain upon the 
honor of this House, and one which 
should be deplored and condemned 
through the ages to come. 

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

f 

IMPOSING SANCTIONS WITH RE-
SPECT TO ADDITIONAL SECTORS 
OF IRAN—MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 116–94) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
and the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices and ordered to be printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
Pursuant to the International Emer-

gency Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 
1701 et seq.) (IEEPA), I hereby report 
that I have issued an Executive Order 
(the ‘‘order’’) with respect to Iran that 
takes additional steps with respect to 
the national emergency declared in Ex-
ecutive Order 12957 of March 15, 1995. 

The order takes steps to deny Iran 
revenue, including revenue derived 
from the export of products from key 
sectors of Iran’s economy, that may be 
used to fund and support its nuclear 
program, missile development, ter-
rorism and terrorist proxy networks, 
and malign regional influence. 

The order blocks the property and in-
terests in property of persons deter-
mined by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, in consultation with the Secretary 
of State: 

to operate in the construction, min-
ing, manufacturing, or textiles sectors 
of the Iranian economy, or any other 
sector of the Iranian economy as may 
be determined by the Secretary of the 
Treasury, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of State; 

to have knowingly engaged, on or 
after the date of the order, in a signifi-
cant transaction for the sale, supply, 
or transfer to or from Iran of signifi-
cant goods or services used in connec-
tion with a sector of the Iranian econ-
omy specified in, or determined by the 
Secretary of the Treasury, in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of State, pur-
suant to, section 1(a)(i) of the order; 

to have materially assisted, spon-
sored, or provided financial, material, 
or technological support for, or goods 
or services to or in support of, any per-
son whose property and interests in 
property are blocked pursuant to the 
order; or 

to be owned or controlled by, or to 
have acted or purported to act for or on 
behalf of, directly or indirectly, any 
person whose property and interests in 
property are blocked pursuant to the 
order. 

The order also authorizes the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, in consultation 

with the Secretary of State, to impose 
correspondent account and payable- 
through account-related sanctions on a 
foreign financial institution upon de-
termining the foreign financial institu-
tion has, on or after the date of the 
order, knowingly conducted or facili-
tated a significant financial trans-
action: 

for the sale, supply, or transfer to or 
from Iran of significant goods or serv-
ices used in connection with a sector of 
the Iranian economy specified in, or 
determined by the Secretary of the 
Treasury, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of State, pursuant to, section 
1(a)(i) of the order; or 

for or on behalf of any person whose 
property and interests in property are 
blocked pursuant to section 1 of the 
order. 

I have delegated to the Secretary of 
the Treasury, in consultation with the 
Secretary of State, the authority to 
take such actions, including adopting 
rules and regulations, to employ all 
powers granted to the President by 
IEEPA as may be necessary to imple-
ment the order. 

I am enclosing a copy of the order I 
have issued. 

DONALD J. TRUMP.
THE WHITE HOUSE, January 10, 2020. 

f 

WEAPONIZATION OF LANGUAGE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2019, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) for 30 
minutes. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, it is 
my honor to be recognized to address 
you here on the floor of the United 
States House of Representatives. 

I come to the floor today, Mr. Speak-
er, because this is the 1-year anniver-
sary of the date that a disparaging mis-
quote in The New York Times was 
posted, January 10 of 2019, this being 
January 10 of 2020. 

I am hopeful that this new year we 
have, 2020, will bring about some clar-
ity of vision on the part of my col-
leagues, the American people, and I 
don’t know that I have as much hope 
for the press. But this day, a year ago 
today, I was misquoted by The New 
York Times. The Times alleged that I 
had used three terms and asked, why 
does that language become offensive? 

Well, the truth is that it was a 56- 
minute telephone interview, a call on 
my cell phone. I didn’t have a way to 
tape it. But I have a practice over the 
years, I have done interviews with any 
kind of media I can think of, and if I 
don’t have a means to tape what I say 
to them, I make it a point not to re-
peat anything, say anything that I 
haven’t already said to the press. That 
way, there is nothing new out there for 
them to take and manipulate it in the 
article. 

b 1300 

When that phone rang that morning 
on the 5th of January, 2019, if that is a 
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Friday morning, about 8:35 in the 
morning, I took the call. I would have 
preferred to have done it in the office, 
but sometimes you need to get some 
work done and move on to other 
things, and that was part of the incen-
tive. 

The reporter for The New York 
Times told me that he had been as-
signed by his chief editor to write an 
article about how it is that the immi-
gration policy that I have advocated 
for at least since the first days I came 
to this Congress and years before that, 
so sometime around 2000 or so, that 
that immigration policy of build the 
wall, end birthright citizenship, en-
force the rule of law, end the sanctuary 
cities, and the list of other things that 
have been part of what I have cham-
pioned along the way here in this Con-
gress, he was assigned to write an arti-
cle about how it was that our President 
Donald Trump had adopted my immi-
gration positions and gotten elected on 
those immigration positions, and now 
the national debate was surrounding 
the very topics that I had talked about 
for so long. 

So we embarked upon a 56-minute 
interview. He didn’t have a tape, and I 
didn’t have a tape. I know he didn’t 
have a tape for a couple of reasons. One 
of them was that, on an occasion or 
two, he asked me to carefully repeat 
the statement I had made so that he 
could type it down and get it accurate. 
That told me that was one he is going 
to quote. It wasn’t the one of con-
troversy, however. 

Then the second piece of it was that 
we asked him on the telephone the fol-
lowing week: Do you have a tape? 

His answer was: Why do you want to 
know? 

In that phone call, he would not an-
swer the question as to whether he had 
a tape. We found out later on that he 
had admitted that there was no tape. 
So we asked for his notes. He wouldn’t 
release his notes. We asked him for the 
question that he had posed to me, and 
he wouldn’t even speculate as to what 
the question was that he had posed to 
me in this 56-minute interview. 

He did assert that he can type as fast 
as anyone can talk, that he is highly 
trained on that and so skilled that the 
words would be perfect and so would 
the punctuation be perfect. 

Now, I am here on the floor of this 
House of Representatives. We have 
some of the best stenographers in the 
world here. They get more practice in 
the House than anywhere else, and 
they talk slower in the Senate. I have 
asked them: About how fast can you 
type? 

A lot of them are about 130 words a 
minute on a conventional typewriter, 
and when they get to what I call the 
magic keyboard here, Mr. Speaker, 
then those words may go up to as many 
as 260 words a minute. 

Then I asked them: Can you keep up 
with me when I am on a roll? 

They say: No. We are always glad 
when you pause and let us catch up. 

These are the best there are any-
where. I can’t believe that a reporter 
for The New York Times with a con-
ventional and not a magic keyboard 
can outpace the people on this floor to 
keep up with these fast-talking people 
in the House of Representatives, the 
very best there are in the world. That 
is not his skill set anyway. 

So when he asserts that he could type 
it up accurately with utter precision 
and the punctuation would be correct, 
even when I asked the best in the world 
what about the punctuation, if that 
comes out to be perfect, too, they will 
say: No, I have to go back and listen to 
the tape to make sure we get that part 
of it right. We get the words right, but 
the punctuation may be in question. 

I have great respect for the skill sets 
here. I do not respect the response that 
he gave in defense because it is not be-
lievable that a reporter can be on a 
telephone on the other end typing at a 
speed with the kind of precision nec-
essary to settle the kind of cases that 
we have here. 

Nonetheless, when that story came 
out on the 10th of January, things blew 
up here in this Congress, and I imme-
diately put out a statement that 
should have shut all that criticism 
down. I put it out with clarity. I clear-
ly rejected more emphatically than 
anyone in this House of Representa-
tives has, including the resolution that 
passed the following week, more clear-
ly than anyone else has the idea of the 
odious ideologies of white nationalism 
and white supremacy. 

Those are ideologies that didn’t exist 
in my environment anyplace that I was 
in all of my growing up, in my forma-
tive years, my adult years, and my 
time here in the Congress. 

When our minority leader, KEVIN 
MCCARTHY, asked for a meeting with 
me on the following Monday, it was his 
assertion that it has always meant the 
same thing. I said I don’t know how we 
know, if it is language that has not 
been used or utilized. How do we know 
what it meant to people? You couldn’t 
look up an ideology that is two words, 
not one, in this huge dictionary over 
here. You won’t be able to look up 
‘‘white nationalism’’ or ‘‘white suprem-
acy’’ there because that is a phrase. It 
is an ideology that ties two words to-
gether with a meaning that perhaps 
could be different. 

So in an interview with DAVE PRICE 
of WHO-TV on October 20, 2018, he had 
asked me the question: What is a white 
nationalist? 

I said it might have meant something 
different 1 or 2 or 3 years ago, but 
today it implies racist. I knew that be-
cause I have been paying attention to 
the weaponization of language. This is 
what the left has been doing. They 
have been calling people racist for 20, 
25 years, and they have watched as Re-
publicans—especially Southern con-
servative Republicans—curl up away 
from that kind of accusation because it 
shuts them down. 

I recall the conversation that I re-
lated, actually, to The New York 

Times reporter in that 56-minute inter-
view. In my answer to the question, 
whatever it was that he asked me: 
What had happened in February 2013? 

That was an immigration meeting 
down the hallway over toward the Sen-
ate side where we had a discussion 
about immigration with four or five 
Senators, five or six House Members, 
and some nongovernment representa-
tives who were also there at the table 
and around the table. 

It was the first time that I had met 
Senator TED CRUZ. He had made a 
statement that we need to be very 
careful with the language we use, espe-
cially on immigration, because if we 
are not, if we use any language that is 
offensive, they will use it against us. 

I listened to that, and I thought that 
I had better respond. I said: Well, Sen-
ator, I agree with what you said, but 
we also need to keep in mind that if we 
let them define that which is offensive, 
then whatever language is effective 
will be defined as offensive. 

I waited for his answer, which was es-
sentially a nod, which I took to mean 
an agreement with me, and I believe it 
was because it was certainly a logical 
statement, and it was objective. 

I set this up this way, Mr. Speaker, 
so that when I lay out this case, it is 
going to be clearly understood by all 
who are paying attention. It says: I am 
just going to take the term ‘‘white na-
tionalist,’’ that is what KEVIN MCCAR-
THY was so concerned about and believ-
ing that it confirmed some kind of a 
hidden ideology in me that no one had 
been able to discover in personal con-
tact with me that had been discovered 
by The New York Times reporter over 
the telephone. He argued that the re-
sponse I gave, that it might have 
meant something different 1 or 2 or 3 
years ago, exposed that I didn’t know 
that it was a negative connotation that 
had to do with white nationalism. And 
somehow or another, he assigned an-
other belief system to me, which is 
generally what the left does. 

I asked for 24 hours to disprove this. 
He said you have 1 hour and walked out 
of the room—1 hour. Well, it takes a 
lot of digging. I just proved it clearly 
but not in an hour. 

So what I have here, what I would 
like to show you, Mr. Speaker, is this: 
What did the term ‘‘white nation-
alism’’ mean in the year 2000, when it 
was virtually unused, or in any year 
prior to that, when it was also vir-
tually unused? What did it mean in 
2001, 2002, and 2003? All the way up, you 
can see that it was virtually unused, 
and it never even starts to move until 
2016. 

This is a LexisNexis search of the 
term ‘‘white nationalism’’ or ‘‘white 
nationalist,’’ derivatives of this term. 
LexisNexis, Mr. Speaker, goes into 
blogs, web postings, newspaper print, 
and magazine print. You name it, if it 
is in print out there, then LexisNexis is 
very likely to have it all. This is the 
only objective way you can quantify 
the utilization of this term. 
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‘‘White nationalism’’ is virtually un-

used all the way up until 2016, actually. 
There, it jumped up to 10,000 times a 
year. It was virtually unused, and all of 
a sudden, in 2016, there it goes to 10,000 
times a year; in 2017, 30,000 times; and 
in 2018, it is still up there at 20,000 
times. 

How did it happen that a terminology 
that had been virtually unused all of a 
sudden becomes used multiple times, 
up to 30,000 times a year, when 1 to 200 
times a year is this virtually unused 
definition down here? 

How did it happen that this is the 
word that gets tagged on me? Is that 
an accident, Mr. Speaker? I don’t think 
so. In fact, any objective person look-
ing at the data couldn’t come to that 
conclusion either. 

This is the annual utilization: vir-
tually unused up to 2016, then up to 
10,000 times a year, and then up to 
30,000 times the next year. It is still at 
20,000 the following year. 

This is a weaponized term created by 
the left to attack conservatives with. 
It is one of their weaponized terms. 
They have multiple weaponized terms 
now because they wore out the term 
‘‘racist’’ and needed to make up new 
terms that they could be offended by. 

How did this happen, that 2016 was 
the year that the term ‘‘white nation-
alist’’ was used 10,000 times in that 
year? I asked them to break this thing 
down, LexisNexis’ utilization of ‘‘white 
nationalist,’’ month by month 
throughout the year 2016. That is the 
jump year down here. 

Here is the data. From November and 
December, it is down here, used a little 
more, perhaps you could still call it 
virtually unused, but there is a little 
blip in August. Then it jumps up in No-
vember, and it is still up there in De-
cember. 

What happened in 2016 that brought 
about the use of the term ‘‘white na-
tionalist’’ as an almost always pejo-
rative term? It is almost always used 
to attack conservatives. What hap-
pened? Well, there is the circumstance 
that Donald Trump was elected Presi-
dent of the United States on November 
8, 2016. 

When that happened, there was al-
ready a gathering for the hierarchy of 
the Democratic Party to gather to-
gether at the Mandarin Occidental 
Hotel here in Washington, D.C. Their 
agenda was to best plan how they were 
going to utilize what they expected 
would be a Hillary Clinton Presidency. 
They admitted that they had to change 
their agenda when they got the sur-
prise of Donald Trump winning the 
election as opposed to Hillary. They 
did change their agenda at the Occi-
dental Hotel. 

By the way, it was led by George 
Soros. His face is on the front cover 
here of Politico’s article that tells 
about this. There are several other ar-
ticles, Mr. Speaker, but George Soros 
led on this. 

There, they planned how they were 
going to deal with a Trump Presidency 

and how they were going to try to 
handcuff, tie down, refuse, and resist. 

Mr. Speaker, if we remember what 
happened, that came into our verbiage 
also. I didn’t run the LexisNexis num-
bers on this, but I am certain I am 
right. ‘‘Resist,’’ ‘‘resistance move-
ment’’ would be also, probably, a little 
more used than ‘‘white nationalist,’’ 
but we might be able to define that as 
virtually unused until the conference 
at the Mandarin Occidental Hotel in 
Washington, D.C., that started on Sun-
day, November 13, the Sunday after 
Trump was elected President. 

There, they planned how they were 
going to deal with the Trump Presi-
dency and how they were going to 
handcuff him, tie him down, resist, re-
sist, and resist. The resistance move-
ment was born in this hotel by Demo-
cratic leadership led by George Soros 
and no doubt funded by George Soros. 
The executive director position that 
was managing over all this was a 
former Soros staff person. 

They planned their resistance move-
ment, and out of that also came some 
words to be weaponized: white nation-
alist, white supremacist, Nazi, and fas-
cist. 

That is what I was talking about in 
my interview with Trip Gabriel as 
what had happened to weaponize lan-
guage and how it was being used 
against people. We should never forget 
that we have the left in this country in 
particular—and I hope it is to a lesser 
degree, and I believe it is, from the 
other side—that assigns a belief system 
to people and then attacks them for 
the belief system that they have as-
signed. They use the words that they 
have been assigned to use to assign to 
people for the belief system that they 
have assigned. 

So what we have is virtually unused 
‘‘white nationalist’’ here throughout 
all these years until we come to 2016. 
Then we have the events of November 
13, 14, and 15, checking out on the 
morning of Wednesday the 16th of No-
vember. That was taking place at the 
Mandarin Occidental Hotel. Clearly, 
somebody said: We are going to start 
using ‘‘white nationalist’’ against con-
servatives. Get to it. 

They were at it while they were in 
the hotel, and it showed up some 5,000 
times in that little window of time 
there. 

Now, if you wonder, well, maybe I am 
not right on the date, Mr. Speaker, I 
had them break down the month of No-
vember 2016. Here is the month of No-
vember. The 1st, 2nd, kind of virtually 
unused, under 100 times in any given 
day. Until you get to they checked in 
here, the 13th of November, and, zing, 
all the way we go up to here to the top 
and back, this peak right here rep-
resents the times that they were in 
that hotel, making the decision and ac-
tivating the weaponization of a number 
of terms but certainly the term ‘‘white 
nationalism.’’ 

b 1315 
So, they all knew what they were 

doing. They were in that hotel, and 
they knew what they were doing. 

I am just not convinced that the peo-
ple in the leadership on the Republican 
side knew what was being perpetrated 
against our ideology, Mr. Speaker. And 
it seemed as though a number of my 
own leadership decided that they were 
going to jump on the bandwagon, too, 
with no chance for self-defense. 

I would reflect that, even if you go 
back through all of Christianity, if you 
go back through Judeo-Christianity, if 
you go back through Western civiliza-
tion, if you go back through the foun-
dation of American culture and civili-
zation—you can go back to Jesus; you 
can go back to St. Paul—everybody ac-
cused had a right to face their accusers 
and had, also, the presumption of inno-
cence until proven guilty. I can find no 
exceptions in anybody’s framework. 
That is the standard. That is the 
civilizational standard. 

I have listened as our minority lead-
er, KEVIN MCCARTHY, has aggressively 
and effectively, I believe—and I am 
glad he is doing it—defended our Presi-
dent of the United States and said that 
he deserves due process and he deserves 
a fair process and that he is innocent 
until proven guilty. I agree with all of 
that. 

But KEVIN MCCARTHY doesn’t seem to 
agree that should be in a manner that 
I would be treated. I believe that I de-
serve due process and I deserve inno-
cent until proven guilty. 

And I would point out that there is 
no evidence to make the case against 
me—no evidence, no real evidence. I 
have put out the fact-check document. 
It is on my website. It went on in 
March of last year. It is about six 
pages. No one has poked a hole in any 
of that rationale. 

And here is another ‘‘no one,’’ Mr. 
Speaker. 

Even though Brett Kavanaugh had 
about six or seven or so accusers, and I 
believe Brett Kavanaugh was unjustly 
accused in every one of those cases, but 
at least he had an opportunity to face 
his accusers and at least one of them 
came forward to testify and could be 
examined by the panel of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary that was there. 

Brett Kavanaugh, I believe, was ex-
onerated from those charges. He is now 
seated on the United States Supreme 
Court, and I believe that he will go on 
to be a stellar Justice on our United 
States Supreme Court. But he had a 
chance to face his accusers, and he had 
them. 

In my case, Mr. Speaker, not only did 
I not have a chance to face my accus-
ers, neither do I have the presumption 
of innocence until proven guilty. But 
on top of that, I don’t have any accus-
ers—not one. Of the tens of thousands 
of people that I have dealt with face to 
face in my years in public life—rough-
ly, a quarter of a century in public life, 
and we have been in the construction 
business dealing with people clear back 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 01:03 Jan 11, 2020 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00026 Fmt 4636 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K10JA7.057 H10JAPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

B
B

X
C

H
B

2P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H177 January 10, 2020 
to 1975—there is not one individual who 
has come forward and said that I have 
treated them in any kind of disrespect-
ful, disparaging, or racist way of any 
kind whatsoever. 

I don’t have an accuser to face, not 
one, unless it might be hearsay. And 
even the hearsay doesn’t seem to be 
out there. 

This is the analysis of the 
weaponization of language and the 
eager embracement of it by my own 
leadership who has denied me any due 
process. 

So, here I am, the fourth Member of 
Congress in all of history to be re-
moved from my committees—only the 
fourth, Mr. Speaker. And the other 
three, fairly modern history: James 
Traficant, who stood on this floor and 
said, ‘‘Beam me up, Scotty.’’ He was 
convicted of something like nine dif-
ferent Federal felonies and he ran for 
reelection from prison. 

We lost a couple of Republicans in 
this Congress, one from Buffalo and 
one from California, either convicted 
or confessed to Federal felonies. I re-
gret that. But that is three of four are 
Federal felons. 

And then there is me. I am treated 
like a Federal felon by my own leader-
ship in this House of Representatives 
because somebody called the hit from 
up the chain above them, and they de-
cided that they needed to do that under 
the command of the individual or indi-
viduals that called that hit. 

So only four people removed from all 
their committees in the history of this 
Congress, three are either convicted or 
confessed Federal felons, and there is 
me. And there is not even a rule that I 
violated, let alone a law, let alone a 
Federal violation, a felony, to be treat-
ed like a Federal felon by my own lead-
ership for a made-up story that doesn’t 
hold up, cannot hold up under the scru-
tiny of history, and it must be rec-
tified. 

So, on top of that, I have heard our 
esteemed minority leader say that 
there is no constitutional charge 
against Donald Trump for impeach-
ment, that they are made-up charges 
on the part of the Democrats, and that 
it is either treason, bribery, high 
crimes, or misdemeanor, and the Presi-
dent has violated none of those. 

And I agree with him. That is true. 
None of those reasons for impeachment 
of a President exists in the activities 
that have been examined here in this 
House of Representatives, even down in 
the secret bunker of ADAM SCHIFF. 
They don’t exist. 

So they made up a couple of charges, 
and one of them was obstruction of 
Congress, and the other one was about 
putting our Nation at risk. 

Well, that is a judgment call, and I 
think the President made the right 
judgment call on Soleimani; he has 
made a lot of right judgment calls up 
and down the line. 

But because you disagree with the 
President is not a reason to impeach 
him. There is no statute, no law, no 

rule that the President is guilty of, or 
at least has been proven to be guilty of. 
There is no substantive information 
that supports that allegation. 

They impeached the President of the 
United States in this House of Rep-
resentatives on December 18 because 
they don’t like Donald Trump. And 
then part of what they cooked up in 
the Mandarin Hotel on the following 
week after he was elected President in 
2016, those are some of the reasons. 

The biggest reason is they need a 
shield from prosecution in the inves-
tigations and prosecutions that are 
taking place now in the Department of 
Justice and the FBI looking into the 
weaponization of our Federal Govern-
ment for political purposes, for going 
in and misrepresenting information to 
the FISA court, for perhaps duping a 
FISA judge or maybe having a FISA 
judge that should have been a little 
more alert. How many times did James 
Comey sign a FISA request when he 
knew the information was false? You 
can go on and on. 

If that comes forward and indict-
ments are brought forward on that, 
that is going to crush the other side. 
They need this impeachment as a 
shield, and that is the biggest reason 
why they decided to move forward. 

But I believe the foundation was laid 
in that Mandarin Hotel on that week-
end starting on Sunday, November 13, 
2016, and concluding on Wednesday 
when they checked out that morning. I 
believe that is when much of the strat-
egy was put together. 

And I would go further, Mr. Speaker, 
and that is that we had the Mueller in-
vestigation that tied this country up 
for nearly 2 years. The strategy on 
that, I believe, was discussed in that 
hotel room. That is just too close to 
the pattern of things that flowed out of 
there that we do know of. 

And we know from the own words of 
James Comey that he went in to inter-
view the President, to brief the Presi-
dent on whether or not there was the 
existence of an investigation that the 
President was under; and, out of that, 
he typed up his notes and handed them 
over to a professor at Columbia Univer-
sity with the directions or under-
standing that they would be leaked to 
The New York Times, with the objec-
tive of the leakage of those notes that 
were written up by James Comey to 
bring about a special counsel to inves-
tigate Donald Trump for alleged nefar-
ious activities in Russia and that the 
special counsel was to be Robert 
Mueller. 

All of that was known before James 
Comey went in to brief Donald Trump. 
All that was known before to James 
Comey. 

As that flowed out and Mueller is 
named as the special counsel, we went, 
then, through 2 years, and we had the 
investigators that went from 13 up to 
18, built-in bias in most of them and 
perhaps all of them, and they came up 
empty. And that was about May 7 of 
last year. 

Then they had to look for another 
reason to impeach this President. They 
thought the Mueller report was going 
to do it, and it didn’t. They couldn’t 
make the case. They tried. And after-
wards, some of them tried again. They 
tried to resurrect it again and again. 
Finally, the house of cards on the 
Mueller investigation collapsed, and 
they had to come up with something 
new. 

Well, then there is the phone call of 
July 25 of last year, which I have read 
through the transcript of that multiple 
times, Mr. Speaker. Never do I see any-
thing in there that troubles me. 

And I believe Professor Jonathan 
Turley, in his testimony before the 
House Committee on the Judiciary, 
when he said, to the effect that, if you 
had told George Washington that he 
could be impeached for a conversation 
he had, that his powdered wig would 
catch on fire. That is what we are deal-
ing with. 

So these very, very thin excuses for 
impeachment, but the calendar was 
turning pages over and they needed to 
get this done, so they took the thinnest 
of excuses and turned that into what 
was a show for the American people 
that I think will live in infamy 
throughout history. 

In my case, Mr. Speaker, I have 
clearly proven that these allegations 
are false. There is no rule that I have 
violated. There is nothing that is 
pointed to. There is nothing in history 
that says that there is a pattern in this 
Congress that the freedom of speech of 
a Member of Congress, whether he is 
accurately quoted or not, can be dis-
ciplined by the will or whim of a leader 
in this House of Representatives. 

Everyone in this country has to have 
the First Amendment right, freedom of 
speech, religion, and the press, and all 
of the rest of the rights that we have in 
the Bill of Rights. 

But the chilling effect of the actions 
taken by the leader here of the minor-
ity in the House of Representatives 
chills the freedom of speech of every-
body in here—at least on the Repub-
lican side—and everybody that is ei-
ther running as a candidate in, poten-
tially, a primary or aspires to run for 
office. 

The most principled people we have 
in this country will not want to submit 
to censorship by a leader that may or 
may not have enjoyed their support to 
get elected to that leadership position. 

This is a chilling, chilling effect, and 
the history of this is not going to go 
down very well as people examine what 
happened. There is much, much more 
to come out. 

Mr. Speaker, as I watch the clock 
tick down, I make the point that I have 
introduced a resolution here, and I will 
have a number early next week, but it 
has just gone in in the last few hours. 
I have been waiting to drop this resolu-
tion. I am dropping it and introducing 
it on the anniversary of the misquote 
that got dropped on me 1 year ago 
today for The New York Times that al-
legedly launched this firestorm that 
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has brought about these things that I 
have talked about. 

This resolution makes the case clear-
ly that The New York Times could not 
be right and that I could not be wrong, 
and the balance of this was people 
wanting it to be true and so they wrote 
it up. 

So this disproves The New York 
Times quote; and, additionally, Mr. 
Speaker, I delivered that quote on the 
floor of the House of Representatives 
the following Tuesday in the fashion 
that I would have said it if I had actu-
ally said it. 

In other words, I would never tie to-
gether white nationalism, white su-
premacy, and Western civilization. No, 
Mr. Speaker, I would never do that, be-
cause they don’t fit at all together. 

The pejorative terms were: Nazi, fas-
cist, white nationalist, white suprem-
acy. And I made the point there would 
be a distinct pause, and I would start 
from the beginning and say, But West-
ern civilization, how did that language 
become pejorative? Why I did sit in 
classrooms while all of that time being 
taught about the merits of our civiliza-
tion? 

And this CONGRESSIONAL RECORD mis-
quoted me exactly the same way that 
The New York Times did. This amend-
ment fixes that. 

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

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

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

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK (at the request of 
Mr. HOYER) for today on account of 
medical emergency. 

Mr. LEWIS (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today. 

Mr. ADERHOLT (at the request of Mr. 
MCCARTHY) for today and the balance 
of the week on account of a death in 
the family. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 1 o’clock and 28 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, Janu-
ary 13, 2020, at noon for morning-hour 
debate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

3484. A letter from the Acting Principal Di-
rector, Defense Pricing and Contracting, De-
fense Acquisition Regulations System, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s interim rule — Defense Federal 
Acquisition Regulation Supplement: Covered 
Defense Telecommunications Equipment or 
Serviced (DFARS Case 2018-D022) [Docket: 
DARS-2019-0063] (RIN: 0750-AJ84) received 
January 3, 2020, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 

801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. 

3485. A letter from the Acting Principal Di-
rector, Defense Pricing and Contracting, De-
fense Acquisition Regulations System, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement: Dem-
onstration Project for Contractors Employ-
ing Persons with Disabilities (DFARS Case 
2018-D058) (RIN: 0750-AK19) received January 
3, 2020, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Pub-
lic Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

3486. A letter from the Acting Principal Di-
rector, Defense Pricing and Contracting, De-
fense Acquisition Regulations Systems, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement: Review of 
Defense Solicitations by Procurement Cen-
ter Representatives (DFARS Case 2019-D008) 
[Docket: DARS-2019-0034] (RIN: 0750-AK43) 
received January 3, 2020, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. 

3487. A letter from the Acting Principal Di-
rector, Defense Pricing and Contracting, De-
fense Acquisition Regulations System, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement: Trade 
Agreements Thresholds (DFARS Case 2019- 
D035) [Docket: DARS-2019-0069] (RIN: 0750- 
AK75) received January 3, 2020, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

3488. A letter from the Acting Principal Di-
rector, Defense Pricing and Contracting, De-
fense Acquisition Regulations Systems, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement: Con-
tractor Purchasing System Review Thresh-
old (DFARS Case 2017-D038) [Docket: DARS- 
2019-0024] (RIN: 0750-AJ48) received January 
3, 2020, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Pub-
lic Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

3489. A letter from the Acting Principal Di-
rector, Defense Pricing and Contracting, De-
fense Acquisition Regulations Systems, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement: Restric-
tion on the Acquisition of Certain Magnets 
and Tungsten (DFARS Case 2018-D054) [Dock-
et: DARS-2019-0016] (RIN: 0750-AK15) received 
January 3, 2020, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. 

3490. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Legislative Affairs, Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Corporation, transmitting the Corpora-
tion’s joint final rule — Community Rein-
vestment Act Regulations (RIN: 3064-AF20) 
received January 3, 2020, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

3491. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Legislative Affairs, Legal, Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation, transmitting the 
Corporation’s final rule — Regulatory Cap-
ital Treatment for High Volatility Commer-
cial Real Estate (HVCRE) Exposures (RIN: 
3064-AE90) received January 3, 2020, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

3492. A letter from the Acting General 
Counsel, National Credit Union Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Federal Credit Union Bylaws (RIN: 

3313-AE86) received December 17, 2019, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee 
on Financial Services. 

3493. A letter from the Acting General 
Counsel, National Credit Union Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Delay of Effective Date of the Risk- 
Based Capital Rules (RIN: 3133-AF01) re-
ceived January 3, 2020, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

3494. A letter from the Secretary, Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission, transmitting 
the Commission’s final rules — Rule Amend-
ments and Guidance Addressing Cross-Border 
Application of Certain Security-Based Swap 
Requirements [Release No.: 34-87780; File 
No.: S7-07-19] (RIN: 3235-AM13) received Jan-
uary 3, 2020, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to 
the Committee on Financial Services. 

3495. A letter from the Secretary, Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission, transmitting 
the Commission’s final rule — Risk Mitiga-
tion Techniques for Uncleared Security- 
Based Swaps [Release No.: 34-87782; File No.: 
S7-28-18] (RIN: 3235-AL83) received January 3, 
2020, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public 
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

3496. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
General Counsel for Regulatory Affairs, Pen-
sion Benefit Guaranty Corporation, trans-
mitting the Corporation’s final rule — Allo-
cation of Assets in Single-Employer Plans; 
Valuation of Benefits and Assets; Expected 
Retirement Age received January 3, 2020, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor. 

3497. A letter from the Deputy Bureau 
Chief, Wireline Competition Bureau, Federal 
Communications Commission, transmitting 
the Commission’s final rule — Protecting 
Against National Security Threats to the 
Communications Supply Chain Through FCC 
Programs [WC Docket No.: 18-89]; Huawei 
Designation [PS Docket No.: 19-351]; ZTE 
Designation [PS Docket No.: 19-352] received 
January 3, 2020, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

3498. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Financial Reporting and Policy, Department 
of Commerce, transmitting the Department’s 
FY 2019 Agency Financial Report, pursuant 
to 31 U.S.C. 3515(a)(1); Public Law 101-576, 
Sec. 303(a)(1) (as amended by Public Law 107- 
289, Sec. 2(a)); (116 Stat. 2049); to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Reform. 

3499. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
porary rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Ocean Perch 
in the Bering Sea Subarea of the Bering Sea 
and Aleutian Islands Management Area 
[Docket No.: 180713633-9174-02; RTID 0648- 
XY056] received January 3, 2020, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources. 

3500. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator for Regulatory Programs, 
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Fisheries of the Exclu-
sive Economic Zone Off Alaska; Halibut 
Deck Sorting Monitoring Requirements for 
Trawl Catcher/Processors Operating in Non- 
Pollock Groundfish Fisheries Off Alaska; 
Correction [Docket No.: 191203-0100] (RIN: 
0648-BI53) received January 3, 2020, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, 
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