
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3777 June 14, 2016 
ensure transparency and account-
ability of construction and manage-
ment costs, and for other purposes, as 
amended, on which the yeas and nays 
were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
LOUDERMILK) that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill, as amended. 

This is a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 412, nays 9, 
not voting 13, as follows: 

[Roll No. 301] 

YEAS—412 

Abraham 
Adams 
Aderholt 
Aguilar 
Allen 
Amodei 
Ashford 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Benishek 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Bost 
Boustany 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clawson (FL) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coffman 
Cohen 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooper 
Costa 

Costello (PA) 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davidson 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
Davis, Rodney 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DeSaulnier 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donovan 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Duckworth 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellmers (NC) 
Emmer (MN) 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farenthold 
Farr 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frankel (FL) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graham 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 

Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Hice, Jody B. 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Holding 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huffman 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Kaptur 
Katko 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Knight 
Kuster 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latta 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 

Luetkemeyer 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lummis 
Lynch 
MacArthur 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Moore 
Moulton 
Mullin 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nolan 
Norcross 
Nugent 
Nunes 
O’Rourke 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Palmer 
Pascrell 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Perry 
Peters 

Peterson 
Pingree 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (NC) 
Price, Tom 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (NY) 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Russell 
Ryan (OH) 
Salmon 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 

Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Trott 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Watson Coleman 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Welch 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 
Zinke 

NAYS—9 

Amash 
Burgess 
Gohmert 

Grothman 
Jones 
Massie 

Mulvaney 
Sensenbrenner 
Stutzman 

NOT VOTING—13 

Dingell 
Duffy 
Fattah 
Forbes 
Goodlatte 

Heck (WA) 
Herrera Beutler 
Hinojosa 
Meng 
Sanford 

Takai 
Waters, Maxine 
Wilson (FL) 
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So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
bill, as amended, was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

PERMISSION TO POSTPONE PRO-
CEEDINGS ON MOTION TO RE-
COMMIT ON H.R. 5053, PRE-
VENTING IRS ABUSE AND PRO-
TECTING FREE SPEECH ACT 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the ques-
tion on adoption of the motion to re-

commit to H.R. 5053 be subject to post-
ponement as though under clause 8 of 
rule XX. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. POE 
of Texas). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
f 

PREVENTING IRS ABUSE AND 
PROTECTING FREE SPEECH ACT 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
pursuant to House Resolution 778, I 
call up the bill (H.R. 5053) to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro-
hibit the Secretary of the Treasury 
from requiring that the identity of con-
tributors to 501(c) organizations be in-
cluded in annual returns, and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 778, in lieu of 
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, printed in 
the bill, an amendment in the nature of 
a substitute consisting of the text of 
Rules Committee Print 114–58, is adopt-
ed, and the bill, as amended, is consid-
ered read. 

The text of the bill, as amended, is as 
follows: 

H.R. 5053 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Preventing IRS 
Abuse and Protecting Free Speech Act’’. 
SEC. 2. PROHIBITION ON REQUIRING THAT IDEN-

TITY OF CONTRIBUTORS TO 501(C) 
ORGANIZATIONS BE INCLUDED IN 
ANNUAL RETURNS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6033 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by redesig-
nating subsection (n) as subsection (o) and by 
inserting after subsection (m) the following: 

‘‘(n) IDENTIFYING INFORMATION OF DONORS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of subsection 

(a), the Secretary may not require the name, ad-
dress, or other identifying information of any 
contributor to any organization described in sec-
tion 501(c) of any amount of any contribution, 
grant, bequest, devise, or gift of money or prop-
erty. 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) shall not 

apply— 
‘‘(i) to any disclosure required by subsection 

(a)(2), and 
‘‘(ii) with respect to any a contribution, grant, 

bequest, devise, or gift of money or property 
made by an officer or director of the organiza-
tion (or an individual having powers or respon-
sibilities similar to those of officers or directors) 
or any covered employee. 

‘‘(B) COVERED EMPLOYEE.—For purposes of 
this paragraph, the term ‘covered employee’ 
means any employee (including any former em-
ployee) of the organization if the employee is 
one of the 5 highest compensated employees of 
the organization for the taxable year. 

‘‘(C) COMPENSATION FROM RELATED ORGANIZA-
TIONS.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Compensation of a covered 
employee by the organization shall include any 
compensation paid with respect to employment 
of such employee by any related person or gov-
ernmental entity. 

‘‘(ii) RELATED ORGANIZATIONS.—A person or 
governmental entity shall be treated as related 
to the organization if such person or govern-
mental entity— 
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‘‘(I) controls, or is controlled by, the organiza-

tion, 
‘‘(II) is controlled by one or more persons that 

control the organization, 
‘‘(III) is a supported organization (as defined 

in section 509(f)(3)) during the taxable year with 
respect to the organization, 

‘‘(IV) is a supporting organization described 
in section 509(a)(3) during the taxable year with 
respect to the organization, or 

‘‘(V) in the case of an organization that is a 
voluntary employees’ beneficiary association de-
scribed in section 501(c)(9), establishes, main-
tains, or makes contributions to such voluntary 
employees’ beneficiary association.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
6033(b)(5) of such Code is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘all’’, and 
(2) by adding at the end the following: ‘‘to the 

extent not prohibited by subsection (n),’’. 
(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 

by this section shall apply to returns required to 
be filed for taxable years ending after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The bill 
shall be debatable for 60 minutes, 
equally divided and controlled by the 
chair and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
BRADY), and the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. LEVIN) each will control 30 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. BRADY). 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers have 5 legislative days to revise 
and extend their remarks and to in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 5053, 
currently under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Over the past several years, the 
American people have come to learn 
just how reckless and untrustworthy 
the IRS can be with their sensitive tax-
payer information. 

Most concerning of all is that this 
Federal agency, which holds immense 
power to disrupt the lives of taxpayers, 
has directly exploited sensitive tax-
payer information for political pur-
poses. 

We have responsibility to taxpayers 
to make sure this is never allowed to 
happen again. That is why we fought 
hard to push forward a ban on IRS po-
litical targeting as part of the PATH 
Act. And last December, that ban was 
signed into law for the very first time. 

But we still have more work to do to 
clean up the IRS and hold it more ac-
countable to the taxpayers it serves. 
The Preventing IRS Abuse and Pro-
tecting Free Speech Act continues this 
critical effort. 

This important bill, authored by Con-
gressman ROSKAM, would prohibit the 
IRS from collecting the identity of 
people who donate to tax-exempt orga-
nizations. During our committee’s IRS 
political targeting investigation, we 
learned that the IRS not only singled 

out certain organizations for height-
ened security, but in some cases, it 
even demanded they turn over a list of 
all their donors. These invasions of pri-
vacy are completely unacceptable. 

The bill before us today makes much 
needed steps to protect taxpayer iden-
tities and ease the compliance burden 
on tax-exempt organizations. Most im-
portantly, this bill helps ensure that 
Americans can never again be singled 
out by the IRS for their political be-
liefs. 

I am grateful to Chairman ROSKAM 
for his leadership and diligence on this 
important issue, and I urge all my col-
leagues to join me in supporting the 
passage of this legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time, and I ask unanimous consent 
that the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
ROSKAM) be permitted to control the 
reminder of the time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
The Republican majority believes the 

more hidden money in politics, the bet-
ter. Freedom of speech, they say, re-
quires more and more dark money or 
that democracy requires the ability of 
a few key people to write a check of 
$100 million without anyone knowing 
who signed the check or, as a Koch 
brothers executive claimed, Americans 
have the right to ‘‘anonymous free 
speech.’’ 

This bill now would help extend that 
anonymity to foreign individuals and 
governments who contribute in viola-
tion of our laws. 

We have a crisis in our campaign sys-
tem, a crisis. Tens of millions of dol-
lars are being spent without full disclo-
sure. So our constituents know and can 
make their own judgments about who 
is influencing our elections. To make 
matters worse, many of the organiza-
tions now doing the spending are orga-
nized under our Tax Code as groups al-
legedly engaged in social welfare ac-
tivities. 

According to the Center for Respon-
sive Politics, political spending by 
such tax-exempt groups at this point in 
the current election cycle is five times 
the amount spent at the same point 
during the 2012 cycle. Spending during 
the 2012 Presidential election cycle by 
501(c)(4)s and 501(c)(6)s soared to more 
than $300 million, up from $100 million 
in 2008 and just $6 million in 2004, ac-
cording to the Center for Responsive 
Politics. And the three largest 501(c)(4) 
spenders from the 2012 cycle, rep-
resenting fully 51 percent of the total, 
have special meaning to this House ma-
jority. 

b 1400 
They include Karl Rove’s Crossroads 

GPS, which spent $71 million; Ameri-
cans for Prosperity of the Koch broth-
ers spent $36 million; and the American 
Future Fund, also the Koch brothers, 
spent $25 million. 

It is little wonder that the Koch 
brothers sent a letter to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means Republicans 
the morning our committee marked up 
this bill in April, urging support of this 
legislation. It seeks to codify the se-
crecy around donations to social wel-
fare organizations for political pur-
poses. 

So Republicans are here today to 
continue their attack on the IRS as 
they drive, really, to further under-
mine our campaign finance system. 

This legislation removes the last 
safeguard against foreign governments 
and foreign individuals from influ-
encing our elections. Currently, foreign 
money cannot legally be given or spent 
in our elections, and a real protection 
we have against the use of foreign 
money by politically active social wel-
fare organizations is that they must 
disclose their donors to the IRS. 

This requirement means that tax ex-
empt 501(c)(4) groups know they can be 
held accountable if they illegally spend 
foreign money in Federal elections. 

Thirteen key campaign finance and 
government transparency groups, in-
cluding Democracy 21 and Common 
Cause, have written to Congress 
strongly opposing this bill. In their let-
ter, they state: ‘‘The . . . bill would 
open the door wide for secret money 
from foreign donors to be illegally 
laundered into Federal elections 
through 501(c)(4) and other 501(c) 
groups . . . House Members should vote 
against eliminating the existing check 
against foreign countries, foreign com-
panies, and foreign individuals spend-
ing money illegally to influence our 
elections.’’ 

This legislation would eliminate that 
protection. The administration opposes 
this bill. In its Statement of Adminis-
tration Policy, it states: ‘‘By perma-
nently preventing the IRS from requir-
ing reporting of donor information by 
501(c) organizations, H.R. 5053 would 
constrain the IRS in enforcing tax laws 
and reduce the transparency of private 
foundations.’’ 

Therefore, I strongly urge a ‘‘no’’ 
vote. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. ROSKAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I want to thank Chairman BRADY for 
his leadership in bringing this bill to 
the floor. Just to put this into context, 
let’s focus in on what we are really 
talking about. Every year, tax exempt 
501(c) organizations fill out a form 990, 
and they send it to the IRS. So far, so 
good. It makes all the sense in the 
world. Public information. It is sup-
posed to be public, and the public is 
able to review that. 

Under current law—actually, it is a 
rule; it is not a statute, it is a rule— 
501(c) organizations have to fill out 
Schedule B. Okay, what is Schedule B? 
Schedule B is donor information. This 
donor information is submitted to the 
IRS. But here is the problem, Mr. 
Speaker. The IRS Commissioner has 
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said: We don’t think we need this actu-
ally. The person who is in charge of the 
tax exempt unit at the IRS has pub-
licly said they are reviewing this. 

If all the other claims were true—I 
mean, I got carpal tunnel syndrome 
writing down all these things: hidden 
money, crisis in campaigns, codify se-
crecy, last safeguard against foreign 
influence. Put up the ramparts, Mr. 
Speaker. If all that was true, then why 
would the IRS Commissioner be saying 
these things, that they don’t think 
they need Schedule B? 

And further, why wouldn’t the White 
House just declaratively say they are 
going to veto it? But did you notice 
something, Mr. Speaker? The White 
House didn’t say they would veto it. 
Why? This is a pretty good idea. Now, 
my friends on the other side of the 
aisle at this point aren’t persuaded 
that it is a good idea, but just because 
they are slow to the game doesn’t 
mean it is not a good idea. 

So why is this a good idea? Here is 
why. The IRS in the past has dem-
onstrated they have leaked this infor-
mation. When did they do it? They 
leaked it in the case of the National 
Organization for Marriage, a group 
that was advocating for traditional 
marriage. They filed their Schedule Bs. 
Lo and behold, an IRS employee leaked 
it. Out it goes. You can imagine the 
donor harassment, the hassle, and so 
forth. So the IRS’ hands in the past, 
Mr. Speaker, are not exactly clean 
when it comes to holding this informa-
tion close. The National Governors As-
sociation also was similarly situated. 
All right, that is the first reason. 

The second reason is the IRS ac-
knowledges that they don’t need this 
to administer the Tax Code. They don’t 
need it. What is their job? Their job is 
to administer the Tax Code. They don’t 
need it to administer the Tax Code. 

Finally, we on the Subcommittee on 
Oversight and those of us on the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means know all 
too well that the IRS is very poorly 
equipped right now, Mr. Speaker, to 
deal with cybersecurity issues and 
identity theft issues. 

So my final point is this: the IRS has 
demonstrated an inability to hold this 
information in the past. They have 
demonstrated an inability to hold it in 
the future. And they don’t need it. So 
if they don’t need it, let’s not give it to 
them. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 

minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL), a member of 
our committee. 

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to speak on why this is a bad 
idea. We have seen in recent years a 
proliferation of political groups claim-
ing tax exempt social welfare. You 
know how many groups in the past 5 
years have claimed that? That is the 
status as a means to hide the identities 
of their donors. Can’t put it any more 
elementary than that. 

Now, that is the very law my friend 
from Illinois—and I mean that seri-

ously—the very law that he is talking 
about. These groups offer a back door 
into unrestricted spending on political 
speech, often in the form of advertising 
meant to influence elections. I don’t 
think we would disagree on that point. 

H.R. 5053 would make it easier for 
super-PACs to spend money anony-
mously in support of their preferred 
candidates or political party. That is 
H.R. 5053. The bill before us today 
would make it easier for groups to op-
erate in the shadows, groups like 
Americans for Prosperity and Amer-
ican Future Fund, which together 
spent more than $61 million in just one 
election in 2012 yet still claim tax ex-
empt status. 

Now, I believe we need better trans-
parency and accountability in our sys-
tem. Disclosure of donors to the IRS is 
a minimum safeguard and a practical 
tool for auditing. Furthermore, requir-
ing disclosure of donors is one of the 
only safeguards we have against for-
eign money influencing our elections. 

That is why so many good govern-
ment groups have spoken out against 
this legislation, groups that promote 
transparency in our political system, 
like the Sunlight Foundation and the 
League of Women Voters. This bill 
would make it easier, Mr. Speaker, for 
anonymous donors to funnel dark 
money into groups that spend unlim-
ited sums of money to influence elec-
tions. This flies in the face of our 
democratic principles. I urge my col-
leagues to oppose it. 

This isn’t about the IRS. This is 
about hiding who contributes and how 
much. The IRS isn’t for sale, but there 
are many buyers out there, Mr. Speak-
er, who want to remain unknown. You 
and I, the sponsor of this bill, we don’t 
have that luxury. We have to put down 
everything when someone contributes 
to us. You know it, and I know it. I be-
lieve the PACs should have to do that, 
too. Why in God’s name you don’t 
think so, I have no idea. 

Mr. ROSKAM. Mr. Speaker, one 
quick point. The gentleman said that it 
was a practical tool for auditing, and 
yet there was a lawsuit recently where 
the attorney general of California tried 
to disclose the Schedule B information. 
The Federal judge who struck down the 
public disclosure pointed out that it 
had not been used in a single concrete 
instance, not one. And, in fact, the 
folks in California had not had this in-
formation submitted for 10 years before 
they even noticed that it was missing. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. BOU-
STANY), the distinguished chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Tax Policy. 

Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to applaud my colleague, Chairman 
ROSKAM, for bringing this legislation to 
the floor. It is an important piece of 
legislation, Preventing IRS Abuse and 
Protecting Free Speech Act. 

Back in 2012, when I was the Chair-
man of the Oversight Subcommittee of 
the Committee on Ways and Means, I 
started this investigation into the IRS’ 

unconstitutional targeting of conserv-
ative groups for their political beliefs. 
We passed some legislation back then 
to improve transparency and account-
ability at the IRS, but I can tell you 
much more needs to be done, and this 
is part of that effort to continue to 
hold this agency accountable. 

Taxpayers deserve to know whether 
the IRS is violating their privacy. 
Chairman ROSKAM’s bill furthers that 
effort by preventing the IRS from tar-
geting nonprofits by prohibiting the 
agency from collecting the identity of 
donors who contribute to these organi-
zations. We know that the IRS can im-
pose an audit at any time, but there is 
no need for the IRS to just collect all 
this information when they can’t even 
do some of the things they are sup-
posed to be doing with the resources 
they have. 

This bill is a step toward restoring 
individual privacy that the IRS has 
been exploiting and abusing, and I 
think the American people have had 
enough. Passing this bill would dra-
matically reduce the information that 
the IRS has the legal ability to de-
mand, lessening that chance, that po-
tential for abuse. 

Specifically, the bill would limit the 
Secretary of the Treasury from requir-
ing the name, address, or other identi-
fying information of any contributor, 
regardless of the nature or size of the 
contribution, with two exceptions. 

We know the IRS still operates under 
the shadow of a scandal in which it ad-
mitted to targeting organizations 
based on their political beliefs. We 
have to get to the bottom of this. This 
agency has to be reined in. We need to 
strengthen the laws that protect Amer-
ican citizens’ privacy. This investiga-
tion is still ongoing. I can tell you, the 
IRS still refuses to admit that some of 
its employees engaged in intentional 
wrongdoing. 

To successfully carry out its mission, 
the IRS must be viewed by the Amer-
ican people as an unbiased arbiter of 
the law. It cannot do that without 
coming clean. H.R. 5053 is a necessary 
step to require more accountability 
and transparency at the IRS. I urge my 
colleagues to support us in passing this 
critical bill. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. RANGEL), a truly distin-
guished member of our committee. 

(Mr. RANGEL asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. RANGEL. My colleagues, if you 
are frustrated, if you are down and out, 
if you lack self-esteem, if you really 
want to get a good shot in the arm, 
kick the IRS. I am telling you, I have 
been down here 46 years. It always 
works. It always works. 

But to take away an institution that 
depends on the voluntary contribution 
of taxpayers, to take away the image 
of trying to do the right thing for the 
American people because we have had 
some severe setbacks, whether under 
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Democrats or Republicans, is just the 
wrong thing to do. 

b 1415 

I remember the days when people 
would say: Get some good grades and 
live a good life and do the right thing 
and you can run for public office. 

I like to believe that not every Re-
publican kid comes from a rich family. 
I like to believe that they have the 
same aspirations, no matter what the 
political party is. 

But today, in communities through-
out these great United States, if some-
body says they want to serve in the 
local, State, or Federal Government, 
what is the first thing you ask? How 
much money do you have? And then, 
you contribute that to the negative 
ads, where an Independent listens to 
Republicans and the Democrats, and 
are they turned off? 

But assuming that some foreigner 
wants to interfere with a local elec-
tion, that should bring Democrats and 
Republicans together. We can fuss with 
each other, but we certainly don’t like 
foreigners to interfere with our foreign 
policy. 

Recently we have had some people 
come right here to the well from for-
eign governments and criticize our 
President. Criticism is one thing, but 
financing a political party or a polit-
ical candidate is repugnant to every-
thing that we stand for. 

If you really want to accumulate 
hundreds of millions of dollars to sup-
port an individual, why in the heck 
would you not want your name to be 
known? 

To say that the IRS cannot collect 
information is opening the door to a 
terrible thing that can happen to our 
country. If you want to break all of the 
laws which put caps on how much you 
are spending, then use a charitable or-
ganization and say: Hey, it is listed not 
as political, but I can get away with it. 

It is the wrong thing to do, not for 
Republicans, but for Americans. 

You know, people try to get even. To 
the victor belongs the spoils. So this 
time, it is Obama, and he is leaving. 
But I really think that the principle of 
having people go into public service is 
being shattered by this type of thing, 
where foreigners and rich people can 
make contributions and not be proud 
enough to state it. 

Mr. ROSKAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

The gentleman from New York asked 
a provocative question. Here is why 
you don’t want this type of capacity in 
the hands of the IRS, I would say, and 
it is this reason: there is a fundamental 
lack of trust. The IRS has run rough-
shod over people’s freedoms in the past. 

The Commissioner himself has said: I 
don’t need this information. We don’t 
need this information. There are other 
entities—that is, the Federal Election 
Commission, the Bank Secrecy Act, 
and so forth—that are in place that are 
protections against foreign influence. 
But, basically, the IRS—and based on 

the work that the committee has 
done—I would argue, we have seen 
where the IRS has not treated these 
things well. 

So go back to a case that is famous, 
a case from years ago, a case during 
the civil rights movement, where the 
NAACP was told: You have to disclose 
your donor information. 

How absurd. How ridiculous. How un-
constitutional, in fact, that was. We 
are not at the same threshold, I would 
submit, as the NAACP case, but I 
would suggest that there is something 
untoward about an agency here—the 
Internal Revenue Service—that has 
what? Power to take things away, 
power to put people in prison. And you 
are giving them information that they 
have squandered and abused in that 
past. 

Mr. RANGEL. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. ROSKAM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York. 

Mr. RANGEL. Let me make it per-
fectly clear. If the IRS had leaked in-
formation or had not done their job, 
they should not only be investigated, 
they should go to trial, and those who 
violate the law ought to be convicted 
and serve time for it. 

You don’t just take away the oppor-
tunity for somebody. I am not sug-
gesting that you don’t have rich people 
or foreign governments that are not 
nice people, but we should not provide 
a vehicle for them to influence our 
elections. 

Just because the Commissioner says, 
I don’t need additional responsibility, I 
don’t care whether he is appointed by a 
Democrat or a Republican, it is not for 
Commissioners to say what is good for 
this country. It is for this House of 
Representatives and the Senate. 

Mr. ROSKAM. Reclaiming my time, I 
agree. 

I yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACK) to give us 
more insight. 

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in strong support of the Pre-
venting IRS Abuse and Protecting Free 
Speech Act. 

As we debate this legislation, I think 
back to June of 2013, when victims of 
the IRS targeting testified before our 
Ways and Means Committee, including 
someone from my own State, a fellow 
Tennesseean, Kevin Kookogey, who is 
the founder of Linchpins of Liberty. 

This legislation protects groups like 
Kevin’s from further IRS abuse by re-
pealing the so-called Schedule B re-
quirement that compels tax exempt or-
ganizations to turn over names, ad-
dresses, and other personal identifiable 
information of their donors. 

Now, we know this information has 
been misused before and that the IRS, 
as has already been said, doesn’t use 
this information to determine a tax ex-
empt status anyway. 

So why in a free country would these 
groups need to turn over such personal 
information in the first place? 

We should all be asking ourselves 
that question. This information is not 

needed, and it will protect those who 
choose to give to those organizations 
without having their information mis-
used. 

Let’s fix this problem today. I urge a 
‘‘yes’’ vote on H.R. 5053. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS). 

Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, in this House, the Re-
publican leadership has failed to pro-
vide sufficient investment in major 
emergencies facing Americans. They 
have refused to address the horrible 
epidemic of gun violence that plagues 
communities like mine and provides 
extremists an easy tool to kill dozens 
of people in minutes. 

Further, the Republican leadership 
has refused to give sufficient funds to 
combat the Zika virus, risking the 
health and well-being of Americans. 
They have refused to raise the min-
imum wage to help working families 
improve their quality of life and have 
advanced efforts to reduce access to 
school meals for low-income children. 

Yet, today, the priority of Repub-
lican leadership is a bill to blindfold 
the Internal Revenue Service to large 
donors to any 501(c) organizations ex-
cept under very narrow circumstances, 
opening the floodgates for unlimited, 
anonymous donations, possibly from 
foreign sources. 

The confidential disclosure of donors 
provides an important check on secret 
money from foreign governments or in-
dividuals that could be funneled into 
our elections. This is not a freedom of 
speech issue. This is not a fight for 
American freedom. This is a fight to 
protect the secret efforts to funnel so 
much money into certain coffers to un-
dermine the integrity of our election 
system. 

I strongly oppose this bill and hope 
the Republican leadership will focus on 
addressing the true emergencies facing 
American families, such as gun vio-
lence, hunger, poverty, and health. 
These are real deal issues. 

Mr. ROSKAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. MIMI WALTERS). 

Mrs. MIMI WALTERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of 
the Preventing IRS Abuse and Pro-
tecting Free Speech Act. 

The IRS requires tax exempt organi-
zations to report sensitive information 
about their donors, but, frankly, the 
information is unnecessary. 

There are numerous examples of the 
IRS targeting political groups, which 
demonstrates that the IRS is incapable 
of using this information for legiti-
mate purposes. Even the IRS itself has 
indicated it is considering eliminating 
this requirement. By eliminating the 
IRS’ power to inquire into the member-
ship of private citizen groups, tax-
payers’ identities will be protected and 
the IRS will be prevented from improp-
erly targeting certain organizations. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting H.R. 5053 to hold the IRS 
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accountable and act in the best inter-
est of the American taxpayer. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BECERRA), a member of our 
committee and chairman of our Cau-
cus. 

Mr. BECERRA. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is, first, im-
portant to clarify this legislation im-
pacts tax exempt organizations under 
the Tax Code, section 501(c). Many of 
these tax exempt organizations we rec-
ognize as charities, like United Way 
and so forth, foundations. Social wel-
fare organizations, they come in any 
variety. 

A social welfare organization, typi-
cally when we think social welfare, it 
means, essentially, organizations that 
are promoting the common good and 
the general welfare of the people of a 
community. Social welfare organiza-
tions. 

What the problem, then, here is that 
we have seen so many social welfare or-
ganizations, the 501(c)(4)s, become not 
promoters of social good, but some of 
the biggest campaign spenders in our 
election process. They use the loop-
holes in the Tax Code to be able to col-
lect a whole bunch of money that usu-
ally Americans think goes to do social 
welfare and instead is now being used 
to drive our campaigns. 

So this is now the problem with this 
particular legislation. This legislation 
says: You know what? Those organiza-
tions right now have to document who 
is giving them money, who is contrib-
uting the dollars to them, if it is bigger 
than a $5,000 contribution. 

This bill says no longer would any of 
those 501(c) organizations, those tax 
exempt organizations, have to file the 
name of the contributor. 

At a time, right now, when so many 
Americans have become skeptical 
about our government’s ability to pro-
mote the interests of our citizens first, 
at a time when so many believe our 
government is driven by special inter-
ests, we should be asking for more 
openness in our government, not less in 
how we do business. Secret money is 
hijacking our American democracy. 

This bill would prohibit the disclo-
sure of substantial contributions and 
promote special interest secrecy. 

What do I mean by that? This bill be-
comes a license to secretly influence 
our elections. 

How? A foreign government doesn’t 
like where American policy is going, so 
guess what? They want to influence 
who gets elected. 

What do they do? They don’t make a 
contribution to a candidate because 
they can’t under the law. 

What did they do? They now give to 
one of these social welfare organiza-
tions and let them use the money to 
politic in our campaigns. 

And guess what? If this bill becomes 
law, you will never know the name of 
that foreign government or foreign 
government official who makes that 

contribution. It can be a $5,000 con-
tribution. It can be a $5 billion con-
tribution. You never have to report it 
if you are one of these tax exempt or-
ganizations. 

What else? Say there are drug traf-
fickers who don’t like that we may be 
getting tough on our drug laws. They 
don’t like it. They want to elect people 
who won’t be so tough. Because a drug 
trafficker won’t give it directly to a 
candidate, they give it to one of these 
social welfare organizations. The social 
welfare organization, under this bill, 
won’t have to report the contribution, 
the name of the contributor. If that 
drug trafficker gives $5,000 or $5 billion, 
it is never disclosed. 

Who else? We are right now fighting 
ISIS. Say ISIS wants to make sure 
somebody gets elected to be the next 
President or a Member of Congress. 
They don’t like somebody else. How do 
the they influence our elections? They 
get one of their wealthy contributors 
to give money to one of these tax ex-
empt organizations. And guess what? 
That ISIS contributor never gets dis-
closed. 

Since when do Americans want us to 
have a system in our elections where 
contributions can be made to influence 
our elections if we don’t know who is 
doing it? 

If you don’t believe it is true that 
that is going on, let me give you this 
statistic that will blow your mind. 
Four years ago, in our last Presidential 
election, the parties—the Democrat 
Party and the Republican Party com-
bined, the parties that we know are 
there for politics—spent a quarter of a 
billion dollars in the 2012 elections. 

Guess how much these social welfare 
organizations spent in that same elec-
tion? More than the two parties com-
bined. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield the gentleman an 
additional 1 minute. 

b 1430 

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, the par-
ties spent $255 million in 2012 poli-
ticking because that is what they are 
there to do. They have a partisan posi-
tion, so they are using their money 
that people contribute to politick. 

And by the way, when you make a 
contribution, you have got to report it 
when you make a contribution to that 
political party. 

$257 million in 2012 was spent by 
these social welfare organizations on 
politicking, and under this bill, if it be-
comes law, guess what? Those contrib-
utors won’t have to be identified; and 
so whatever your motives, you get to 
influence our elections without the 
American people—who can’t do the 
same thing, because if they give a con-
tribution, they have got to disclose it— 
without the American people knowing 
who you are. 

I don’t believe that is where this 
country wants to go. And I don’t care 
under what good-government kind of 

window you try to frame this, what 
you are doing is you are opening the 
door for secret money to influence our 
elections—as if it isn’t bad enough how 
much our elections are influenced by 
people who have wealth and do much 
more than the average American can 
ever do. 

So, Mr. Speaker, this is not a time to 
do that. Let’s vote for openness. And if 
you vote for openness, you have to vote 
against this bill. 

Mr. ROSKAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, did you notice some-
thing? Every one of the examples of the 
previous speakers were hypothetical, 
every one of them, drug dealers, drug 
traffickers, an ISIS strategy, as if ISIS 
is sitting around not cutting people’s 
heads off and writing checks. How ab-
surd. 

The notion that there is no docu-
mentation is a false claim. Of course 
people have to have documentation. Of 
course all of these organizations have 
to document. They have to maintain 
records. They are subject to audit. 
They are subject to investigation. 

But here is the point. We have been 
able to demonstrate actual harm to ac-
tual people who are actually subject to 
a capricious and vicious attack by 
their own government. That is the In-
ternal Revenue Service, who turned 
their stare at them and intimidated 
them. That is a fact. 

This House voted on the criminal re-
ferral of Lois Lerner. This House has 
investigated, time and time and time 
again, to the point where our friends 
on the other side of the aisle have basi-
cally begged for mercy, said: Do we 
have to talk about the IRS anymore? 

Well, yes, we do because this is the 
group that has been the bad actor, Mr. 
Speaker, in the past. Let’s realize who 
we are talking about. 

Now, I think it is very, very impor-
tant for us to recognize that we have 
an opportunity to do something, and 
that is this: let’s follow the lead of 
Commissioner Koskinen. If the Com-
missioner of the Internal Revenue 
Service thought, wow, ISIS is coming 
in here and they are coming over the 
ramparts and they are going to com-
pletely flood us, and we have got to 
watch out for ISIS and drug traf-
fickers, why would Commissioner 
Koskinen say this: ‘‘On your 990, you 
list donors’’—and we are not about to 
try to change that. ‘‘As a general mat-
ter, who gives to you should not matter 
as to what you’re about to do.’’ 

In other words, these things that the 
other side is saying are illegal, they 
are illegal. There is nothing in this 
that changes that. 

But there is a plot trap in their logic, 
Mr. Speaker, and it is this: the IRS, by 
their own admission, is not going 
through this on a systematic basis. 
They acknowledge that. They are not 
going through these Schedule B’s on a 
systematic basis. They are not inves-
tigating them. 

So what happens? 
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They are prohibited under the law, 

Mr. Speaker, from disclosing this infor-
mation, under section 6103, that makes 
that disclosure a crime. Oh, it makes it 
a crime—unless they do it to some con-
servative group and it happens to be an 
accident. 

To give us more insight on this, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. WALDEN). 

Mr. WALDEN. Mr. Speaker, I walked 
in and was hearing the gentleman from 
California talking about all these for-
eign donations, and I thought for sure 
he was talking about the Clinton Foun-
dation donations from foreign govern-
ments, that there is a big question 
about their influence on policy and ap-
pointments and other things. That is 
why I was glad the gentleman clarified 
the topic at hand here. 

What we are doing here, really, is 
protecting the First Amendment’s 
guarantee of freedom of speech. That is 
a very bedrock of our democratic soci-
ety. As Benjamin Franklin once wrote: 
‘‘Whoever would overthrow the Liberty 
of a Nation, must begin by subduing 
the Freeness of Speech.’’ 

See, American citizens should not be 
targeted by their own government for 
exercising their rights, their free 
speech, which is exactly why we are 
here today; because, under the Obama 
administration, the IRS has all too 
often targeted groups based on their 
political affiliation. 

I don’t care whether you are liberal, 
conservative, or somewhere in between, 
you shouldn’t have your government 
targeting you, through the IRS, based 
on your political views. And they even 
disclosed the identities of supporters of 
these organizations. 

This commonsense bill would protect 
the First Amendment by prohibiting 
the IRS from collecting sensitive infor-
mation about citizens who support 
nonprofit organizations like charities, 
like education organizations, trade as-
sociations, and more. 

This would, of course, apply to future 
administrations, too, and will simply 
serve to strengthen our constitutional 
right to free speech, no matter what 
party occupies the White House. 

Even some IRS officials have admit-
ted they don’t need this information to 
enforce the Tax Code, though I imagine 
they did find it useful when they ‘‘acci-
dentally’’ leaked at least one conserv-
ative organization’s list of supporters 
to another nonprofit that, in turn, 
made that list public. 

This bill would take away this power 
from the agency completely. That will 
greatly reduce the chance this could 
happen again. Doing so would protect 
taxpayers’ identities and sensitive in-
formation, and help prevent the IRS 
from going after certain organizations 
because they don’t agree with that or-
ganization’s mission. 

So I urge support of this thoughtful 
legislation. Let’s prevent taxpayers, 
protect them, and prevent abuse of tax-
payers, and protect their free speech 
rights under the Constitution. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, can I ask 
how much time is available? How much 
time do we have, please? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Michigan has 101⁄2 minutes 
remaining. The gentleman from Illi-
nois has 12 minutes remaining. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BECERRA). 

Mr. BECERRA. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I just want to respond 
to my friend from Illinois and some of 
his comments, and my friend from Or-
egon. 

The Clinton Foundation, great that 
you raise that because, see, the Clinton 
Foundation has raised a lot of ques-
tions in the minds of some. At least, 
some are trying to politicize it, wheth-
er you agree or don’t agree with the 
money that came, because some money 
did come from foreign sources. 

This bill would terminate the need 
for the Clinton Foundation to report 
any sources of its income. So, if you 
are concerned that the Clinton Founda-
tion has gotten some contributions 
from foreign sources, this bill makes it 
worse because, under this legislation, 
the Clinton Foundation wouldn’t have 
to report any of those contributions 
anymore. And so that is the craziness 
of this legislation. 

It is not speculation to say what will 
happen. We have gone from virtually 
zero spending by social welfare organi-
zations that are tax exempt for polit-
ical purposes to, now, these social wel-
fare organizations spending more than 
the political parties spend together. 

So it is not speculation. The expert 
from the Joint Tax Committee said so 
himself. This is what will happen, 
could happen, if we pass this legisla-
tion. 

Please reject this bill. 
Mr. ROSKAM. Mr. Speaker, I think I 

am the last speaker on this side, so I 
am prepared to close, but I will defer to 
the gentleman from Michigan if he 
wants to wind it up. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 

minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. SARBANES), 
who has worked so hard for so long on 
this issue. It is a privilege. 

Mr. SARBANES. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, fundamentally, this is 
about which direction we want to move 
in as a country, as a Congress, as a re-
sponsible institution, as a government, 
in terms of whether we are going to re-
spect the American people and their 
voice, whether we are going to turn 
their voice over to Big Money, to spe-
cial interests that are hijacking our 
politics and our government. 

The problem with the proposal that 
is being put on the floor today is that 
it is moving us in the wrong direction. 
It is moving us away from the kind of 
disclosure information transparency in 
our political process that the American 
people are demanding. 

If you talk to the average person out 
there, they feel disrespected, locked 
out, left out, left behind, pushed to the 
margins of their own democracy, feel-
ing as though Big Money calls the 
shots, the insiders rule the roost, and 
the average person has no voice, is of 
no consequence. 

They see the money being spent on 
these campaign commercials during 
election time. They don’t know where 
it is coming from. They don’t know 
what organizations are supporting it, 
and they feel like they don’t have a 
stake in their own democracy any-
more. 

What is interesting is that, you 
know, traditionally, in the past, Re-
publicans had argued for more trans-
parency and disclosure; that all polit-
ical activity, all contributions that 
were made and all expenditures, should 
be divulged. In fact, in 1996, MITCH 
MCCONNELL, the majority leader in the 
Senate, declared, proudly: ‘‘Public dis-
closure of campaign contributions’’— 
public disclosure of campaign contribu-
tions—‘‘and spending should be expe-
dited so voters can judge for them-
selves what is appropriate.’’ 

We are moving even further away 
from public disclosure because this bill 
would say that the IRS isn’t even going 
to be able to collect information on 
who is donating to these 501(c)(3) orga-
nizations. So at a time when the Amer-
ican people are saying we need more 
accountability in our politics, in our 
government when it comes to this se-
cret money that is out there, at a time 
when Americans want more account-
ability, this bill moves us towards less 
accountability. It will move secret 
money even further into the shadows 
and contribute further to a less respon-
sive and less transparent democracy. 

I can hear the American people say-
ing to the Republicans who are putting 
this on the bill, who are authoring this 
legislation: Are you new here? Are you 
new in this current environment, polit-
ical environment, where we are so 
angry, as the American people, that we 
want to understand who is trying to hi-
jack our politics, and you are going to 
move us in the opposite direction? 

People already feel locked out. We 
don’t have to do more to push them in 
that direction. We need more account-
ability, not less. For that reason, I 
urge my colleagues to defeat this bill 
today. 

Mr. ROSKAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the reasons peo-
ple feel locked out and left out is the 
cold notion that the government that 
is supposed to be collecting taxes and 
evaluating things according to the law, 
it turns out that they were acting for a 
malevolent reason. It turns out that 
they were going after the very people 
that they were supposed to protect. 
Turns out they were investigating 
based on religious belief, political be-
lief, education belief, and so forth. 

So it is no wonder that the public 
feels disconnected from this. It is no 
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wonder that they feel like they were 
trusting somebody that was just sup-
posed to collect taxes and then they 
learned that they were being targeted. 
That is part of the locked out and left 
out feeling. 

There is another problem, too, with 
the logic of the argument that we 
heard just a minute ago, and there is 
somehow an implication that this in-
formation is supposed to be public. 
That is news. Schedule B isn’t public 
today, and nobody is proposing that it 
be public. And, in fact, the courts have 
said it would be unconstitutional to 
make it public. 

So who is the beneficiary of this in-
formation, Mr. Speaker, if it is not the 
public, because it is not the public ac-
cording to the law now. Who would be 
the beneficiary? 

Oh, the IRS. They are the only ones, 
Mr. Speaker, that have access to this 
information. The public doesn’t have 
it. And we already learned what hap-
pened. The courts have said: You can-
not tell the NAACP, you cannot make 
them reveal their donors. 

By that logic that we heard a minute 
ago, those organizations, during the 
civil rights movement, what would 
they have had to do? They would have 
had to disclose all of that information. 
And thanks be to God, Mr. Speaker, 
that the Court said no. 

Speech is special, speech is sac-
rosanct, and speech ought not be ma-
nipulated and intimidated by people 
with power. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. SARBANES). 

b 1445 
Mr. SARBANES. I just wanted to re-

spond to this idea that the public 
wouldn’t benefit from this. Yes, there 
are opportunities to develop more dis-
closure of this information to the pub-
lic, and certainly the Democrats would 
like to see that. But the public would 
benefit from the IRS’ getting more in-
formation about where this money 
comes from because it is the IRS’ re-
sponsibility to determine whether 
these 501(c)(3) organizations are getting 
hijacked and taken over by special in-
terest money—potentially foreign in-
terest—and so forth. So the public 
would absolutely benefit if the IRS, 
which is the organization that has re-
sponsibility for determining whether 
you should have tax-exempt status or 
not, can fulfill that function on behalf 
of the public, and this would make it 
even more difficult for that agency to 
do its job in that respect. 

Mr. ROSKAM. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, there has been discus-
sion here about abuse. There was mis-
management. I was among those who 
indicated that the person or the two 
people most responsible should be re-
lieved of their duties. 

It is also true, when we asked the in-
spector general, ‘‘Did you find any evi-
dence of political motivation in the se-
lection of the tax-exemption applica-
tions,’’ the answer of the inspector gen-
eral was, ‘‘We did not, sir,’’ period. 

There is another abuse here, and that 
is the abuse of 501(c)(4)s. It is scan-
dalous. They are supposed to be doing 
social welfare. What has happened is 
they have used the mask of legality, 
many of these, to essentially become 
political organizations. That is the 
scandal. 

Essentially what the Republican 
Party is doing here is saying that they 
want to essentially pull a mask over 
what is scandalous. 

As Mr. SARBANES said, this bill goes 
in the wrong direction. We need more 
disclosure, not less. 

The Achilles’ heel in the argument of 
Mr. ROSKAM and others is this: A for-
eign government has to now disclose to 
IRS; a foreign individual would have to 
disclose a contribution that was ille-
gal. They essentially want to eliminate 
that requirement in terms of this form 
altogether—eliminate it—so that there 
would be no way of knowing through 
that operation when there was a viola-
tion by a foreign government or an in-
dividual trying to influence the polit-
ical process of this country. 

It is bad enough that domestic 
money reigns so supremely. Essentially 
what the majority here wants to do is 
add foreign operations to that process. 

You say that speech is power. But 
speech backed up by hidden money es-
sentially undermines the democratic 
processes of this country. What you are 
doing today is coming forth here and 
essentially wanting to give a further 
imprimatur to this distortion of the 
democratic process. Money reigns too 
strongly in the political process, and 
you now essentially want to say: if it is 
foreign, all the better. It is terrible. 

It is terrible what is going on in this 
country today in terms of the power of 
money over the political process. You 
make it worse by essentially inviting 
foreign entities to join in that distor-
tion of democracy in the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge a strong ‘‘no’’ 
vote on this bill, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. ROSKAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

The foreign money invitation is a 
straw man argument, and we have 
spent a lot of time on it talking about 
it this afternoon. But remember, all 
these activities are legal. Also remem-
ber that it is the Internal Revenue 
Service based on past practice that has 
developed or communicated an inabil-
ity to hold confidential information 
close. That is important. 

It is also important to recognize that 
it was the Internal Revenue Service 
Commissioner who has essentially said: 
We don’t need this information. We 
have had this debate and basically an 
admonition against the campaign fi-
nance laws. The minority’s objection is 
largely directed to the United States 

Supreme Court and their conclusion in 
the Citizens United decision. That is 
all fine, well, and good. 

But let’s focus in here on what we are 
actually talking about. What we are 
talking about is the lack of trust that 
we have in the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice based on past activities to hold this 
information close, based on their pro-
jections about their challenges as it re-
lates to cybersecurity and identity 
theft, and I think a general recognition 
of the chilling effect of what happens 
when you have an organization that 
chooses to target people based on their 
political speech. 

Mr. Speaker, I think we have thor-
oughly debated this. I urge its passage, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 5053, 
Preventing IRS Abuse and Protecting Free 
Speech Act is a common sense bill meant to 
help curb the rampant abuses of the IRS, an 
agency that has proven itself to be completely 
out of control in recent years. 

In April, Federal Judge David Sentelle said 
that the IRS can’t be trusted, and that there is 
strong evidence that the agency violated the 
constitutional rights of conservative groups 
when it delayed their nonprofit status applica-
tions and asked inappropriate questions about 
their political beliefs. 

Currently, the IRS requires non-profits to 
submit a schedule B form, listing the names 
and addresses of their donors. According to 
the law, the IRS is forbidden from using this 
form for any purpose. 

If they are forbidden from using this form for 
any purpose then, why are they even allowed 
to ask for this information? This doesn’t make 
any sense. 

This is another ‘‘mistake’’ waiting to happen. 
The mere presence of this form will make it 
easier for unscrupulous employees to target 
individuals for increased scrutiny based on 
their political beliefs or what non-profit they 
choose to give money to. 

I have seen this kind of political targeting 
first hand with my constituent Catherine 
Engelbrecht in Houston Texas. She was tar-
geted because she dared to attempt to start a 
voting integrity group called True the Vote. 

This kind of political targeting needs to stop. 
It’s un-American and Unconstitutional. 

We need to reign in the IRS, and H.R. 5053 
is a step in the right direction. 

And that’s just the way it is. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 

for debate has expired. 
Pursuant to House Resolution 778, 

the previous question is ordered on the 
bill, as amended. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. Speaker, I have 

a motion to recommit at the desk. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 

gentleman opposed to the bill? 
Mr. SARBANES. I am opposed to it 

in its current form. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Sarbanes moves to recommit the bill 

H.R. 5053 to the Committee on Ways and 
Means with instructions to report the same 
back to the House forthwith with the fol-
lowing amendment: 

Add at the end the following: 
SEC. 3. PROHIBITION ON REQUIRING CONTRIB-

UTOR IDENTITY NOT TO APPLY IN 
CASE OF ORGANIZATION INTER-
VENING IN POLITICAL CAMPAIGN. 

The amendments made by section 2 of this 
Act shall not apply in the case of an organi-
zation described in section 501(c) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 which directly or 
indirectly participates in, or intervenes in, 
any political campaign on behalf of (or in op-
position to) any candidate for public office. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Maryland is recognized for 5 minutes in 
support of his motion. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. Speaker, this is 
the final amendment to the bill, which 
will not kill the bill or send it back to 
committee. If adopted, the bill will im-
mediately proceed to final passage, as 
amended. 

Mr. Speaker, we have had a debate 
here today on this larger issue of ac-
countability to the American people 
when it comes to our politics, the way 
we govern, and the huge amounts of se-
cret money that are pouring into our 
politics in a way that has left the aver-
age American feeling cynical and dis-
connected from their democracy. If 
anything, what Americans want to see 
is not less information and less ac-
countability when it comes to politics, 
but more of it. 

Now, many people out there are just 
kind of hanging on by a fingernail in 
terms of any confidence or trust when 
it comes to our democracy and our pol-
itics because they see how Big Money 
has sort of taken over the conversation 
and that the megaphone that Big 
Money has is hard to compete with if 
you are just a regular person out there 
who wants your voice to be heard. But 
it is made even worse when you don’t 
know who is holding that megaphone 
when that speech comes in with all 
that money behind it and you don’t 
know who the speaker is because that 
is hidden away because all of this 
money has become secret. 

One of the mechanisms that is being 
used by Big Money out there to kind of 
foist themselves onto our politics and 
push average Americans on to the mar-
gins of their own democracy is to go in 
there and try and hijack, commandeer, 
and takeover these 501(c) organiza-
tions. These tax exempt organizations 
end up really engaging primarily in po-
litical activity but are masquerading 
as these 501(c) organizations that are 
supposed to be engaged in tax exempt 
activities. 

So what this motion to recommit 
would do is pretty straightforward. It 
says that if one of these 501(c) tax ex-
empt organizations—and I am reading 
now from the motion to recommit, 
from the amendment that would be 
made—is directly or indirectly partici-
pating in or intervening in any polit-
ical campaign on behalf of or in opposi-

tion to any candidate for public office, 
then in that instance, the IRS ought to 
be able to collect that information on 
who their donors are. 

Look, it makes sense. Taxpayers out 
there are saying: We understand that 
there are organizations that should be 
tax exempt because of the good work 
that they are doing, that they are actu-
ally social welfare organizations, the 
local Boys & Girls Club, organizations 
like that, providing a public benefit. 
That is okay. We will pay our taxes. 
But we understand that those organiza-
tions shouldn’t have to because they 
are doing something that is good for 
the public and good for the community 
and so forth. 

But if an organization is getting 
taken over by some group that has got 
a political goal or political objective, 
then it shouldn’t be entitled to that 
tax exemption anymore. 

That is what this motion to recom-
mit says: You don’t get to deny the 
IRS the kind of information that will 
allow them to make a judgment as to 
whether you deserve to have that tax 
exempt status. So that is all that we 
are trying to do. 

There are two things that the IRS 
needs to look at when they are decid-
ing whether a C organization is en-
gaged primarily in political activity. 
One is, where is the money going? How 
are they spending it? They will be able 
to see that. But the other is, where is 
the money coming from that is getting 
spent? Who is behind the thing? That 
helps them decide, is this organization 
really fulfilling tax exempt purposes, 
or is it just masquerading that way 
when, in fact, what it is doing is en-
gaged primarily in political activity? 

So we want the IRS to have the in-
formation that allows them to reach a 
judgment as to whether an organiza-
tion that is benefiting from this tax ex-
emption really deserves to get that tax 
exemption. That is what this motion to 
recommit would do. 

We need more accountability, not 
less, in our politics. We need more in-
formation to decide who appropriately 
is benefiting from this tax exempt sta-
tus. 

Mr. Speaker, for that reason, I urge 
my colleagues to support the motion to 
recommit, and I yield the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. ROSKAM. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Illinois is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. ROSKAM. Mr. Speaker, the mo-
tion to recommit essentially says this: 
All kind of speech is sacred, and all 
types of speech should be protected, ex-
cept certain kinds. So you can say 
whatever you want to say, you can say 
it however you want to say it, but if it 
is political, we are going to treat it dif-
ferently. And that is the problem; that 
is absolutely the problem. 

H.R. 5053 is commonsense legislation 
that protects Americans from having 
their information improperly disclosed. 

It eliminates a burdensome reporting 
requirement for not-for-profits, and the 
IRS itself has indicated that it doesn’t 
use the reported information for tax 
enforcement. 

There is absolutely no reason not to 
eliminate the Schedule B on the Form 
990. Not only is it unnecessary, but the 
IRS doesn’t have a good track record 
at protecting sensitive information or 
treating everyone fairly. We shouldn’t 
be giving the Internal Revenue Service 
access to this information, especially 
when they don’t need it to do their job. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
vote against the motion, ‘‘yes’’ on H.R. 
5053, and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, and the 
order of the House of today, further 
proceedings on this question will be 
postponed. 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Brian 
Pate, one of his secretaries. 

f 

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 3 p.m.), the House 
stood in recess. 

f 

b 1601 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee) at 
4 o’clock and 1 minute p.m. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the order 
of the House of today, proceedings will 
resume on questions previously post-
poned. 

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: 

Adoption of the motion to recommit 
H.R. 5053, and 

Passage of H.R. 5053, if ordered. 
The first electronic vote will be con-

ducted as a 15-minute vote. Any re-
maining electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 5-minute vote. 
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