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Let me give you a little history. 
As Congressman BUCK pointed out, 

back in 1986, which was an eternity ago 
when you start talking about the dig-
ital age, Congress passed legislation to 
protect the emails that people had on 
their server for 6 months. The idea was 
that people wouldn’t keep their emails. 
They would delete them, and 6 months 
was a good enough time to protect 
those emails from the spies in our gov-
ernment—I will use that phrase, that is 
my phrase—and that is the current 
law. But here is what has happened 
over that 30 years. 

Many Americans stored their emails 
after that 6-month period. They store 
them in the cloud, for example. Ameri-
cans store their schedules in the cloud. 
They store photographs in the cloud. 

When Americans store those items 
that are over 6 months old in the cloud, 
they are not protected against the 
search by our government of that 
email, of those photographs, of that 
schedule. In fact, searches can take 
place without the knowledge of the 
person whose email is being searched, 
without the approval of that indi-
vidual, and the government never noti-
fies that individual that that email 
stored in the cloud was searched be-
cause, under current law, the American 
citizen is only protected for emails 
stored on their server up to 6 months. 

So after about 4 years of working on 
this legislation with my friend ZOE 
LOFGREN from California, bipartisan, 
we presented to Congress H.R. 387, the 
Email Privacy Act. As Congressman 
BUCK said, on February 7, to be exact, 
of this year, that passed by voice vote 
on this floor, and we sent it down the 
hallway to the siesta Senate to take a 
vote over there, and they have yet to 
vote on it. 

So what does that legislation do? It 
protects the right of privacy of Ameri-
cans. It requires government to follow 
the Constitution. 

I was a former criminal court judge 
in Texas for 22 years. Like Mr. BUCK, I 
was also a prosecutor in the DA’s office 
in Houston. 

The Fourth Amendment of the Con-
stitution—remembering that this is 
unique to America—protects Ameri-
cans, their persons, their houses, their 
papers, and their personal effects from 
the intrusion of government unless 
government has probable cause and 
government gets a search warrant. 
That is the law. That is the Fourth 
Amendment. 

If government has a probable cause, 
go get a warrant from a judge. I signed 
hundreds of warrants from law enforce-
ment as a judge. 

A simple example: the government 
can’t search our mail, snail mail as it 
is now called. When you put a letter in 
the mailbox and the postmaster picks 
it up and sends it across the fruited 
plain and it lands in somebody else’s 
mailbox, government cannot generally 
go into that letter and seize it for any 
purpose unless they have a warrant to 
do so. 

There are some exceptions, but gov-
ernment can seize your emails after 6 
months if they are stored in the cloud, 
as I already mentioned, without a war-
rant. So this legislation basically re-
quires government to follow the Con-
stitution. 

We have heard about the widespread 
abuse—that is my opinion—of the NSA 
over the last several years, the govern-
ment agencies that felt like they had a 
blank check to search and seize Ameri-
cans’ information without their knowl-
edge, without their approval, and with-
out a warrant. This legislation goes to 
prevent that and simply requires that 
information stored in the cloud— 
emails, photographs, schedules, or 
whatever—the government can go get 
it, but the government has got to get a 
search warrant to seize that informa-
tion. 

That is what this legislation does. It 
protects the Fourth Amendment. It 
protects Americans. It is simple legis-
lation. It passed the House on voice 
vote, yet the Senate refuses to protect 
Americans from unlawful searches 
without the knowledge of Americans. 
We need to pass the legislation that 
ZOE LOFGREN and I have sponsored that 
has passed the House to protect that 
basic right. 

Mr. Speaker, I think our Senators 
would all vote ‘‘yes’’ for the legisla-
tion. They believe in the Constitution 
like the rest of us. They believe in the 
Fourth Amendment like the rest of us. 

So let’s get a vote. Another piece of 
legislation the House has passed. We 
have done our job. We want the Senate 
to follow up and pass this good legisla-
tion to make it the law of the land so 
Americans are more secure in their pa-
pers and their effects and their homes. 

And that is just the way it is. 

b 1915 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for his hard work and per-
sistence on this very important issue. 

Mr. Speaker, this year, the House 
completed all 12 appropriations bills. It 
is the first time in decades that that 
has happened. I am proud that our 
Chamber worked hard to return to a 
regular appropriations process, and I 
can tell you that there were many late 
nights spent looking through amend-
ment after amendment both in the 
Rules Committee hearing room and on 
the House floor. We thoughtfully con-
sidered these bills and offered them for 
votes on the House floor. 

But the Senate hasn’t approved any 
of these 12 bills. Not one. Republicans, 
month by month, crisis to crisis, were 
appropriating of the Obama adminis-
tration era. But now Republicans are 
in charge, and without Senate action, 
we are staring down the barrel of an-
other omnibus or continuing resolu-
tion. This isn’t fair to the American 
public. 

The Founders gave to Congress the 
power of the purse so that 435 men and 
women in this Chamber and 100 men 
and women in the Senate Chamber can 

spend weeks at a time thoughtfully dis-
cerning how to spend taxpayer dollars. 
That is our job. The House has finished 
its work for this year, and now we beg 
the Senate to finish theirs. 

The House has done good work. We 
have listened to our constituents, 
worked with our stakeholders, and met 
each other in the middle on many bills. 
Now we are left just talking about 
these great bills because they are all 
stuck in the Senate. 

I want to take a minute in closing to 
remind the Senate why we are here and 
why the voters offered the Republican 
Party control of both Chambers and 
the House. 

We are here because Americans want 
fewer regulations. We are here because 
Americans want lower healthcare pre-
miums and costs. We are here because 
Americans want a stronger stance 
against the world’s bullies. We are here 
because Americans want a respect for 
the rule of law. We are here because 
Americans want our veterans to have 
the best care. We are here because 
Americans want better access to cred-
it. They want to protect unborn life. 
We are here because Americans expect 
us to improve their lives, to work on 
meaningful legislation that limits gov-
ernment, that stewards taxpayer dol-
lars effectively, and that guards family 
values. 

Americans should know that the 
House of Representatives has heard 
them. We have passed bills to address 
these concerns. Now we turn to the 
Senate and ask them to do the same. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LEWIS of Minnesota). All Members are 
reminded to avoid engaging in person-
alities toward Members of the Senate. 

f 

TAX REFORM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2017, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. RYAN) for 30 
minutes. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to be here 
this evening on the floor of the United 
States House of Representatives and 
talk about a timely issue that is an 
issue that is most important to most of 
the American people, and that is the 
issue of the economy, globalization, au-
tomation, and all of the issues that are 
coming down on many communities 
across the United States. 

I want to take this opportunity to 
spend the next 30 minutes walking 
through for the American people a lit-
tle bit about what has happened and 
talk very clearly about the differences 
in approach on how we deal with these 
issues, how the Republican Party is 
trying to deal with these issues, and 
how those of us on the Democratic side 
want to deal with these issues. 

I don’t want to get into a discussion 
at all, Mr. Speaker, about who hates 
whom, and who is bad and who is good, 
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and who is this and who is that. I want 
to talk about the facts, I want to talk 
about the historical facts, and I want 
to talk about what is happening to av-
erage families across these United 
States. 

Clearly, given the volatility of the 
elections over the past 15 years or so, I 
would argue that most of those elec-
tions have been about the economy, 
and that most of those elections have 
been about wages, pensions, security, 
and stability for families. 

My district is from Akron, Ohio, over 
to Youngstown and points in between, 
right up against the Pennsylvania bor-
der. And what we have seen over the 
last 20 or 30 years—for a while you 
think that all of this is just happening 
to your community, and then you real-
ize as you read and travel, you begin to 
see that, unfortunately, most commu-
nities are facing very similar cir-
cumstances as the ones that I rep-
resent. 

So here on this chart we have an out-
line of what has happened in commu-
nities with regard to foreign trade and 
automation. The red are the States 
that have been hardest hit. As it moves 
from red to brown to purple to blue, 
and then a lighter blue, red is the most 
down to the least affected by 
globalization and automation. 

You will see on this chart the indus-
trial Midwest, you will see up in New 
England, you will see down South, you 
will see as you move more to the cen-
tral part of the country and then up 
into the Northwest, the hardest hit are 
manufacturing States, and the hardest 
hit by globalization and automation 
are the Deep South. 

So the big question facing the United 
States of America today in 2017 is: How 
do we fix this problem? 

These are States that have had sig-
nificantly lower growth, and they have 
been hit hard with wages that have 
been stagnant for close to 30 years. We 
have seen an erosion of their pensions. 

So what are we going to do about 
this? 

The topic today in Washington, D.C., 
is the issue of tax reform. So we talk 
about tax reform in the context of the 
last time we had tax reform, 31 years 
ago. Mr. Speaker, since then, we have 
seen that 96 percent of income growth 
has gone to the wealthiest 10 percent of 
families in the United States. So in 30 
years, 96 percent of income growth in 
the country—almost all of it—has gone 
to the top 10 percent. So the average 
family is getting squeezed. 

When you look back at the elections 
going back to, I think, 2006—I thought 
2004—2002 and 2004 were going to be 
elections about the economy, too, but 
after 9/11, that had an impact on what 
the national conversation was about 
with regard to our elections. But I 
would argue—and I have been here 
since 2003. I would argue that, in 2006, 
that election putting Democrats in was 
about the economy. 

I would say that 2008, during the 
Presidential election and, again, for 

Congress, was about the economy. We 
had a complete collapse. The American 
people didn’t think the Democrats 
fixed things fast enough, so in 2010 they 
put the Republicans in Congress. In 
2012 things were getting better, and the 
election went for President Barack 
Obama, thinking that he was moving 
things slightly in the right direction. 
But they thought he would probably be 
better than Mitt Romney, who would 
have let the auto industry collapse and 
who was perceived as being more in 
line with the financial institutions in 
the United States. So they voted for 
President Obama. 

Then in 2014, President Obama wasn’t 
doing things fast enough, still the 
squeeze, and then obviously in 2016, 
America voted for President Trump, 
thinking that he was promising expan-
sion of healthcare, opening up the coal 
mines and opening up the steel mills. 
He was going to get the economy back, 
he was going to do it. It was going to 
be beautiful, and he was going to do it 
with the waving of a magic wand. It 
was going to be easy. So all of those 
elections were about the economy. 

So we still have this squeeze hap-
pening in the United States. We still 
have 63 percent of American families 
who could not withstand a $500 catas-
trophe in their family with their car, 
with their health insurance, with 
someone’s health in their family, or 
with an accident. $500 in an emergency 
would send 63 percent of the families in 
the United States spinning out of con-
trol. 

We see with pensions, for example, 
that the average person 65 years-plus 
only has $60,000 in a 401(k), which 
means they can drop out $3,000 a year— 
not a month, a year—out of their 401(k) 
for 20 years. Their average Social Secu-
rity is a little over $1,000. Their pen-
sion isn’t much. And all of this aver-
ages to about $25,000 a year. So you are 
squeezed with your pension. You have 
had stagnant wages. You don’t have 
much of a savings. And most families 
can’t withstand even a $500 emergency. 

This constant squeeze over the last 30 
years from globalization and automa-
tion has put many of the communities 
on the last chart behind the eight ball, 
unable to get and keep their nose above 
water for them and their families. 

So our job is to figure out what the 
heck are we going to do about that. So 
the Republicans today proposed a new 
program of tax cuts. Here is what their 
tax cuts look like. Remember, I said 96 
percent of income growth over the last 
31 years went to the top 10 percent. So 
the Republican plan—again, we are not 
mad at them. This is just what they 
think is going to work. 

Their idea is: Why don’t we give a tax 
cut to people making more than $1 mil-
lion a year? They will see a good chunk 
of the tax cut. The next group, people 
making between $500,000 and $1 million 
a year, will see the next part—the big-
gest chunk of the tax cut. 

So the people who are making all of 
the income gains over the last 30 years, 

that huge concentration of wealth in 
the last 30 years, the Republicans 
think if we give them a tax cut, then 
they are going to take that tax cut, 
and it is going to trickle down to those 
red States that I had up here earlier in 
the industrial Midwest, in the South, 
moving into the central part of the 
country, and in the New England 
States that aren’t really surrounded 
and based on finance. Let’s give them a 
tax cut and hope it makes its way and 
trickles its way down to Youngstown, 
Ohio. That is their solution. That is 
what they think is going to work. 

So let’s ask ourselves: Have we tried 
this before? 

We have. When I was early in my ca-
reer, we tried this approach of supply- 
side economics. We are going to cut 
taxes for the wealthy. They are going 
to take that money. It is going to 
make its way back into the economy, 
and it is going to get wages up, secure 
pensions, and all the rest. 

So with the Republican plan, they 
have done things to do that. Not just 
cut taxes for the wealthy, they get rid 
of the alternative minimum tax, which 
means no matter how many loopholes 
you are able to take advantage of, 
there is a minimum you are going to 
have to pay. And if they get rid of that 
minimum tax, and if that minimum 
tax wasn’t in place a few years back, 
President Trump would have reduced 
his tax burden by $30 million—just so 
we can wrap our heads around this 
stuff. 

Under the plan that they have now, 
the top 175,000 richest families in the 
country will see a $700 tax cut. That is 
their plan. We really can’t afford it be-
cause we have got to borrow $11⁄2 tril-
lion to pay for all this stuff. 

So that is where we are. That is their 
solution. Huge challenges with the 
middle class, huge challenges with pen-
sions, huge challenges with wages and 
retirement and cost of healthcare and 
education, and their plan is to cut the 
taxes for the wealthy and hope it helps 
everyone else. That is their plan. 

We have tried this before. When 
President Bush got in, there were two 
rounds of tax cuts that he passed in the 
early part of the first decade of this 
century. He gave most of the taxes, in 
the same way, to the top 1 percent of 
earners. They got a huge chunk of what 
we called the Bush tax cuts. 

b 1930 
That was their strategy back then. 
What happened in that decade fol-

lowing the Bush tax cuts? 
Well, we see that, after the Bush tax 

cuts, we had the slowest economic 
growth in the United States post-World 
War II, the slowest growth across the 
board in the United States. They cut 
taxes for the wealthiest in the hopes 
that it would somehow help the econ-
omy. They also deregulated the finan-
cial markets because that was going to 
help, too. 

So what happened was that we had 
very low growth: employment only in-
creased by 0.3 percent, and the real 
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GDP only grew by 2.6 percent; wages 
were stagnant. 

As we all remember, in 2007 and 2008, 
things started to unravel in the econ-
omy, and we had a huge collapse in the 
housing market that was deregulated. 
We didn’t have any cops on the beat 
watching what was going on. 

Stagnant growth ends in the col-
lapse, and then Democrats came in 
and, quite frankly, fixed the problem, 
stemmed the tide, and did what we did. 
That is a whole other story. 

The whole idea that cutting taxes for 
the wealthy is really going to bump 
employment and really bump GDP 
growth is shown in recent economic 
history to not be true. 

Now, what do we have to compare 
this with? 

If we go back another decade to 1993, 
when President Bill Clinton got into 
office, he had a different strategy and 
the Democrats had a different strategy. 
We started to run up the deficits com-
ing out of the eighties. We had to get 
our financial house in order. 

President Clinton came in and raised 
some taxes on the wealthiest people in 
the country, not because we don’t like 
them, but the country needed revenue. 
We reinvested that money, balanced 
the budget, and what happened? A to-
tally different strategy than our 
friends on the other side—right?—to-
tally different. What we saw in the 
1990s was employment at 2.4 percent, 
and we saw real GDP growth at 3.7 per-
cent. 

The red is the Bush tax cut that we 
have already tried in the historical 
analysis of that, ending in a financial 
collapse and stagnant wages. What we 
saw with President Clinton’s economic 
plan is real growth, and we saw an im-
provement in employment. Wages went 
up in every single bracket, from the 
poorest to the wealthiest. Everybody 
made more money. We had a balanced 
plan on how to do it. 

When we look at what happened with 
the Bill Clinton plan—oh, by the way, 
it ended the decade with a $5.6 trillion 
surplus. That is a $5.6 trillion surplus 
that we had here in the United States 
that, when President Bush got in, he 
gave it all away in tax cuts. I just told 
you that story. 

What the Democrats are saying is 
kind of what President Trump was say-
ing during the campaign. There has 
been this huge concentration of wealth 
at the top, and they have seen all the 
income gain. 

We have got debt and deficits to pay 
for. We have got to rebuild the United 
States. We have got to lay broadband 
in every corner of the country. We need 
a new energy grid. We need a resilient 
economy to prepare ourselves for the 
storms and the hurricanes and the ups 
and downs from climate change. We 
have got to reinvest back into our 
neighborhoods. We have thousands of 
blighted homes in communities all 
across the United States that need to 
come down. 

What we are saying is: Don’t borrow 
$1.5 trillion from China and then take 

the money that you are borrowing 
from China, pay interest on it, and give 
it to primarily the top 1 percent of the 
wealthiest people in the United States. 
That doesn’t make any sense. 

In good times, I don’t know if that 
makes any sense, but certainly not 
when we are already running huge defi-
cits, not when we have the baby 
boomers moving into our healthcare 
programs for the elderly, not when we 
have an opioid epidemic where we lost 
more people in 1 year, last year, than 
we lost in the entire Vietnam war. 
That doesn’t make any sense. 

We have got to rebuild the country. 
We are competing with China. We have 
to make sure that our military is 
equipped, our students are educated, 
and that we are investing in research 
and development to develop wind and 
solar, the next generation of renewable 
energy, the next generation of jobs. 

And we are borrowing money from 
China to the tune of $1.5 trillion to give 
to the wealthiest people in the coun-
try? Does that make any sense? 

Mr. Speaker, it does not. 
This is the most irresponsible tax 

proposal I have seen. I will even say it 
is more irresponsible than the Bush tax 
credits. At least with the Bush tax 
credits, we had a $5.6 trillion surplus. 
Many of us were saying to put that 
into Medicare, put it into Social Secu-
rity. In the Al Gore campaign, it be-
came a joke: Put it in a lock box; don’t 
touch it; save it for a rainy day. 

A few months later, 9/11 happened, 
and we could have used some of that 
for the next decade. We could have re-
built the economy, moved the economy 
forward, reinvested it back into the 
United States. At least we had it com-
ing. 

The economy was growing and Presi-
dent Bush said: Well, we will give it 
back in tax cuts primarily to the rich. 

Now we don’t even have it. Now we 
are going to go out and borrow it and 
bring it in from China and say: Okay, 
China, we will owe you another $1.5 
trillion because we don’t owe you 
enough already. We are not going to 
give it to the middle class, who has not 
seen a pay raise for 30 years. We are 
going to give it to the top end. 

I just think this is very irresponsible 
for us as we are trying to get the econ-
omy to work for everybody and we 
have all of these challenges that we are 
trying get our arms around here in the 
United States that will take some pub-
lic investment. 

I am not here to say that the govern-
ment can solve all of our problems, be-
cause it can’t. I am not saying that 
every solution is about writing a check 
from Uncle Sam and putting it into a 
program, because it is not. But what 
we do have to do is make some invest-
ments on the public side that are going 
to allow for growth. 

When you talk about things like 
broadband penetration to make sure 
that rural America or small towns or 
certain parts of our cities have access 
to high-speed broadband, high-speed 

internet access, you will see that, for 
every 10 percent penetration, you see, I 
think it is, 1, 1.3, 1.4 percent growth in 
the GDP. It sounds like a pretty good 
investment. 

So let’s figure out how we can do a 
public-private partnership with the 
telecommunications companies and the 
public to make sure that we have high- 
speed internet access all over the 
United States. Let’s sit down with the 
power companies, the energy compa-
nies, and figure out how we redo our 
energy grid so that we can have a 21st 
century, efficient, secure energy grid. 

And, oh, by the way, ask all of these 
people who are underemployed today to 
help us build out this new America. 
Whether it is broadband or the energy 
grid, it is in the ground. These jobs 
can’t be outsourced. The same with re-
newable energy. Many of the jobs re-
lated to renewable energy cannot be 
outsourced. These are the investments 
we need to make. 

Again, we are competing with China. 
This, my friends, is a very important 
point. When you look at what China is 
doing militarily with North Korea, not 
helping as much as we want them to, 
moving out, actually building islands 
in the South China Sea, further pro-
jecting their force, moving into Africa, 
already in Africa, establishing bases in 
Africa, building relationships, getting 
minerals and other resources out of Af-
rica, moving ahead with battery-pow-
ered cars in China and here, moving 
and spending $360 billion on renewable 
energy initiatives by 2020, creating 13 
million jobs, China is on the move. 

What are we doing? What does the 
Republican Party want to do? What 
does the Trump administration want to 
do, Mr. Speaker, while China is invest-
ing billions of dollars in renewable en-
ergy, creating 13 million new jobs? This 
genius idea is to go and borrow $1.5 
trillion from them and take it and give 
it to the wealthiest people in the 
United States in the form of a tax cut 
that they don’t need. 

We are going to further position our-
selves behind them in the race for the 
green economy. This could mean jobs 
in places like Youngstown, Ohio, in-
vestments in places like Youngstown, 
Ohio, driving up wages in Youngstown, 
Ohio, increasing and securing pensions 
in these industrial States and in the 
South. That, to me, makes sense. That, 
to me, is a smart plan. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I am deeply frus-
trated with this tax cut. I think it is ir-
responsible. I don’t think it makes eco-
nomic sense. As we start to peel 
through it, other than the big picture 
of $1.5 trillion that we are going to bor-
row from the Chinese to pay for it, 
they are going to get rid of people’s 
ability to deduct student loans. Med-
ical emergencies will no longer be de-
ductible. 

They are providing instability in the 
wind sector with the wind tax credit, 
which has about $50 billion in invest-
ments. About 50,000 jobs are at stake 
and 500 factories participating in this 
new economy. 
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There is a way to do this. There is a 

way to be smart. We can’t let our ide-
ology determine our public policy if it 
doesn’t make any sense. If we can have 
a balanced approach, we pay for the 
spending; and because of the situation 
we are in, we ask the wealthiest in the 
United States to help us pay for this 
because they have seen 96 percent of 
the income growth over the last 30 
years. 

If we do it right and we do it smart, 
we will position the next generation of 
Americans to be in an economy that 
they can thrive in, that provides sta-
bility for them, security for them and 
their families, and it will also help us 
deal with the great challenge of our 
time: global climate change. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope that, as this 
process moves forward, we recognize 
that this tax cut bill is not the solu-
tion to the economic problems. It has 
gone against what the President of the 
United States campaigned on, and I be-
lieve it is the very betrayal of his cam-
paign, a betrayal of what that cam-
paign meant to so many people, and a 
betrayal of those very people whom he 
said he was going to help. 

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

f 

b 1945 

ISSUES OF CONCERN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2017, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER) for 30 minutes. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 
our American way of life and our 
Judeo-Christian values are under at-
tack as never before. People under-
stand that there is the threat out 
there, but perhaps the magnitude keeps 
coming home of how bad and what a 
great threat it really is. 

Radical Islamic terrorists with a 
backward, evil, 7th century view of the 
world are out to destroy and kill us. 
They seek to terrorize Western coun-
tries and Americans, in particular, into 
retreat. 

Well, instead, we must stand tall. We 
must have the courage to do what is 
necessary because it does depend on us, 
as it always has been. As when Nazism 
and Japanese militarism threatened 
the world, it was the United States 
that carried the day for the decent peo-
ple of the world. 

When communism threatened to es-
tablish atheistic dictatorships through-
out the world and was on the march, 
yes, it was the American people who 
stood strong and had those policies 
necessary to hold off the communist 
menace until it collapsed, basically, of 
its own inconsistencies and its own evil 
nature. 

Well, we had great leadership at 
those other battles, and I say, thank 
goodness that today we now have a 
President who actually can speak the 
words against and condemn this hor-

rible force that threatens our country 
and the people of the world. 

Yes, we have a President who can ac-
tually say those words, ‘‘radical Is-
lamic terrorism.’’ For 8 years, we had a 
President who couldn’t use those 
words, much less do those things that 
were necessary to defeat this threat 
and to make sure our people were se-
cure. 

Some, if not many, of our leaders 
have been afraid to confront the basic 
nature of those who have made re-
peated terrorist attacks and assaults. 
Anyone who is not signing on to their 
fanatical religious agenda becomes a 
terrorist target, not only Christians, 
but Jews and other Muslims. 

President Trump is, at long last, pro-
viding the courageous leadership in 
this historic battle. Congress needs to 
support our President. We need to 
stand with him and to stand united 
against this evil, and yes, defend our-
selves. We must not be afraid, and we 
must not only defend ourselves but 
also do what is necessary to defeat and 
extinguish this ghoulish adversary and 
end his bloody assault on Western civ-
ilization, and yes, on moderate Islam. 

Words are not enough. Our homeland 
is under attack; people are in danger; 
our families, our country, and our way 
of life are under attack. These 
attackers come from many countries, 
both men and women. But in com-
mon—these people who have been mur-
dering people and the mayhem they 
have been creating throughout the 
Western world, whether it is in France 
or in the United States or elsewhere, 
these men and women who participate 
in these evil acts of terrorism have 
something that they have in common. 
They all pledge allegiance to radical 
Islam. 

That is our enemy, not Islam, not 
Islam itself, but the radical fanaticism 
that terrorists and the Islamic psycho-
paths that are out there murdering in 
the worst possible and ghoulish ways, 
people, in order to—yes, in order to 
have—to shock us and in order to in-
timidate the West into retreat. 

This week, a 29-year-old Uzbek immi-
grant plowed a truck into people walk-
ing and cycling in a New York City 
pathway. He killed 8 people, and he 
proclaimed that he was inspired by 
Islam. In fact, he said he was proud of 
what he had done and even requested 
the display of his Islamic state flag in 
his hospital room. 

We need to ask ourselves: Why are we 
allowing Islamic terrorists like this 
into our country in the first place? 
How much longer will we close our eyes 
and bury our heads in the sand? 

We have even witnessed horrendous 
terrorist attacks even in my home 
State. We know that. We have seen it. 
On December 2, 2015, in San 
Bernardino, 14 innocent and wonderful 
people were brutally slaughtered and 22 
seriously injured by an immigrant 
from Pakistan—a hotbed of radicalism. 
And yes, his motive was his fanatic be-
lief in what he considers to be Islam. It 

was truly one of the most evil attacks 
in our State’s history. 

In Orlando, on June 12, 2016, 49 
nightclubbers out having a good time, 
enjoying themselves as Americans— 
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happi-
ness—they were having a good time, 
and 49 of these nightclubbers were bru-
tally murdered and mowed down. 

All of these innocent lives were 
slaughtered. Americans who were 
blown apart at the Boston marathon is 
no different. 

We have American victims staring us 
in the face saying: What are you going 
to do to bring justice and to protect 
the Americans that we left behind, our 
families? These horrific crimes of cow-
ards mirrors what has happened to in-
nocent people throughout the world. 

Yes, we Americans are suffering. And 
as I say, we have seen it in France, we 
have seen it in Europe, we have seen it 
in Muslim countries where these fanat-
ics take Christians out and behead 
them. But they also, of course, attack 
moderate Muslims. They are out to try 
to topple the government of el-Sisi and 
Egypt and all the other governments 
there that are not committed to the fa-
natic view of Islam that they hold. 

The most recent attacks in New York 
should, at least, open our eyes to 
things that we can do here. Maybe we 
can’t stop it all over the world, but the 
least we can do is to take steps to pro-
tect our own citizens from this type of 
fanatical threat that hangs over us. 

Well, we need to take specific steps 
that can and should be done to help 
deal with this danger. I have, in fact, 
discussed a plan with the President— 
and this is a few months ago—and we 
have had a lot of work and a lot of 
things under the bridge since then, but 
his commitment to border security in-
cludes placing a wall on the Southern 
border. 

Yes, making sure that we have bor-
der security, and yes, if it takes a wall 
on our Southern border, the President 
is right on target. A wall and beefing 
up our border will, of course, be expen-
sive. That is why I laid out a plan to 
the President and have since offered 
legislation that would pay for Presi-
dent Trump’s proposed border wall. 

The car attack in New York has al-
tered many Americans and alerted 
many Americans to something they 
didn’t know about before, and that is 
that we have an immigration system, 
an immigration law that permits 50,000 
people to immigrate into our country 
every year—50,000 people who are cho-
sen by lottery, not by some really 
looking at them, some examination of 
their credentials, seeing what they 
could contribute, no. A lottery. 

And, of course, Senator SCHUMER in 
the Senate, I guess, was the man who 
actually insisted on this. Well, I am 
sure he was well-intended, but what we 
have now are people—instead of bring-
ing in the people who can most con-
tribute to our country, he has insisted 
we leave 50,000 of them up to a lottery 
system. 
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