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‘‘yea’’ on rollcall No. 682, ‘‘nay’’ on rollcall No. 
683, and ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall No. 684. 

f 

PERMISSION FOR MEMBER TO BE 
CONSIDERED AS FIRST SPONSOR 
OF H.R. 3771 
Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-

imous consent that I may hereafter be 
considered as the first sponsor of H.R. 
3771, a bill originally introduced by 
Representative Conyers of Michigan, 
for the purposes of adding cosponsors 
and requesting reprintings pursuant to 
clause 7 of rule XII. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO 
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 4324, 
STRENGTHENING OVERSIGHT OF 
IRAN’S ACCESS TO FINANCE ACT 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that in the engross-
ment of H.R. 4324, the Clerk be directed 
to insert the word ‘‘and’’ after the 
semicolon in section 3(b)(1) of the bill. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

CORRECTION TO ENGROSSMENT 
OF H.R. 2396, PRIVACY NOTIFICA-
TION TECHNICAL CLARIFICATION 
ACT 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that in the engross-
ment of H.R. 2396, the Clerk be directed 
to make the correction I have placed at 
the desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the correction. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
In amendment number 1, the instruction 

relating to page 4, line 21 is modified to read 
as follows: 

Page 4, line 21, strike ‘‘financial institu-
tion’s’’ and insert ‘‘vehicle financial com-
pany’s’’. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

BORINQUENEERS POST OFFICE 
BUILDING 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the unfin-
ished business is the question on sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill 
(H.R. 4042) to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 1415 West Oak Street, in Kis-
simmee, Florida, as the 
‘‘Borinqueneers Post Office Building’’. 

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

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Montana (Mr. 
GIANFORTE) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 
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SERGEANT JOHN BASILONE POST 
OFFICE 

Mr. GIANFORTE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
bill (H.R. 2815) to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 30 East Somerset Street in 
Raritan, New Jersey, as the ‘‘Sergeant 
John Basilone Post Office’’, as pro-
posed to be passed under suspension of 
the rules, be modified by the amend-
ment I have placed at the desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment by Mr. GIANFORTE 
Strike all after the enacting clause and in-

sert the following: 
SECTION 1. GUNNERY SERGEANT JOHN 

BASILONE POST OFFICE. 
(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the 

United States Postal Service located at 30 
East Somerset Street in Raritan, New Jer-
sey, shall be known and designated as the 
‘‘Gunnery Sergeant John Basilone Post Of-
fice’’. 

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law, 
map, regulation, document, paper, or other 
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to 
be a reference to the ‘‘Gunnery Sergeant 
John Basilone Post Office’’. 

Mr. GIANFORTE (during the read-
ing). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to dispense with the reading. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the original request of the 
gentleman from Montana? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the unfin-
ished business is the question on sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill, 
as amended. 

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

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill, as 
amended, was passed. 

The title of the bill was amended so 
as to read: ‘‘A bill to designate the fa-
cility of the United States Postal Serv-
ice located at 30 East Somerset Street 
in Raritan, New Jersey, as the ‘Gun-
nery Sergeant John Basilone Post Of-
fice’.’’. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
(Mr. HOYER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise for 
the purpose of inquiring of the major-
ity leader of the schedule for the week 
to come. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. MCCARTHY). 

(Mr. MCCARTHY asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, on Monday, the House 
will meet at noon for morning hour and 
2 p.m. for legislative business. Votes 
will be postponed until 6:30 p.m. 

On Tuesday and the balance of the 
week, the House will meet as early as 
10 a.m. for legislative business. 

Mr. Speaker, the House will consider 
a number of suspensions next week, a 
complete list of which will be an-
nounced by close of business tomorrow. 

This list will include several bills 
from the Science Committee that are 
part of the House Innovation Initia-
tive. These bills support Americans 
pursuing careers in science, tech-
nology, engineering, and math, with a 
focus on veterans and individuals his-
torically underrepresented in those 
fields. 

Mr. Speaker, my friend and I re-
cently cohosted the third Congres-
sional Hackathon, and I think he and I 
would agree that STEM education is an 
issue of national competitiveness, and I 
look forward to the House passing 
these bills next week. 

In addition, the House will consider 
two measures from the Financial Serv-
ices Committee. First, H.R. 4015, the 
Corporate Governance Reform and 
Transparency Act sponsored by Rep-
resentative SEAN DUFFY. This bill will 
improve the quality of the proxy re-
search while increasing transparency 
for public companies and their inves-
tors. 

Second, H.R. 3312, the Systemic Risk 
Designation Improvement Act spon-
sored by Representative BLAINE 
LUETKEMEYER. This bill replaces Dodd- 
Frank’s arbitrary thresholds with a 
process that analyzes each institution 
of its individual risk factors. 

Mr. Speaker, the House will also con-
sider the conference report to accom-
pany H.R. 1, the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act 
sponsored by Representative KEVIN 
BRADY. This historic legislation will 
cap off a 31-year journey to reform 
America’s broken Tax Code. We will 
double the standard deduction, making 
the first $12,000 of income for an indi-
vidual and $24,000 for a family tax free. 

We will increase the child tax credit 
because investing in families is among 
the most important investments we 
make. We will reduce the tax rate on 
small businesses to the lowest rates 
that have been seen in 40 years. And we 
do all this while simplifying the Tax 
Code so Americans can file in minutes 
on a form the size of a postcard. 

Republicans have championed cut-
ting taxes and growing our economy 
for years, and I am excited to deliver 
this important promise. 
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Finally, Mr. Speaker, additional leg-

islative items are expected, including 
legislation related to government fund-
ing and a number of other end-of-the- 
year priorities. I will be sure to inform 
all Members if additional items are 
added to our schedule. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for that information. 

First of all, Mr. Speaker, I want to 
say that the majority leader and I, as 
well as his predecessor, Mr. Cantor, 
have worked together on what we call 
a Hackathon, which is a meeting annu-
ally of individuals involved in the high- 
tech community in how better to com-
municate, how better to process infor-
mation, how better to make trans-
parent the work of this body and make 
the actions of this body accessible to 
the general public as they happen. 

I want to thank the majority leader 
for continuing to cosponsor this effort 
with me and to be a leader on this ef-
fort. We just had the President sign—I 
think yesterday, maybe the day be-
fore—a piece of legislation, which will 
try to make the government more fac-
ile in bringing its technology up to 
date so that it can operate more effi-
ciently and more effectively. 

So I thank the majority leader for 
working together in a positive way to 
make this institution work better and 
to make it more accessible and better 
known to the American people. I thank 
him also for the schedule that he has 
put forward. 

Mr. Speaker, the majority leader 
mentioned a number of things that the 
tax bill that is going to be coming be-
fore us will do. I don’t believe that the 
conference report is available for re-
view at this point in time. 

Can the majority leader perhaps en-
lighten me as to whether or not the 
conference report is available now to 
be reviewed? Or, if not, when it will be 
available? 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my friend for yielding. 

I expect the report to be filed online 
tomorrow. As you know, you have got 
to go through and make sure, from 
joint tax, filling in the dollar figures, 
and all anticipation is it will be online 
tomorrow for all of America to read. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman. It is my understanding 
that that will be on the floor as early 
as Tuesday of next week. Is that accu-
rate? 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. Yes, that is accu-
rate. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
simply observe that what the majority 
leader did not mention—again, I have 
not seen the conference report, so this 
is not based upon a review of the con-
ference report, but this is based upon 
the Senate bill and the House bills that 
were passed by both bodies—was that it 
will increase the debt of our country by 
some $1.5 trillion and a minimum of $1 

trillion. It will raise taxes on some 78 
million Americans between $50,000 of 
income and $150,000 of income. 

I am assuming that the elimination 
of the mandate is still in the con-
ference report. I am not sure, but the 
information I have is that it is still in 
the report. Mr. Speaker, that will cost 
13 million people to be uninsured as a 
result. 

I have information, Mr. Speaker, 
that what the conference report does is 
reduce taxes on some of the wealthiest 
people in America. I am not sure how 
they offset that—maybe with a man-
date, maybe with something else—but 
62 percent of the bill’s resources go to 
the top 1 percent in America. 

Mr. Speaker, Speaker RYAN spoke on 
this floor about the average family 
making $59,000 a year. He mentioned 
that that family will get, under the 
House bill—again, I haven’t seen the 
conference report—$1,182 per year in a 
tax cut. 

What the Speaker did not mention is 
that the family in the top 1 percent 
will get a tax cut of $1,198 per week. 
Per week, Mr. Speaker. In other words, 
52 times what the struggling American 
will get, what the American who 
Speaker RYAN said may not be able to 
come up with $500 if they have a crisis 
with a refrigerator or their heating 
unit, something of that nature, or their 
car breaks down will get. 

Mr. Speaker, we on this side of the 
aisle do not believe that this bill ad-
dresses relief for the struggling work-
ing men and women of this country. 

Mr. Speaker, it is clear, in all of the 
polling, that the average working 
American shares that view. They be-
lieve correctly that this is a tax cut for 
the rich and a few sprinkles to the mid-
dle class. I am sure the leader will have 
something to say on that. 

In addition, Mr. Speaker, it is ironic 
that what will happen in this tax bill is 
we will phase out. We will—again, I 
have not seen the conference report, so 
I don’t know exactly whether that is 
true or not, but in both the House and 
Senate bills, we phased out—we didn’t 
phase out, we proposed to be phased 
out. The benefits to those middle-in-
come, hardworking Americans will see 
their benefits phased out. That will not 
be true of corporations. It will not be 
true of the wealthiest in our country. 

So it is troubling, Mr. Speaker, that 
a bill of this magnitude is being rushed 
to judgment. In 1986, the gentleman, in 
making his announcement, said we 
have been working on this for 31 years. 
Now, I presume he was talking about 
from 1986 to 2017. 

What he did not say, Mr. Speaker, is, 
in 1986, we had 30 days of public hear-
ings on a bill. Thirty days of public 
hearings. What he did not say is that 
we had 450 witnesses during those pub-
lic hearings testifying about the taxes. 
What he did not say is that there were 
nearly 4 months of hearings on the 1986 
reform bill. And what he did not say is 
that the Ways and Means Committee 
conducted 26 days of markup. 

This bill has received less than 7 days 
of markup in both bodies and in the 
conference. This is being rushed to 
judgment. The American people, by 
substantial numbers, believe this bill is 
not good for them. 

Now, Mr. COLLINS said that he talked 
to a donor and the donor said: Don’t 
call me again if you don’t pass this tax 
bill. 

I get that. I don’t know who the 
donor was and I don’t know how rich 
the donor was, but obviously the donor 
thought that he had a real stake or she 
had a real stake in this tax bill. 

We regret that we are not doing as 
we did in 1986, because what the major-
ity leader did not mention either was 
that the 1986 bill was a bipartisan bill 
with President Reagan and Speaker 
O’Neill supporting it, and with Chair-
man Rostenkowski, a Democratic chair 
of the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee; and a Republican chair of the 
Senate Finance Committee, Bob Pack-
wood from Oregon, supporting the bill. 
It was a bipartisan bill. And what the 
majority leader did not mention is the 
1986 bill did not add a single cent to the 
deficit. It was paid for. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is a much less-
er product than it could have been. We 
on this side of the aisle, Mr. Speaker, 
think we need tax reform. We are pre-
pared to support tax reform. We believe 
we need to bring down the corporate 
rate. We believe we need to make sure 
that small businesses can prosper and 
grow into large businesses. 

What we don’t believe in, Mr. Speak-
er, is simply having a bill that advan-
tages the best-off in our country and 
says that the advantages we give to the 
middle class will be phased out in a lit-
tle bit, about 5 years. 

b 1145 

So, Mr. Speaker, we will, according 
to the majority leader, consider this 
bill next week. It will not be bipar-
tisan, and that is a shame. It will not 
be positive for the country because it 
will put us even more deeply into debt, 
and the people who pay that bill, ulti-
mately, will be our children. 

And on both sides of the aisle—we 
don’t have a lot of Members on the 
floor, but I say to every Member on the 
floor, every Member on this floor, I am 
sure, at some point in time you have 
given a speech somewhere that said: 
‘‘We care about the debt. We are going 
to bring down the debt.’’ This bill does 
not do it. This bill exacerbates the 
debt. 

Anybody who believes that this bill 
is going to pay for itself through dy-
namic scoring and economic growth is 
kidding themselves. It is a rationaliza-
tion to vote for a bill for which the 
main imperative is political, not pol-
icy, because my Republican colleagues, 
Mr. Speaker, believe that, if they don’t 
pass this bill, they will lose the next 
election. 

I have heard that argument over and 
over and over again. That is not a rea-
son to vote for this bill. It is a reason 
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to say: Let’s go back to the table. Let’s 
include Mr. NEAL in the consideration, 
the ranking member. Let’s include Mr. 
WYDEN, the ranking member of the 
Senate Finance Committee. Let’s in-
clude Mr. MCCARTHY and me to try to 
see if we can reach a bipartisan, posi-
tive, constructive piece of legislation 
which will, like the 1986 legislation, 
enjoy the support of a wide range of 
the American people and their Rep-
resentatives. 

Mr. Speaker, we had an election yes-
terday in Alabama. Mr. Jones won that 
election. Mr. STRANGE, the incumbent 
Republican representing Alabama right 
now, lost the primary. He has no man-
date. 

Why rush this bill through? This bill, 
if it were passed on December 31 of 
next year, would affect the 2018 taxes 
that would be filed in April of 2019. The 
need to rush this bill, Mr. Speaker, 
seems to be that, and the reason for 
having no hearings, the reason for hav-
ing no witnesses, is because this bill, 
on its merit, cannot sustain itself. 

Now, let me read you a quote, Mr. 
Speaker: ‘‘I think the message of the 
moment is that the American people, 
all across the country, are asking us, 
even in the most liberal State, Massa-
chusetts, to stop this healthcare bill. I 
think that means there will be no more 
healthcare votes in the Senate prior to 
the swearing in of Scott Brown, when-
ever that may be.’’ 

That statement was made on Janu-
ary 20, 2010, by the present majority 
leader who was then, of course, the mi-
nority leader. And his proposition was: 
You ought to wait until Scott Brown is 
here so that Massachusetts can have 
its vote counted. But hypocritically, he 
has changed his tune today when Ala-
bama, a very conservative State, the 
opposite of Massachusetts, has voted to 
elect Doug Jones to the Senate. 

I don’t hear Mr. MCCONNELL or any-
body else saying: Let’s wait for the 
duly elected Member of the United 
States Senate from Alabama to be 
seated so that he will have an oppor-
tunity to vote on this extraordinarily 
consequential vote and, in my opinion, 
negative consequences to our country. 

Mr. Speaker, I am sure the majority 
leader might have some comments he 
wants to make in response, and, there-
fore, I yield to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. MCCARTHY). 

Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

There were a lot of questions about 
the schedule. I took notes because 
there were a lot of things said, but let 
me first make sure I can try to get 
through all of them. 

You first mentioned many times, 
what I did not mention. Now, I was 
asked a question, when would we vote 
on the tax bill, so I want to be very 
clear. I answered the question. I said, 
yes, we will vote on it Tuesday. You 
said you have heard that it could be 
Tuesday, so I just said yes, and I didn’t 
mention others because I wasn’t asked 
other questions. But now that you 
have, let’s walk through this. 

One of your first arguments was debt. 
Do you realize, in this progrowth, tax- 
cutting, job creation bill, if it just 
grows four-tenths of 1 percent, it pays 
for all of it? 

But what is interesting here is—don’t 
take my word for it—what happens 
every day to the market when they re-
alize Congress and the Senate is 1 day 
closer to passing the tax bill? Every-
body with a 401(k) gets a pay raise. 

The market has set more than 59 
records since the election and our 
movement to passing a tax bill, and 
that is for all Americans who invested. 
Everybody’s retirement is getting a lit-
tle better because of it. 

Now, what about on the jobs perspec-
tive? Well, Broadcom, which was cre-
ated in America but left America based 
upon the current Tax Code, on the day 
of the announcement of our tax bill, 
said: We are coming back. It is not just 
that we are bringing so many jobs 
back. We are going to spend $3 billion 
a year in R&D. We are going to spend 
$6 billion in manufacturing. 

And that is $20 billion a year in rev-
enue for that company that is going to 
pay taxes now in America. 

But I wonder, that is a big company. 
Do you know what I just read the other 
day? A company announcing they are 
going to Syracuse, New York, based 
upon our tax bill. 

Yes, things are changing in America. 
People are excited about it. 

But it is not just those that are going 
to hire these thousands of Americans 
to work. I want to make sure it hap-
pens in Maryland as well, so I wanted 
to look at your district, so here we go. 
My good friend represents Maryland’s 
Fifth. He has done it for quite some 
time. Here are a few facts. 

Currently, you have 47 percent of fil-
ers in Maryland Five that take the 
standard deduction, so they will be bet-
ter off because they will get a doubling 
the day the President signs it. 

Another 11 percent have itemized de-
ductions that are less than our new 
higher standard deduction, so they, 
too, will save. Not only are they going 
to save money, they are going to save 
time. Instead of spending weeks trying 
to fill out a tax form, it is going to be 
done in minutes. And you know when 
they fill out their tax form, they are 
going to get money. 

But they don’t have to wait until 
April 15. Not only in your district, but 
across this country, check your check 
come February, because you know 
what is going to be in that check? More 
money because the standard deduction 
goes up. 

So that is 58 percent of my friend’s 
district is better off on day one. But 
from what you tell me, you don’t think 
that is good enough to vote for. A ma-
jority of your district is better off on 
day one. That is not even talking about 
the small businesses. 

Do you know, the small businesses in 
your district, those that are earning 
$400,000, they are going to save $19,000. 
I know we are dear friends, but I am 

not sure if I have ever known that you 
have owned a business. 

You know my background. When I 
was 20, I started my first business. 
There were three lessons I learned that 
have never left me: I was the first one 
to work; I was the last one to leave; 
and I was the last one to be paid. 

This is going to create more entre-
preneurship, more opportunity, and 
more people are going to be hired. 

Now, I know you are worried about 
the debt, but it just strikes me, this 
year, you voted for a budget just a cou-
ple of months ago—I am not going to 
go back to another Congress—that in-
creased the deficit by $6.8 trillion. So 
we are only worried about the debt at 
certain times? 

Well, this bill is actually going to 
grow the economy, as we have watched 
quarter after quarter after quarter of 
the administration. 

Now, I have got to make sure I got 
all of it. 

You talked about hearings. We have 
had 59 public hearings. We printed out, 
before we even ran to continue the ma-
jority, about what we would do on tax. 

But let’s get to the core. That was 
your district. Let’s say to all Ameri-
cans, it doesn’t matter where you live. 
So anybody, it doesn’t matter if you sit 
on that side of the aisle, on this side of 
the aisle. It doesn’t matter if you are 
Democrat, Republican, or you are a So-
cialist. It doesn’t matter what you are. 
You are an American first. 

And you know what your constitu-
ents are going to see? Let’s take the 
average family, the average family of 
four, making $55,000. You can write this 
down. You know how much tax they 
are going to pay? Zero. Zero. But that 
still is not good enough for you. 

It is very interesting, in my social 
science studies, what the party on the 
other side of the aisle used to say they 
were for. I believe, back in the day, if 
you would have stood up here and said, 
‘‘I have got a tax bill that is going to 
make sure the average family of four, 
on the first $55,000, is going to pay 
zero,’’ they not only would be excited, 
they would vote for it. 

And you talk to me about bipartisan-
ship. I really think that is a question 
for you, bipartisanship. 

Is it bipartisanship when we reach 
out to you about CHIP, about 
healthcare for children, a place not to 
play politics? 

We even stopped a hearing and a 
markup that we had scheduled well in 
the future because you came to us, 
your side of the aisle, and asked us to 
because you thought you could come to 
an agreement. Then we were told by 
your leadership, no, nobody could vote 
for it. We put things in the bill that we 
thought you would even want, but, no, 
you still voted ‘‘no.’’ 

And how many times have you told 
me on this floor, I think it was just a 
few months ago—and I will quote you, 
if I may—about government funding, 
because I was concerned because I had 
read some articles in The New York 
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Times that suggested, ‘‘as a minority 
party struggling to show resistance in 
an era of President Trump, the Demo-
crats are now ready to let the lights of 
government go dark.’’ I read that to 
you because I wanted to know was that 
true or was that false. 

Well, you said to me, when I asked 
my friend whether that rumor was 
true, he replied: ‘‘. . . nobody on my 
side is talking about wanting to shut 
down the government. We don’t want 
to shut down the government’’ was 
your quote. 

You continued to say: ‘‘I would as-
sure my friend that it is neither our in-
tent nor our desire. As a matter of fact, 
we want to work quickly to avoid that 
happening. That is not good for, obvi-
ously, the American people; it is not 
good for managers trying to plan on 
how to deliver services; and it is cer-
tainly not good for our Federal em-
ployees. So I would want to work with 
you to make sure that doesn’t happen.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, that was in March, just 
9 months ago. I wonder what changed 
in those 9 months because just last 
week—and I tell my friend, there was 
no partisanship in putting a continuing 
resolution on the floor for 2 weeks. 
There was no poison pill on this side of 
the aisle. It was a clean one. And I 
watched, sitting at this desk, how the 
vote was going, and I watched the 
other side, Mr. Speaker. I watched peo-
ple, not that they just voted ‘‘no.’’ 
They were whipped into the position to 
vote ‘‘no.’’ I watched the tally. And 
once that tally got past the magic 
number of 218, I watched my good 
friend put his thumb up, because he 
gave the okay to those 14 Democrats in 
his conference that were sitting there, 
that were told not to vote until it 
passed. I just wonder what happened to 
bipartisanship on something that is so 
bipartisan. 

I know the thousands of Federal em-
ployees you have in your district, but 
that is just—I listened, Mr. Speaker, to 
the leader of the Democratic Party on 
the other side who said, just 2 days 
prior, the only person talking about 
the shutdown is President Trump. 
Well, the only person taking action and 
whipping to get to a shutdown was on 
this floor. 

We have had open hearings, Repub-
lican and Democrats. We have had an 
open, bipartisan, bicameral conference. 
They have walked through an entire 
bill. We have made sure Americans are 
going to get a tax cut and jobs are 
going to be created. It is already hap-
pening before the bill is even signed. 

I am not sure if I didn’t mention 
something else, because you try to cor-
rect if something was not mentioned. 
But I want to make sure I answered all 
those questions for you because I 
know, not just in your district, that 
every family of four making $55,000 will 
pay nothing, that all the small busi-
nesses that are going to hire new peo-
ple—and I differ from you. 

Maybe you will whip strongly against 
it like you whipped strongly against 

the CR and keeping government open, 
But I still think, when I look upon that 
tally on the tax bill, I think there will 
be some on your side. And why do I 
think that? Because they told me so. 
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But I still think, when I look upon 
that tally on the tax bill, I think there 
will be some on your side. And why do 
I think that? Because they told me so. 

The only difference will be, at the 
end of the day, if they don’t, if you 
keep the strong arm, and instead of re-
leasing the thumb up once it passes 
and put it down, that is the only reason 
we won’t have bipartisanship on the 
floor that day. 

But I believe in America. I believe in 
this floor, and I believe in the individ-
uals who fight so strongly to get here 
to represent their constituents; that 
they know the new jobs in their dis-
trict, they know how much those fami-
lies will save, and they will not let pol-
itics get the best of them. They will go 
against the tide to stop it. They believe 
that it will even be better. I look for-
ward to that day. 

I also look forward to my friend com-
ing back to the quote he told me 9 
months ago, because you know what? 
It is close to Christmas. We have mili-
tary men and women defending us. The 
gentleman talked about that bill the 
President recently signed that, yes, he 
worked to strong-arm with me, that is 
going to make government more effec-
tive, efficient, and accountable. It also 
had a pay raise for our men and 
women. And when he voted ‘‘no,’’ he 
told them they weren’t getting their 
raise. But worse, he went even further. 

The gentleman questioned whether 
they could actually have the funds to 
continue the battle where they needed 
to be. We have been through shut-
downs. We know nobody wins. I believe 
what he told me 9 months ago. I just 
want him to come back. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his comments. He 
made a number of points. 

First, generally, I have been here 
long enough to have heard the debate 
for the 1981 bill, the so-called supply 
side, Jack Kemp. Vice President Bush 
referred to it as ‘‘voodoo economics.’’ 
And point of fact, as the gentleman 
knows, because I am sure he knows the 
record, we increased the debt under 
Ronald Reagan 189 percent. Larger 
than any other President with whom I 
have served over the last 37 years; 189 
percent. Stockman said: We knew it 
wasn’t going to balance the budget. We 
just said that for political purposes. 
Stockman said that. He was Director of 
the OMB under Ronald Reagan. 

Then in 2001 and 2003, we had tax 
cuts. We heard the same arguments, 
how it was going to grow robustly the 
economy. It brought in the deepest re-
cession anybody in this Chamber, other 
than perhaps SAM JOHNSON, who I 
think is probably our oldest Member, 
because the rest of us didn’t experience 
the depression, it ushered in not the 

biggest growth rate in America, but 
the least job-producing 8 years of any 
American President whom I have 
served with, and the deepest recession 
that anybody in this body has experi-
enced, and a hemorrhaging of jobs. 

In fact, the stock market, which the 
gentleman refers to, had a 25 percent 
decline in value over the 8 years of the 
Bush administration, with two tax cuts 
where exactly the same argument for 
growth was made, and it didn’t happen. 

On the other hand, I was here in 1993, 
when we raised taxes, not much, but a 
little bit, particularly for infrastruc-
ture, and the prediction, Mr. Leader, 
on your side of the aisle: we would 
tank as an economy; we would have a 
terrible recession. 

Exactly the opposite happened. You 
were dead, not you personally, but 
those who made that representation 
were 180 degrees wrong. 

First of all, we balanced the budget 4 
years in a row. Nobody has done that 
other than President Clinton. Now, you 
can say you were in charge of the Con-
gress, you were, and I would respond to 
you: Why couldn’t you do it under 
George Bush when you had everything? 
There is no answer to that. 

In terms of the experience that we 
have had when we had tax cuts, the 
debt did, in fact, explode; 189 percent 
increase in the national debt. That was 
approximately 21⁄2 times the increase 
under Obama and the increase under 
George Bush. But we continue to argue 
there is going to be great growth. No 
reputable economist agrees with that 
proposition. Well, you read them out to 
me. I will be glad to hear them. 

The stock market increase under this 
President has gone up. It went up 300 
percent under Barack Obama. Three 
hundred percent. Three hundred per-
cent, from 6,500 to over 18,000. 

He had the largest job production, 
and I told my friend, in 2016, as opposed 
to 2017, hear, my friends, there were 
279,000 more jobs created in 2016, under 
Barack Obama, than have been created 
under this President. Mr. Speaker, 
279,000 more. Now, that is not a great 
deal, but in terms of growth, there was 
more growth of jobs in 2016, when 
Obama was President of the United 
States, than has occurred under Donald 
Trump. Check the records. I am sure 
you will review and say: Let’s see if 
HOYER is just giving us some malarkey. 

The gentleman talks about this great 
tax benefit. What he didn’t mention, 
and what I was referring to, by the 
way, was when you were giving the 
schedule, not in response to the ques-
tion, but that aside, doesn’t mention 
the State and local taxes. 

Now, I am not exactly sure what has 
happened to State and local taxes, but 
in my State, it will have a very sub-
stantial negative effect. Why? Because 
we have a significant income tax. Why? 
Because it is a progressive tax, and it 
puts the burden on those who have 
more. 

Now, you may disagree with that. 
Just have a flat tax no matter what 
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you have, and you pay the same thing. 
I am not sure exactly what you have 
done. 

The shutdown you talk about. You 
had 90 people vote against a CR that 
you recommended they vote for in Sep-
tember, which was a clean CR. You 
would not have passed that CR. You 
would have shut down government. 
You are responsible for keeping govern-
ment open, ‘‘you’’ being your party. 
You are in the majority. The only rea-
son that CR passed was because we 
voted for it. You had 90 of your people 
vote against it; 90, who apparently 
didn’t want to pay the military, appar-
ently didn’t want to protect them over-
seas. That proposition, like they say, 
won’t hunt, because the chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee voted 
against that CR. Why? Because he 
thought it was harmful to the national 
security of our country. Secretary 
Mattis believes the CR is damaging. 

It is inappropriate, in my view, when 
we do something and say: We don’t like 
this bill, and the only party with whom 
I have served who would consciously, 
purposely shut down the government, I 
tell my friend, Mr. Speaker, is the Re-
publican Party. They did it in 1995, 
under Newt Gingrich, and they did it 
last year with Mr. CRUZ coming over 
here and saying: Shut down the govern-
ment unless they repeal the ACA. Shut 
it down, consciously. 

We have never done that. Have we 
had to shut down because we couldn’t 
get agreement? We have done that for 
a few days. But for 16 days you shut it 
down consciously. And guess what? 
When you voted to open up the govern-
ment, guess who voted against it? Mr. 
Mulvaney, the Director of the OMB. He 
voted against opening up the govern-
ment. I guess he was against the 
Armed Forces. I guess he was against 
defending our country, if that’s your 
proposition. 

CHIP. You are right. You waited. We 
didn’t get an agreement. But we waited 
long after September 30, when the gen-
tleman says he is very concerned about 
funding it. The authorization expired. 
Now, you passed, ultimately, a bill 
that we didn’t vote for. You passed it 
on your own. If you really were that 
concerned, you would have passed it 
before the authorization expired on 
September 30. We passed it some weeks 
later, and we passed it with a piece of 
funding in there that is going to under-
mine, for instance, just as one example, 
vaccinations for children, because you 
funded it, in part, by reducing substan-
tially the Prevention Fund, which 
seeks to prevent illness. 

On bipartisanship, very frankly, we 
had a 2-week CR, you are right, a 2- 
week CR. You got a 2-week CR. The 
only thing you have worked on, from 
our perspective, is the tax bill, and you 
did not include us in those discussions. 
You had closed hearings. 

We had a conference hearing yester-
day. Mr. NEAL tried to move an amend-
ment out of order. It wasn’t accepted. 
It was a done deal. Done deal in secret. 

I tell my friend, I reread a little bit 
of ‘‘Young Guns’’ last night. It talked 
about transparency. It talked about 
openness. It talked about doing things 
one at a time, not packaging a lot of 
bills. 

The reason we all hate CRs is because 
nobody knows what is in a CR. We lard 
it down, and this CR is larded down 
with numerous bills. We are talking 
about the tax bill, but the CR that the 
gentleman talked about is five or six 
major pieces of legislation put in one 
package. Take it or leave it. 

That is not the way to run this orga-
nization, and that is what you guys 
said in ‘‘Young Guns.’’ And I agree 
with you, but it is not what you have 
done. It is what you said, but it is not 
what you have done. 

Let me just close on this. Frankly, I 
was going to talk about the CR, but I 
am talking about it now. 

We don’t have a budget caps deal. 
Today is the 14th; so we are essentially 
17 days from the end of the year. We 
don’t have a caps deal. We don’t have a 
disaster supplemental for Texas, Flor-
ida, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Is-
lands that is proposed to be in this CR, 
as I understand it, and the fires in Cali-
fornia. The gentleman is absolutely 
correct, and we are going to support 
helping the folks of California who 
have been devastated by these fires. 
The gentleman is absolutely correct. 

We don’t have anything on DREAM-
ers. We think that is critically impor-
tant. I said to the majority leader 4 
months ago that we felt this was criti-
cally important and we needed to get 
this done. I think, as I have said to the 
gentleman, we have over 300 votes on 
this floor for a bill to get this done. 

Alexander-Murray. I don’t think, I 
don’t know, I haven’t seen the con-
ference report, but Alexander-Murray, 
which tries to stabilize the availability 
of healthcare at a reasonable price to 
the American people, I don’t think that 
is in the tax bill, as I understand it. 

VA Choice funding, I think, is in the 
CR. I haven’t seen exactly what it says. 

Opioids funding. I have a crisis in my 
district. In every district in America, 
opioids is a critical issue. There is no 
funding in the CR, as I understand it, 
for that. 

The fire grants program for our 
emergency responders, no money for 
that. 

Perkins loans, nothing for that. The 
debt limit is going to come later. 

National Flood Insurance Program, 
nothing for that, as I understand it. 

Medicare and other health extenders, 
702 of FISA to keep America secure and 
strong and safe. As I understand it, 
none of that is being dealt with. 

The reason we voted against the last 
CR is because we are tired of kicking 
things down the road. We are tired of 
kicking the can down the road. We 
want to get to an agreement on a bi-
partisan basis to pass legislation that 
is positive for our country, and that is 
why we may vote against this next CR, 
because we ought to stop just kicking 

the can down the road. And we are 
going to kick the can, as I understand 
it, down the road to some point in time 
to January 19, is the discussion. 

Mr. Leader, Mr. Speaker, we are pre-
pared to sit down to try to reach agree-
ment on these issues that have got to 
be reached. If we don’t reach them, 
America will be less safe, less secure, 
less healthy as an economy and less 
healthy, literally, in terms of making 
sure that the healthcare available to 
America is on a stable path. 

Mr. Speaker, I will yield to the ma-
jority leader and then make a few com-
ments, and then we will close. I yield 
to my friend. 

b 1215 
Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding. 
I do look forward to these colloquies, 

and I first want to make sure history 
has it right. 137 economists sent a let-
ter to Congress supporting our tax re-
form effort and saying it will accel-
erate growth. I don’t know if the gen-
tleman dislikes these 137, but these are 
economists. I don’t judge the dif-
ference. 

History says President Obama added 
more than $8 trillion to the national 
debt. 

Now, how does that measure against 
all of the others? 

Well, that is more than 43 prior 
Presidents combined. That is what his-
tory shows. 

My friend is correct. He has been 
here much longer than I have. He actu-
ally had the majority for 40 years. He 
didn’t balance the budget during that 
time. There was a common denomi-
nator that got the budget balanced in 
those 4 years, and that was the Repub-
lican majority who had to fight for it 
to get there. 

The gentleman raised some other 
issues. He brought an issue up with a 
number of days. I don’t think we 
should waste any time. He brought an 
issue up of we don’t have a cap agree-
ment to be able to work forward. It 
wasn’t the gentleman, but it was his 
leader on the other side who decided 
not to go to the meeting at the White 
House. 

The gentleman says that we should 
not waste our time on the floor. It 
wasn’t this side, but we did have to 
take time up on this floor to make a 
motion to impeach the President. We 
took that time up on the floor. We 
didn’t take the time up for CHIP and 
for the others. 

I do remember the quote from my 
friend. We differ, sometimes philo-
sophically, but we are friends and we 
are friends because I admire him. I ad-
mire principles. There are times when I 
have watched the gentleman stand for 
what he has said for years, and maybe 
his party has a different position. He 
doesn’t hide from it. It is what he told 
the American public he would do, and 
he voted that way. And he will stand 
and oppose me because it is what he 
said in the past and what he said he 
would do. 
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But this is not something new. He 

has always said: ‘‘Funding our govern-
ment is not a game. When one side 
wins and the other side loses, a shut-
down is not a political football to be 
tossed around so casually.’’ I was per-
sonally shocked last week. 

I wondered what would have hap-
pened as I watched your operation whip 
people to a ‘‘no;’’ as we watched the 
time click; as you watched, you held 
those who stood by the voting booth 
who wanted to vote ‘‘yes’’ but could 
not. 

Had we not gotten enough votes to 
keep government open, would your side 
of the aisle have applauded? Would 
your side of the aisle thought they won 
victory? 

And you do go back and it is correct, 
there were 90 Members on this side of 
the aisle who didn’t vote for a CR, but 
you, like myself, understand a CR is 
usually a responsibility of both because 
it is bipartisan. No one is getting any-
thing, and no one wants to end in that 
position. 

We don’t want to be in a CR and we 
don’t want to vote for a CR. That is 
why we came to you so many times in 
the past when it came to CHIP. But, 
yes, I understand sometimes people can 
use it for politics. Let’s push it all to 
the end so maybe we get an advantage 
with something else. 

We wanted an agreement. That is 
why staff of those four leaders have 
been meeting, and actually came to a 
pretty close agreement. 

So what do they do next? 
Take it to the next level. Let’s go to 

the White House because the White 
House has been in those meetings at 
the same time because the President 
has to sign the bill, the Senate, the 
House, and leaders on both sides. But 
when that meeting came just a few 
short weeks ago, your leaders wouldn’t 
show up. And I take you at your word 
that you are willing to sit down. The 
rest of your leadership has to be will-
ing to sit down, too. 

But this idea that we want to hold 
government hostage, so many times I 
have heard the gentleman in the past 
say that was wrong. He asked about 
the things that haven’t been done. 

The thing I love the most—I believe 
in metrics. They have to be honest 
metrics. I will share them with you be-
cause I share them with our side of the 
aisle because I want us to be judged. I 
want us to know exactly where we are. 
And if we are not where we said we are 
going to be, we should actually work 
harder. 

So I took the first Congress of every 
new President since George H.W. Bush. 
I wanted to see how many bills came 
through committee. Because the gen-
tleman is right. When he read the 
‘‘Young Guns’’ book—and I am not say-
ing to buy it in any shape or form be-
cause I don’t want to cause any ethics 
issues, but I don’t get any money from 
it anyway. I give it to the veterans. 

Mr. HOYER. Well, I keep pushing it 
for you. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. I don’t even know if 
it is in print. I want the bills to come 
through committee because that is 
where the expertise is; that is where 
the open public process is; that is 
where amendments get to be offered, 
won or lost. More bills in a first Con-
gress since George H.W. Bush have 
gone through committee. 

Now, let’s measure how many bills 
have gotten off this floor. 

Does the gentleman realize that more 
bills have been passed out of this Con-
gress than any Congress in the first 
term of a President in modern history 
back to George H.W. Bush? 

And we did it by going through a 
transparent, open process; exactly 
what we pledged we would do in that 
book. So, yes, I am glad you read it and 
I am glad you took the words, and I 
would love to show you the graphs. 

But let’s walk back to this: govern-
ment funding is important. Let’s talk 
about it. Here are the facts: By mid- 
July, all 12 appropriations bills passed 
both subcommittee and full com-
mittee. That was July. On July 27, we 
passed the four appropriations bills off 
the House floor, which provided for 
critical national security. Now, my 
friend and nearly all of the Democrats 
voted ‘‘no.’’ 

On September 14, we passed the re-
maining eight appropriations bills off 
this floor. Now, my friend and nearly 
all of the Democrats voted ‘‘no.’’ 

But the most disappointing vote, as I 
mentioned, was last week on December 
7 to fund the government. My friend 
and the Democrats all voted ‘‘no.’’ 

When I was young and I didn’t always 
get my way, I would go to my parents 
and I would complain. But it is really 
odd that we got to this floor in a dif-
ferent nature, that someone would 
complain about something not getting 
done and never vote for anything. 

Mr. Speaker, I like my friend. I want 
my friend, who, for decades, has talked 
about not playing games with the fund-
ing of government. I don’t know where 
you have gone, but I want you to come 
back. I think America needs you back. 
I think that leadership will be impor-
tant for both sides. And I will tell you, 
I would have been disappointed in you 
if I watched you applaud if you were 
successful in shutting down the govern-
ment. Because I know that is not the 
man you are. I know that is not the 
person and the principles of what you 
stand for. 

All of those votes that you said this 
side of the aisle didn’t vote for, I stood 
and voted for those because leadership 
is different. We do take votes that are 
tougher than others. We do have to put 
politics aside, and we do have to look 
out for the best of this country. It may 
not be the mood of the politics on TV 
that maybe wants to fight more, or 
throw another motion on the floor to 
impeach, but there is a time that we 
should rise above. 

I think going into the end of this 
year, we should think anew and act 
anew. I think America should not see a 

bad Christmas because one side of the 
aisle wanted to shut it down, and not 
for any other reason than they voted 
‘‘no’’ on all of the bills that would have 
kept it open. If you had a cause, if you 
had a desire, and if you had a big de-
sire, you would have shown up to the 
meeting to actually get the answer. 

We could have a cap agreement. We 
could be done with it. We could make 
sure our men and women get the raises 
they deserve. We could make sure that 
those in battle theater have every op-
portunity so they are able to carry out 
their mission that we asked them to do 
in the safest manner possible. That is 
what I want to see. 

Mr. HOYER. ‘‘Come back, Shane.’’ 
Maybe many of you are not old enough 
to remember that wonderful movie. 
Shane rode off and the little boy in-
toned, ‘‘Come back, Shane.’’ 

I haven’t gone anywhere. Democrats 
have no ability to shut down the gov-
ernment on the floor of this House. 
Hear me: We don’t have the votes to 
shut down government and we don’t 
want to shut down government. 

Maybe the leader also wants those 90 
of his—he is not our leader. He is the 
leader of the majority party, and 90 of 
his people did not follow him. I pre-
sume he must be much more concerned 
about that. 

With all due respect, he is my friend, 
but not my leader. We voted to give 90 
days and nothing was accomplished in 
that 90 days other than working on a 
tax bill that we think is a disaster for 
this country. Nothing. 

The gentleman talks about passing 
these appropriations bills. We knew 
they wouldn’t pass the Senate and we 
told him so. We said: Let’s do it on a 
bipartisan basis. 

But, no. By the way, Mr. Speaker, it 
was the least regular order prior to an 
omnibus at the end of a year in dealing 
with appropriations bills that I have 
ever seen. They packaged, I think it 
was four or five the first time—four, I 
think, and then the balance of eight. 

We didn’t consider them individually. 
We didn’t have an opportunity to con-
sider them thoughtfully, no. It was one 
big package, for or against. I said I 
read that book. It was anything but 
regular order. 

By the way, Mr. Speaker, the major-
ity party that passed them is the ma-
jority in the United States Senate; and 
not a single one of those bills, not a 
single one, has passed out of the Sen-
ate. Not a single one has gone to the 
President of the United States. Not 
one. The Republicans are in charge of 
the House and the Senate. Not a single 
bill has gone to the President of the 
United States. 

Harry Reid is no longer there just to 
beat on: Oh, it is Harry Reid. 

Now, what it would have taken to 
pass some of those appropriations bills 
in the Senate is some compromise, but 
that didn’t happen. So don’t wring your 
hands about how bad it is that we 
haven’t had bipartisanship on the ap-
propriations bills—we haven’t—or bi-
partisanship on the CR when you lose 
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90 of your people. Ninety Republicans 
voted against a simple CR. You say 
simple CR, nothing to be partisan 
about, et cetera. Ninety of your people 
voted ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. MCCARTHY. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. Let’s make sure we 
are comparing apples to apples. That 
had a debt ceiling in it. 

Mr. HOYER. Let me reclaim my time 
just so the gentleman can further ex-
plain. 

Does that mean 90 of your people did 
not want to pay the bills of the United 
States and default on our debt? 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend. 
Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding. 
But if you are going to compare a CR 

that you said was simple, it is not sim-
ple. We all know that. If you are going 
to compare it to the CR that you voted 
against last week, that had no debt 
ceiling on it. You explained to me nu-
merous times of how many CRs you 
voted for in the past in this body and 
how Democrats came over with Repub-
licans. Because, you know what, you 
and I both know that is normally how 
it works. 

A CR is not an advantage for one or 
the other. And this is what I am most 
upset with. Our Founding Fathers cre-
ated a body that could have com-
promise. But for some reason, in to-
day’s society, it is not just that you 
want one side to win. You want to try 
to crush the other side. That is not 
crushing one side or the other. That is 
actually hurting the American public. 

So in a situation where we know that 
a continuing resolution is going to be 
short term, in 2 weeks, yes, I would ex-
pect half of the votes to come from 
your side and half of the votes to come 
from ours. That is what has happened 
in the past. I am just wondering where 
that went. 

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time, let 
me say to the gentleman very respect-
fully: Do not expect cooperation from 
our side if we don’t get cooperation 
from your side, if we don’t get some in-
clusion in making decisions. 

b 1230 

We are, after all, 194 Members of this 
body. From time to time, you and I do 
work together. When we work to-
gether, we get majorities and we pass 
pieces of legislation. 

You have not passed a single con-
troversial fiscal bill on this floor with-
out our substantial help until last 
week. You got about 230 on that last 
bill. But let me tell you, the reason we 
voted against it is because we knew ex-
actly what was going to happen: noth-
ing. There would be no agreement to 
CHIP; there is no agreement on CHIP. 
There would be no agreement on FISA; 
there has been no agreement on FISA. 
There would be no agreement on flood 
control; there has been no agreement 
on flood control. So we knew that we 

were not going to get any bipartisan 
buy-in, so all we were doing is delaying 
the inevitable. 

Let me tell you, when we did defeat 
the homeland security bill—you re-
member that, I am sure; we did, and 
you were in the majority—you came 
back to the floor and said that we are 
going to meet tomorrow. We reached 
an agreement, and we passed it. 

Very frankly, you have never heard 
us say that, as a policy, in order to get 
the ACA repealed or Gingrich wanted 
to get some fiscal thing done, that we 
would shut down the government. 
Three times you shut it down in 1995 
and 1996. Three times, intentionally. 
That was your policy. 

Yes, if you are going to take the gov-
ernment hostage and force us to do 
something that we think is inimical to 
the best interests of this country, yes, 
Mr. Leader, you will leave us with no 
other option: to pretend that we are 
keeping government moving but not 
getting any agreement. 

I talked to you very sincerely 4 
months ago about one of the things 
that we wanted to get done before the 
end of this year is getting DREAMers 
protected who are now vulnerable and 
very scared that they are going to be 
sent back to someplace they do not 
know, have not lived in, brought here 
as children through no fault of their 
own, gone to elementary school, junior 
high school, high school, college, 
served in the military, working at jobs, 
and vetted to make sure that they 
haven’t done anything wrong. They are 
afraid of being sent back home—not 
back home. Excuse me. I say that. 
That is not their home. This is their 
home. 

Nothing has been done on that. I 
know you have a task force and talked 
about it, but we haven’t done anything. 
There is no reason why we can’t. I 
think we have 300 votes on this floor to 
get that done. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. The gentleman is 
correct. There are many times we have 
worked together, on sanctions, on 
homeland and others. We work very 
well together. 

The gentleman knows I came to you 
about CHIP when the committee was 
directed, on your side of the aisle, not 
to do anything with the majority 
party, so I came to you because of our 
history. 

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time, I 
don’t know who the gentleman is rely-
ing on for that information, but I will 
tell you I have talked to Mr. PALLONE. 
That is not correct. 

I don’t know who you think directed 
him not to reach an agreement, but I 
will tell you, after you made that as-
sertion, I think last week or the week 
before, I went to Mr. PALLONE. I asked 
him that, and he said absolutely not. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend. 
Mr. MCCARTHY. I came to the gen-

tleman. I was under the impression. A 

Member came to me and said that. 
Maybe that is not true. Maybe that is 
not what Mr. PALLONE wants. 

But I came to you and said: Let’s get 
together and work this out. I don’t 
want to make CHIP partisan in any 
shape or form. We met, and we tried to 
work. 

You came back to me and said: You 
have to go alone. 

I said: That is not how I want to do 
it. 

So what we did was we took every-
thing we heard from the hearings. In 
good faith, the chairman of that com-
mittee, GREG WALDEN, stopped a mark-
up because you requested—not you, but 
your ranking member. They weren’t 
prepared. They wanted more time. 

So we want to do everything in our 
power; but, at the end of the day, you 
couldn’t be there. Twice, your side of 
the aisle voted against CHIP. You can’t 
argue against it now. You voted 
against it. 

When you talk about appropriations, 
I am very proud of what we did on ap-
propriations. We haven’t been able to 
do that in quite some time. But there 
were, in those first four bills—every 
single one of those 12 bills went 
through subcommittee and full com-
mittee. There were 126 amendments on 
the first four and 342 on the second. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I reclaim 
my time for just a second, and then I 
will yield back to the gentleman. 

Is the gentleman proud that you con-
trol the House, you control the Senate, 
and you haven’t sent a single appro-
priations bill to the President? Not a 
single one. Not one. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

No. That is why I want you to join 
with me and get the Senate to move, 
because, as the gentleman knows, you 
don’t control the Senate when you 
have 51 or 52 Members. Do you know 
what happens? It takes 60. 

Now, I don’t firmly believe in that, 
but that is the way they play it over in 
the Senate. That is why, when you 
don’t have a cap agreement, that you 
need all four leaders to go to the White 
House. But when the two won’t show 
up, the best thing to do is, is you don’t 
show up, then don’t complain I don’t 
have an agreement. 

The best way to complain is get all 12 
bills off this floor with a simple major-
ity. If that is good enough for America 
inside Congress, it should be good 
enough on the Senate side. But, unfor-
tunately, that is not the case. So your 
side is able to hold it up, and I’m 
ashamed of that as well. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming 
my time, what it would have meant, 
you would have had to compromise. 
That is why the Senate has that 60- 
vote rule. I am not crazy about it my-
self, but that is why they have the 60- 
vote rule. They think it is good be-
cause that is why they kept it. They 
think it is good because it requires 
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compromise; it requires agreement; It 
requires moving ahead on a piece of 
legislation. 

I will tell you, I served on the Appro-
priations Committee for 23 years, and 
we reached agreement between Repub-
licans and Democrats on almost every 
bill. And when we had the bills, they 
weren’t partisan bills, and they got a 
lot of Republican votes, almost always, 
when we were in charge—not all the 
time, almost always. 

If you are a party of no compromise, 
then you can’t move things in the 
United States Senate. I get that. But 
that is the reason. That is the reason, 
because you couldn’t reach com-
promise. 

Very frankly, a lot of the bills have 
come out of the committee. Do you 
know why they came out of com-
mittee? Because they were bipartisan. 
But they haven’t been brought to the 
floor by Mr. MCCONNELL, and they 
haven’t been sent to the President of 
the United States, so somewhat croco-
dile tears. 

Yes, you passed those 12 bills just 
like you can pass the CRs, on your 
own, without any help from us. If the 
government shuts down, it is because 
you can’t get the majority of your 
party to pass bills. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. No. No. No. 
Mr. HOYER. You are in charge. There 

is no doubt when we were in charge and 
you didn’t support us, we passed every 
piece of legislation we wanted to pass 
on this floor with 218 Democrats. We 
were united as a party. Now, we lost 
some, but never enough to make it so 
that we didn’t get 218. You lost 90. You 
can say it was on the debt; you can say 
it was on national security; you can 
say whatever you want on it; but you 
brought a bill to the floor, and 90 of 
your people voted against it to keep 
government open and to keep govern-
ment operating. 

Very frankly, we voted with you so 
that we could get some work done, and 
we haven’t gotten work done. That is 
what frustrates us. That is what frus-
trates the American people. 

I will tell my friend, at the end of the 
day, after this Congress is gone, histo-
rians are not going to be kind, notwith-
standing the fact you say you passed so 
many bills. You passed so many bills 
on a partisan basis, and you used, es-
sentially, the 51 vote because you 
didn’t want to compromise. We get it. 
You don’t want to compromise. You 
don’t want to work with us. You didn’t 
have any hearing on this tax bill. We 
were not included in any phase of the 
marking up and fashioning of this tax 
bill. 

Now, I am about ready to yield back 
the balance of my time. I am sure that 
everybody who wants to give a 1- 
minute or a Special Order is very 
happy to hear that. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend. 
Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I 

thank my friend for yielding. 
The gentleman is correct about com-

promise, but there is a real big dif-

ference between compromise and ob-
struction, to obstruct, when you talked 
about the Senate. It takes 60 votes to 
even get on to a bill. I know as well as 
my friend that you can utilize the Sen-
ate and the leadership of the House to 
stop something if you want to. 

I will tell my friend that I am dis-
appointed. What will you say to the 
62,000? What will you say to the 62,000 
Federal employees who live in your 
district? What will you say to them 
about every quote you made in the past 
that you should not play games with 
funding and shutting down the govern-
ment? 

You may think you can make that 
statement here. Your leader may think 
that she can say that only the Presi-
dent was talking about a shutdown. 
The President never whipped one vote 
to shut it down. He whipped it to stay 
open. History won’t be kind. 

Yes, we will come to a conclusion 
next week. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, in reclaim-
ing my time, does the gentleman re-
member President Trump saying that a 
good shutdown will be good for govern-
ment? Do you remember him saying 
that, when you tell me about how he 
has been down here lobbying? He said: 
A ‘‘good shutdown’’ may be good for 
government. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend. 
Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I 

thank my friend for yielding. 
Mr. Speaker, I understand what his 

words said. I also watched his actions. 
I also watched what he did last week to 
get Members to vote to keep it open be-
cause things did change. There was not 
compromise even though the bill was a 
compromise because there was no poi-
son pill in it. 

If we are going to carry everything 
ourselves, maybe we should put some-
thing in it. It was a compromise, but, 
unfortunately, you changed on the 
other side. You decided now is the time 
to shut the government down, try to 
blame somebody else. 

The American people will see 
through that, and I will guarantee you 
that 62,000 people who work for the 
Federal Government in the Maryland 
Fifth District will not take that as an 
answer. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his comments. 

Mr. Speaker, I would, again, reit-
erate: the majority party can do what-
ever it wants on this floor. It could 
have kept government open. It could 
have kept policies moving with its 
votes. Time after time after time on 
critical issues confronting this coun-
try, they couldn’t come up with a ma-
jority. 

As a matter of fact, on one occasion, 
Mr. MCCARTHY was the whip, Mr. Can-
tor was the majority leader, and Mr. 
Boehner was the Speaker. They offered 
a bill to keep government moving. 
They only got 84 of their colleagues, 
approximately one-third of their col-
leagues on their side of the aisle, to 
vote with them. 

I don’t want to hear about us shut-
ting down government. We can’t shut 
down government. They are in charge. 
The majority has the votes. You can do 
whatever you want. We get it. We may 
not like it any more than you liked it, 
but we get it. 

But we voted on the hope that we 
would get some work done. We haven’t 
moved anyplace except on the tax bill, 
which we think is bad for this country, 
in the last 90 days since we passed—and 
we passed. The CR would not have 
passed without us. 

And, yes, we will not be held hostage. 
Yes, we will oppose what we think is a 
very, very bad tax bill and we think is 
an effort to avoid getting the work of 
this House done. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BUDD). The Chair would remind Mem-
bers to direct their remarks to the 
Chair. 

f 

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW 

Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at 5:30 p.m. tomorrow. 

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

There was no objection. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT FROM FRIDAY, DE-
CEMBER 15, 2017, TO MONDAY, 
DECEMBER 18, 2017 

Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns on Friday, December 
15, 2017, it adjourn to meet on Monday, 
December 18, 2017, when it shall con-
vene at noon for morning-hour debate 
and 2 p.m. for legislative business. 

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

There was no objection. 

f 

PAYING TRIBUTE TO TIM FRABLE 

(Mr. GIANFORTE asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GIANFORTE. Mr. Speaker, 
America lost a hero this week, and I 
lost a friend. 

Tim Frable trained at Malmstrom 
Air Force Base in Montana and flew 
missions in a P–51 over Japan during 
World War II. During one mission, he 
had to ditch into the Pacific. He and a 
wing mate floated for days before being 
rescued. 

Tim was my science teacher in junior 
high school. He told his ocean rescue 
story in 5-minute installments at the 
end of class each day. Because of his 
storytelling, no one missed class. 

Tim loved Montana. In 1976, he 
brought me and 17 other classmates 
from Pennsylvania to Red Lodge to 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 01:54 Dec 15, 2017 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00023 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K14DE7.042 H14DEPT1


		Superintendent of Documents
	2019-04-13T09:59:59-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




