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Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee (CA)
Lee (NV)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lujan
Luria
Lynch
Malinowski
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McAdams
McBath
McCollum
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Morelle
Moulton
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neguse
Norcross

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Armstrong
Arrington
Babin
Bacon
Baird
Balderson
Banks

Barr

Biggs
Bishop (UT)
Bost

Brady
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd
Burchett
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Cheney
Cline

Cloud

Cole

Comer
Conaway
Cook
Crawford
Crenshaw
Curtis
Davidson (OH)
Davis, Rodney
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Duncan
Dunn
Emmer
Estes
Ferguson
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Flores
Fortenberry
Foxx (NC)
Fulcher
Gaetz
Gallagher
Gianforte
Gibbs

O’Halleran
Ocasio-Cortez
Omar
Pallone
Panetta
Pappas
Pascrell
Payne
Perlmutter
Peterson
Phillips
Pingree
Pocan
Porter
Pressley
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin

Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rose (NY)
Rouda
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush

Ryan
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schrier
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)

NAYS—180

Gohmert
Gongzalez (OH)
Gooden
Gosar
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Green (TN)
Griffith
Guest
Guthrie
Hagedorn
Harris
Hartzler
Hern, Kevin
Herrera Beutler
Hice (GA)
Higgins (LA)
Hill (AR)
Holding
Hollingsworth
Hudson
Huizenga
Hunter

Hurd (TX)
Johnson (LA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson (SD)
Jordan
Joyce (OH)
Katko

Kelly (MS)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger
Kustoff (TN)
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Latta

Lesko

Long
Loudermilk
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Marchant
Marshall
Massie

Mast
McCarthy
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKinley
Meadows
Miller
Mitchell
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Shalala
Sherman
Sherrill
Sires
Slotkin
Smith (WA)
Soto
Spanberger
Speier
Stanton
Stevens
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tlaib
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Torres Small
(NM)
Trahan
Trone
Underwood
Van Drew
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wexton
Wild
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Murphy (NC)
Newhouse
Norman
Nunes

Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Pence

Perry

Posey
Ratcliffe
Reed

Rice (SC)
Riggleman
Roby
Rodgers (WA)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rooney (FL)
Rose, John W.
Rouzer

Roy
Rutherford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Shimkus
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Spano
Stauber
Stefanik
Steube
Stewart
Taylor
Thornberry
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Waltz
Watkins
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Williams
Wilson (SC)

Wittman Wright Young
Womack Yoho Zeldin
NOT VOTING—25
Amodei Joyce (PA) Smucker
Bergman Keller Steil
Bilirakis Kelly (PA) Stivers
Bishop (NC) Lowey Takano
Collins (GA) McEachin Thompson (PA)
Eshoo Meuser Timmons
Fudge Peters Woodall
Gabbard Reschenthaler
Grothman Roe, David P.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing.
[0 1428

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. DAVID P. ROE of Tennessee. Madam
Speaker, due to a roundtable on veterans sui-
cide at the White House, which is part of my
work as Ranking Member of the Veterans Af-
fairs Committee, | was unable to make the first
series of votes.

Had | been present, | would have voted
“nay” on rollcall No. 579 and “nay” on rollcall
No. 580.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. BISHOP of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, | was unable to attend votes be-
tween October 15 and 23 due to a long stand-
ing family committment. While this would not
have change the outcome, below is how |
would have voted on each roll call.

Had | been present, | would have voted:
“yea” on rollcall No. 576, “nay” on rollicall No.
577, “yea” on rollcall No. 578, “nay” on rollcall
No. 579, and “nay” on rollcall No. 580.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. BERGMAN. Madam Speaker, The
White House held a roundtable on the Na-
tional Crisis of Veteran Suicide, which | was
invited to be a part of. Had | been present, |
would have voted “nay” on rollcall No. 579
and “nay” on rollcall No. 580.

———

STOPPING HARMFUL INTER-
FERENCE IN ELECTIONS FOR A
LASTING DEMOCRACY ACT

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and to insert extraneous mate-
rial on H.R. 4617.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 650 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 4617.

The Chair appoints the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. CUELLAR) to preside
over the Committee of the Whole.

[J 1432
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
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House on the state of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4617) to
amend the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 to clarify the obligation to
report acts of foreign election influ-
ence and require implementation of
compliance and reporting systems by
Federal campaigns to detect and report
such acts, and for other purposes, with
Mr. CUELLAR in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the
bill is considered read the first time.

General debate shall not exceed 1
hour equally divided and controlled by
the chair and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on House Admin-
istration.

The gentlewoman from California
(Ms. LOFGREN) and the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. RODNEY DAVIS) each will
control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chair, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 4617 is com-
prehensive legislation to strengthen
the resilience of our democracy and
protect against foreign interference in
our elections, including by foreign gov-
ernments.

These concerns go back to the ear-
liest days of our country. In his fare-
well address to the people of the United
States, our first President, George
Washington, warned that ‘‘Against the
insidious wiles of foreign influence . . .
the jealousy of a free people ought to
be constantly awake, since history and
experience prove that foreign influence
is one of the most baneful foes of the
republican government.”’

Mr. Chair, the 2020 Federal elections
are fast-approaching. Public confidence
and trust in our elections is of the ut-
most importance. We know that for-
eign adversaries are working to under-
mine that trust today. To quote former
Special Counsel Mueller in July, ‘“They
are doing it as we sit here.”

Our adversaries have a variety of
tools to interfere in our democracy.
These tools sow disinformation to pro-
voke discord. Their goal is to divide us
and attack our values of equality and
freedom. Their tactics are calculated
to undermine confidence in our demo-
cratic institutions so that they will
collapse under the pressure of the divi-
sion and distrust. The need to act is ur-
gent.

We have been warned repeatedly
about this. The former Director of Na-
tional Intelligence, Dan Coats, wrote
earlier this year in his Worldwide
Threat Assessment, that as the 2020
elections advance, our ‘‘adversaries and
strategic competitors almost certainly
will use online influence operations to
try to weaken democratic institutions,
undermine U.S. alliances and partner-
ships, and shape policy outcomes in the
United States and elsewhere.”

He also wrote that their tactics will
include spreading disinformation, con-
ducting hack-and-leak operations, or
manipulating data in a more targeted
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fashion to influence U.S. policy,
tions, and elections.

Earlier this month, the Senate Select
Committee on Intelligence released a
report showing how the Kremlin’s ‘‘in-
formation warfare campaign was broad
in scope and entailed objectives beyond
the result of the 2016 presidential elec-
tion.” This included using content to
“push Americans further away from
one another and to foment distrust in
government institutions.” The Senate
report also found that ‘‘no single group
of Americans was targeted by IRA”—
that is the Russian group—‘‘informa-
tion operatives more than African
Americans.”

Among the bipartisan Senate report’s
recommendations, are for Congress to
“‘examine legislative approaches to en-
suring Americans know the sources of
online political advertisements,” and
to harmonize the rules that apply on-
line with television, radio, and sat-
ellite communications.

H.R. 4617 does just that. It builds on
two other bills that strengthen the in-
tegrity of our democracy. In March,
the House passed H.R. 1, the For the
People Act, which included strong
standards for ballot box election secu-
rity, as well as provisions to shut down
loopholes that allow foreign money, in-
cluding from foreign governments, to
influence elections here.

In June, the House passed H.R. 2722,
the SAFE Act, which sets strong cyber-
security standards for election infra-
structure and provides resources to
States to replace paperless and other
outdated systems with voter-verified
paper ballot systems.

Now we are turning to another ele-
ment of election security. H.R. 4617
closes gaps in the law that allow for-
eign nationals and foreign governments
to launder money into our elections. It
promotes full transparency of the
sources behind online campaign adver-
tising, and it codifies a basic norm that
political committees should report of-
fers of illicit campaign assistance from
foreign governments, both to the FBI
and the FEC, rather than welcome in-
terference from foreign governments.

Title I of the bill enhances reporting
requirements and advances trans-
parency and accountability. It estab-
lishes a duty upon political commit-
tees to report to the FBI and the FEC
illicit offers of campaign assistance
from foreign governments, foreign po-
litical parties, and their agents. This
provision of the bill was informed by
various proposals that were introduced
in the House, including by Representa-

ac-

tive JACKSON LEE, Representative
SWALWELL, Representative
MALINOWSKI, and Representative

SLOTKIN. The bill also includes the
Honest Ads Act, a bipartisan piece of
legislation that takes an important
step to provide more transparency to
digital political advertising, including
the ads that the Russians targeted to
Americans to build followers and the
engagement of unwitting American
citizens.
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Title II closes loopholes and gaps in
the law that permit foreign nationals
and foreign governments to influence
elections. It codifies existing FEC reg-
ulations prohibiting foreign nationals
from influencing decisions about cam-
paign spending. It requires the FEC to
conduct an audit of illicit money in
elections and report its recommenda-
tions to Congress after every election
cycle. It prohibits foreign spending in
connection with ballot initiatives and
referenda; and it prohibits foreign
spending and political advertising that
promotes, attacks, supports, or opposes
the election of candidates—or in the
case of foreign governments, political
advertising during an election year
about national legislative issues of
public importance.

I will note that some of these ele-
ments received Dbipartisan support
when similar provisions were included
in HR. 1.

Title III deters foreign interference
in elections. For example, it restricts
campaigns from sharing mnonpublic
campaign materials, like internal op-
position research and internal polling
data with foreign governments and
their agents, or those on the sanctions
list, which can include oligarchs.

It also includes the Deceptive Prac-
tices and Voter Intimidation Preven-
tion Act—this was also part of H.R. 1—
and prohibits knowingly false state-
ments about voting and elections that
are made with the intent to impede
someone from exercising their fran-
chise. It also provides mechanisms to
ensure that state and local officials
and the attorney general, as necessary,
disseminate correct information in the
wake of false information that might
spread.

Mr. Chair, free and fair elections are
the core of what it means to live in a
democracy like ours. Free and fair
elections are at the heart of what it
means to be a citizen of the United
States. It is our solemn duty to defend
them.

I urge my colleagues to support this
important legislation, and I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr.
Chair, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I said many times
since becoming the ranking member of
the Committee on House Administra-
tion, the committee with leading juris-
diction over election legislation in the
House, that the greatest threat to our
Nation’s election system is partisan-
ship.

Why
threat?

Because when you have one side
drafting partisan legislation to further
their own political agenda, it causes in-
action. When it comes to securing our
Nation’s elections, we cannot afford in-
action. That is why it is imperative
that our colleagues across the aisle
work with us to find a bipartisan solu-
tion to preventing foreign interference
in elections.

is partisanship the greatest

H8411

Unfortunately, that is not the route
that the majority party chose to take
this Congress. We saw this pattern first
begin with the majority’s H.R. 1. Over
700 pages of political initiatives to help
them Federalize elections, then again,
for the SAVE Act, a partisan election
security bill, again attempting to Fed-
eralize elections and take power away
from States. Both bills were drafted
without bipartisan input and rushed
through the House.

Back then, I told my colleagues if
they were serious about reforming elec-
tions and making them more secure,
we needed to work together. But here
we are again with another partisan
election bill that has no chance—zero
chance—of becoming law. This time it
is the SHIELD Act, a bill aimed at pre-
venting foreign interference in our
elections, like what we saw with Rus-
sia’s misinformation campaign through
social media in the 2016 Presidential
election.

Look, it is safe to say that no one on
either side of the aisle wants foreign
meddling in our elections. Let me re-
peat that: I don’t believe a single Re-
publican or Democrat in this House
wants foreign meddling in our elec-
tions.

And I want to be clear that there is
bipartisan agreement on some of the
intended goals of SHIELD. We should
have increased transparency and polit-
ical digital advertising, and we should
close the loopholes that allow for for-
eign nationals to meddle in our elec-
tions.

But this bill isn’t a serious attempt
to address the type of interference that
we saw in 2016, Mr. Chairman. It is
jammed full of poison pills that the
Democrats knew would make SHIELD
a nonstarter. The SHIELD Act con-
tains provisions that would Federalize
elections, which as I have already
pointed out, is the favorite solution of
our majority for any issue.

This bill expands the powers of the
Department of Justice to allow the At-
torney General to insert himself or
herself into individual races at the
Federal, State, and local level. That is
a complete Federal overreach of
States’ constitutional rights to main-
tain their own elections.

Think about it: The AG can come in
to your race, every State and local race
if they—he or she—wants to ‘‘correct
the record.” There are also provisions
of this bill that I believe are unconsti-
tutional and will have a chilling effect
on our freedom of speech. For instance,
we should not be proposing broad,
vague regulations for disclosing online
political ads that create unworkable
standards for the American public.

Out of the $1.4 billion spent on polit-
ical digital ads in 2016, Russia spent
$100,000 over 2 years on Facebook ads.
The majority of those were not even
election ads, so it wouldn’t have even
been regulated by the Honest Ads Act.

Why would we then overreach and
threaten American’s free speech with
this bill when it doesn’t even address
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what Russia did? We need serious elec-
tion security legislation that will pro-
tect Americans’ First Amendment
rights. That is why I introduced the
Honest Elections Act, which, if passed,
would actually address the type of for-
eign meddling we saw in 2016 and high-
lighted in the Senate intel report.

O 1445

The Honest Elections Act would
strengthen existing laws, such as the
Foreign Agents Registration Act,
FARA; the Federal Election Campaign
Act; and the Help America Vote Act.
And it would modernize online polit-
ical ad disclosure without infringing on
free speech or requiring unworkable
standards for Americans.

Our bill also increases monitoring of
spending by foreign nationals in elec-
tions and addresses domestic inter-
ference in our elections, something the
SHIELD Act fails to accomplish.

We may never be able to prevent
criminal activity, whether that is in
our elections or in our day-to-day lives,
but we can provide our law enforce-
ment with the best tools and resources
available.

The Honest Elections Act is simply a
better solution to preventing foreign
interference in our elections than the
SHIELD Act and its unintended con-
sequences on Americans.

Again, I will say the greatest threat
to our Nation’s election system is par-
tisanship because it is the partisanship
we are seeing from the majority today
that is keeping the American people
from having Dbipartisan legislation
right now that will prevent any poten-
tial foreign interference in our elec-
tions.

I keep hearing my Democratic col-
leagues talk about urgency, but this is
the third time we have been here with
a partisan election bill in the House
that has yet to become law or make
any real change whatsoever. If Demo-
crats are serious about this urgency in
protecting our Nation’s elections in the
2020 cycle, prove it. Stop with the po-
litical games. Come back to the table
and work with us on something that
actually stands a chance at becoming
law and protecting our Nation’s elec-
tions.

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

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chair, I would
note that it was Justice Kavanaugh, in
the Bluman v. Federal Election Com-
mission case, who wrote the opinion
that ‘it is fundamental to the defini-
tion of our national political commu-
nity that foreign citizens do not have a
constitutional right to participate in,
and thus may be excluded from, activi-
ties of democratic self-government.”’

The idea that we are going to in-
fringe on foreign governments’ rights
to participate is simply not legally
supported.

Mr. Chair, I yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from California (Mrs.
DAvVIs), a valued member of our com-
mittee.
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Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, we know that there have been
foreign attacks on our election infra-
structure. That is a fact.

Knowing there are those out there
who seek to rob us of our democracy,
why would we leave our door wide
open? Why would we not create a shield
when our democracy is under attack?

The SHIELD Act, carefully drafted
by my colleague and chair, Ms. LOF-
GREN, requires that political campaigns
report any information they receive
from foreign agents to the FBI so we
can centralize information and stop at-
tacks. Why would we not want to do
that?

The SHIELD Act establishes strong
penalties for online voter intimidation
by foreign actors. Why would we not
want to do that?

The SHIELD Act closes loopholes
that allow foreigners to spend their
money in our elections. Why would we
not want to do that?

There are enemies out there every
day trying to cast doubt on our elec-
tions. We have no excuse—no excuse—
for not doing all we can to make our-
selves less vulnerable.

This should be a bipartisan no-
brainer, Mr. Chairman. I urge my col-
leagues to support the SHIELD Act to
protect our democracy.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr.
Chair, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr.
LOUDERMILK), my good friend and a
very well-respected member of the
House Administration Committee.

Mr. LOUDERMILK. Mr. Chair, I
thank my good friend, colleague, and
the ranking member for yielding this
time.

I also want to say how thankful I am
that we are in this body, in public, in
front of the American people debating
something that is very important to
this Nation, that at least this process
isn’t held in the basement of this build-
ing, behind closed doors, away from the
American people like some other issues
are being held right now. I am at least
still thankful for that.

But here we go again. It is another
attempt by our friends on the other
side to bring a bad idea to fix a bad sit-
uation. This is the third attempt for a
Federal takeover of our election sys-
tem.

It kind of reminds me of a popular
commercial that is on television right
now about these young people in a hor-
ror show. There is something evil after
them, and they are outside of this
spooky, old house and are like: “We
have to go somewhere to hide.”

One of the young people says: ‘“Why
don’t we get in the running car?”’

The others say: ‘‘That is a dumb idea.
Let’s go hide in the spooky shed behind
the chainsaws.”

Here we go, running to chainsaws
again, running to chainsaws, getting
ourselves in a worse situation. This
would have done nothing to prohibit
the Russian meddling in the 2016 elec-
tion—nothing.
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What would have made a difference is
the Obama administration, which was
advised that the Russians were at-
tempting to hack into our system, that
they were meddling. The Obama cyber-
security czar, he brought it to their at-
tention and proposed countermeasures,
and he was told to stand down.

We did nothing within the power that
we already have to try to stop foreign
influence in our elections. That is
where we need to be focused.

This goes further than needs to hap-
pen by giving the Federal Government
more power, more authority to take
away the authority that has been given
to the States to oversee their elections.

If these weren’t enough concerns,
this thing has been rushed to the floor
with zero hearings. Let me repeat that:
There have been no hearings, no fact-
findings to get to the bottom of what
would be the best solution to this prob-
lem. None.

It was a quickly scheduled markup
that was rushed to the floor. And here
we are again, working on a piece of leg-
islation that would do nothing to fix
the problem and has no chance of going
anywhere in the Senate.

I suggest that we work together on a
bipartisan basis to actually come up
with a solution that works for the
American people.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chair, I would
note that I think this bill would have
done a lot to save us from the Russian
attacks in 2016.

I will tell you one thing. The chair-
man of the Trump campaign, Mr.
Manafort, gave internal polling and
target data to a Russian agent mul-
tiple times while the Russians were
buying ads. That would be prohibited
under this act.

Mr. Chair, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
RASKIN), a much-valued member of the
House Administration Committee.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Chair, I thank
Madam Chair for her exceptional work
on the SHIELD Act, which is long over-
due.

For 2 years, our colleagues across the
aisle had control over the Judiciary
Committee, the Rules Committee, and
the House Administration Committee.
They had no hearings about the sweep-
ing and systematic campaign by the
Russians to subvert and undermine our
election.

The Democrats have brought forth
the SHIELD Act. There is not a single
partisan word in this act. We hear our
colleagues declaring it is partisan.
Name me one provision in this act that
is partisan. There is nothing partisan
about it, except that their response to
it is partisan.

Now, some of our colleagues said that
this is unconstitutional. A takeover, a
Federal takeover, I think we just heard
the words uttered by our distinguished
colleague from Georgia.

Do you know who engineered the
Federal takeover of the American elec-
tions? The Founders of America did,
the Framers of our Constitution. In Ar-
ticle IV, they were the ones who said
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that Congress may make or alter regu-
lations governing the time, place, and
manner of elections for the House of
Representatives and the U.S. Senate.

It was the Framers of the Constitu-
tion who put in Article IV that Con-
gress must guarantee to the people of
every State a republican form of gov-
ernment.

So, this is in the Constitution. We
are doing our job to protect our elec-
tions, the sovereignty of our country,
and the integrity of the democracy
against foreign attack.

We should all be together on it, and
I deplore the partisan response to this
excellent legislation.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr.
Chair, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. MUR-
PHY), my good and new friend, our new-
est Member of this institution.

Mr. MURPHY of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, it is an honor to serve be-
side Mr. DAVIS.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today with my
adamant opposition to H.R. 4617, other-
wise known as the SHIELD Act.

I think my Republican colleagues
would agree that this bill is misleading
at best and should be more effectively
monikered as the First Amendment
suppression act.

Simply put, this bill is an extension
of House Democrats’ efforts to fed-
eralize the election process away from
the States by substantially restricting
free speech through governmental
overreach. Furthermore, it does not ac-
tually do anything further to secure
our elections from foreign interference.

In the buildup to the 2016 election,
Russian operatives broke many exist-
ing U.S. laws in their attempt to
spread misinformation. Nothing in
SHIELD would provide additional re-
sources to law enforcement officials to
pursue these foreign actors.

Additionally, this bill will create a
chilling effect on free speech by pun-
ishing organizations that have nothing
to do with politics, and it mandates
Federal overreach on a substantial
scale.

The SHIELD Act even gives the Fed-
eral Government the duty of deter-
mining what qualifies as a legitimate
news source.

To combat this recklessness, I actu-
ally offered a commonsense amend-
ment that Democratic leadership
would not consider for debate. It, sim-
ply enough, would have struck the
word ‘‘legitimate’ from the section be-
cause it is vague, overbroad, and open
to subjective interpretation. Do we
really want the Federal Government
deciding on what is or is not a legiti-
mate news outlet?

Two minutes is not enough time to
fully detail the unintended con-
sequences of the SHIELD Act, which I
intend to vote against later on today
on the floor.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chair, I would
note that the legitimate press function
referred to is part of the FEC analysis
that has been longstanding. It is noth-
ing new in this bill.
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Mr. Chair, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
BUTTERFIELD), a respected and valued
member of the committee.

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Chair, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding. I
rise today in strong support of H.R.
4617, the SHIELD Act.

Mr. Chairman, the world knows that
our democracy was attacked in 2016 by
foreign actors. We have a responsibility
as a Congress to fight back against for-
eign cyber intrusions into our democ-
racy and protect the sanctity of our
elections. The SHIELD Act does just
that.

Mr. Chair, right now, our country is
facing an existential crisis. The ques-
tion for each of us is: What are we
going to do? What are we going to do to
defend the principles and the Constitu-
tion upon which this country was
founded?

The vote today on the SHIELD Act
will be one of those moments that,
some years from now, we will all look
back on, and each of us will have to
give an account for what we did. We
must take a vote to defend our democ-
racy from foreign interference and en-
sure that every American vote counts.

The words of my good friend and our
dear colleague, Congressman Cum-
mings, are swirling around this Cham-
ber today. He said the following:
“When we are dancing with the angels,
the question will be asked: In 2019,
what did we do to make sure we Kkept
our democracy intact? Did we stand on
the sidelines and say nothing? Did we
play games?”’

Mr. Chair, I ask my colleagues to
support this legislation.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr.
Chair, before I yield to my good friend
from California, I do want to respond.

My great friend and colleague from
the great State of Maryland mentioned
that Republicans said that this bill is
unconstitutional. Well, it wasn’t just
us.

Americans for Prosperity says this
bill is unconstitutional. Heritage Ac-
tion says the bill is unconstitutional.
Even the ACLU said this bill is uncon-
stitutional.

It is not every day, Mr. Chair, that
you get those three organizations to-
gether on the same issue, but it is here.
The unconstitutionality of this bill is
from them and their remarks, adding
to what we are saying here and debat-
ing on the floor.

Mr. Chair, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from California (Mr.
McCLINTOCK), my good friend.

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Mr. Chairman, I
fervently agree with the premise of
this bill. American political campaigns
should remain among Americans.

In California, it is now common for
admitted noncitizens, some of them
here illegally, to inject themselves into
campaigns and attempt to influence
voters.

Perhaps we can all agree: You are ei-
ther a citizen or you are not. If you are
not a citizen, you are a guest. If you
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are a guest, you are not entitled to par-
ticipate in our elections or in the de-
bate that influences them.
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That is especially important in a na-
tion where sovereignty is vested not
with the government, but with the peo-
ple. In most countries, the government
is the sovereign. Here in America, the
people are sovereign. But in America,
our sovereign doesn’t govern. It hires
help. That is what all of us are. We are
hired help.

And once we are hired, the sovereign
people then discuss among themselves
the job we are doing, and every 2 years
this discussion informs their decision
over whether to keep us or to hire
somebody else. That is a unique exer-
cise of American sovereignty, and it
ought to be off limits to all others.

But where I fervently disagree is
with this bill’s use of governmental
power to interfere with freedom of
speech and association that is abso-
lutely essential to the preservation of
our liberty. Except for incitement to
commit crimes, every person must be
free to speak their minds.

If a foreign national inserts himself
into an American political discussion,
the remedy is to call him out, tell him
to butt out, and denounce such conduct
for the meddling that it is. The remedy
is not to insert the government into
the discussion over how the govern-
ment is doing.

Once government seizes the power to
tell the people what they can say or
who they can talk to, we will have
cracked the touchstone of our Bill of
Rights, and that crack will grow until
it shatters the bedrock of our freedom.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chair, may I ask
how much time remains.

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman from
California has 19 minutes remaining.
The gentleman from Illinois has 18
minutes remaining.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chair, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I would just like to note that it was
eight Justices who said, in the Citizens
United case, that, while the First
Amendment protects political speech,
disclosure permits citizens and share-
holders to react to the speech. They
were the ones, in the Citizens United
case, who urged transparency. And it
was Justice Kavanaugh himself who
pointed out that foreign citizens don’t
have a First Amendment right to med-
dle in our elections.

Mr. Chair, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. SAR-
BANES), who has done so much on our
ethics and election reform effort.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. Chair, I thank
Chairwoman LOFGREN for her incred-
ible work. Nobody has done more in
this Congress to protect our democracy
and lift up the voices of everyday
Americans than ZOE LOFGREN, so I
thank her for yielding.

The measure of partisanship here is
not whether the Republicans have re-
fused to get on this and it is a Demo-
cratic bill. That is not how you meas-
ure partisanship, because that is an
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easy maneuver. You decide: None of us
will get on the bill. It will be all Demo-
crats that are supporting it or voting
for it, and then we can say it is a par-
tisan bill.

The measure of whether something is
partisan or not is to go out and talk to
the people in the country. And this is
one of the most bipartisan bills you
could possibly put together, judged by
what people out in the country want to
see.

Republicans, Independents, Demo-
crats coming off of the 2016 election
said to this Congress: ‘‘Protect our
house.” Not this House, the United
States of America. ‘“‘Protect our elec-
tions from foreign interference.”’

That wasn’t just coming from Demo-
crats. That wasn’t a partisan voice out
in the wilderness. That was everybody
saying it, including Republicans and
Independents.

So the fact that the Republicans
don’t want to get on a bill that Ameri-
cans want to see doesn’t make the bill
partisan. It means that Republicans
are not listening carefully enough to
what the American people want to see.

We have tried now, three times—
three times—to get our Republican col-
leagues to support these basic meas-
ures that would safeguard the integrity
of our elections. H.R. 1, the For the
People Act, contained many of the
same provisions.

I get it. I heard what you said: Oh,
the bill is too big. It does these other
things. We love the election security
stuff—we can go get those quotes from
the H.R. 1 debate—oh, if you would just
do the election security or the ballot
box security measures to protect our
elections, we would be on that in a
minute.

Well, you got a second chance, a sec-
ond bite at the apple with the SAFE
Act. I thank the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. LOFGREN) for shep-
herding that through the committee,
the SAFE Act, that would protect the
ballot box.

But did Republicans vote for that to
protect our democracy? No, they
missed the second. Strike two.

So now we have the SHIELD Act to
protect us against foreign interference,
foreign money coming into our elec-
tions and trying to influence the out-
come, misinformation campaigns com-
ing from overseas, all this interference
that we have to push back on, that the
American people are concerned about.

So here you get a third chance to
show that you want to protect our elec-
tions and safeguard our elections. This
is the opportunity to stand up, support
what the American people want to see,
which is us protecting our democracy.

The CHAIR. Members are reminded
to address their remarks to the Chair.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr.
Chair, there are too many comments I
would like to make, so I will reserve
them until we have a few less speakers.
I am sure we will have a chance to de-
bate some of the issues that my good
friend and colleague from Maryland
brought up.
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Mr. Chair, I yield 3 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from the
great State of Virginia (Mr. GRIFFITH).

Mr. GRIFFITH. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman so much for
yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, I would say that, if I
were in a court of law, I would tell you
in advance that I am about to make an
argument that is conditionally rel-
evant, meaning: Bear with me. It will
make sense when I get to the point.

So this morning, in committee—and I
serve on the Energy and Commerce
Committee—we were having a hearing
and ObamaCare came up. About five or
six times, people said, on the Democrat
side of the aisle, ObamaCare is being
sabotaged by the Trump administra-
tion.

Well, I started thinking about that,
and I realized that that wasn’t really
fair, that the problem was that this
Congress and the Democrats in this
House voted for a bill that mentioned
the Secretary, HHS Secretary, 3,033
times; 974 times it said the ‘‘Secretary
shall” and then went on to say some-
thing else.

According to Dr. BURGESS, he esti-
mated that there were actually 262 dif-
ferent action items in ObamaCare
voted on by the Democrats. None of the
Republicans in the House at the time—
I was not here, but none of the Repub-
licans voted for it. 262 action items
were given over to the Secretary.

So now we have the SHIELD Act, and
you are saying: All right, Morgan,
what does this have to do with the
SHIELD Act?

I direct you to page 49, lines 10 to 25,
Corrective Action: “If the Attorney
General receives a credible report that
materially false information has been
or is being communicated in violation”
of this bill, ‘‘and if the Attorney Gen-
eral determines that the State and
local officials have not taken adequate
steps to promptly communicate accu-
rate information to correct the materi-
ally false information, the Attorney
General shall, pursuant to the written
procedures and standards under sub-
section (b)’—which, by the way, the
Attorney General determines—‘‘com-
municate to the public, by any
means’—any means—‘‘including by
means of written, electronic, or tele-
phonic communications, accurate in-
formation designed to correct the ma-
terially false information.”

What we are about to do in this bill,
Mr. Chairman, is we are about to give
the Attorney General the power to
come into our congressional elections
and to come into any election and start
running ads, to run robocalls, to get in-
volved in the election process, because
I wouldn’t want Attorney General
Holder making decisions on my ads,
and I don’t think my friends, Mr.
Chairman, on the other side of the aisle
would want Attorney General Barr
making decisions on their ads.

But that is what this bill does. It cre-
ates a situation where the Attorney
General is going to come into our dis-
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tricts if they think that one of us has
issued a materially false ad and, in-
stead of letting the voters make a deci-
sion as to whether or not I have done
something wrong or my opponent has
done something wrong or you have
done something wrong or your oppo-
nent has done something wrong, the
Attorney General is going to make
that decision all by himself.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr.
Chair, I yield the gentleman from Vir-
ginia an additional 30 seconds.

Mr. GRIFFITH. Mr. Chair, when you
don’t like it, you are going to come
back and say: Oh, my gosh, they are
sabotaging the intent of the bill.

Well, forget the intent. Read the bill.
Read the bill.

This bill has significant problems. It
needs to go back to committee and be
worked on some more. I appreciate it,
but until this is corrected, I must vote
“no” to try to protect our election sys-
tem from having it being taken over by
whomever the Attorney General might
be.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chair, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I would just note that the provision
referred to relates only to the time,
place, or manner of holding an elec-
tion. So if you have a digital ad that
says Democrats vote Tuesday, Repub-
licans vote Wednesday, you can send
out an ad saying everybody votes on
Tuesday.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON
LEE), my colleague on the Judiciary
Committee.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chair, let
me thank the gentlewoman for her
leadership.

Maybe my friends have gotten a lit-
tle bit of absentmindedness. This is
volume I and II of the Mueller report,
a distinguished veteran of the Vietnam
war.

Page 174, volume I, it says specifi-
cally, well-documented: ‘“‘On February
16, 2018, a Federal grand jury in the
District of Columbia returned an in-
dictment against 13 Russian nationals
and three Russian entities—including
the Internet Research Agency, IRA,
and Concord Management and Con-
sulting LLC, Concord—with violating
U.S. criminal laws in order to interfere
with U.S. elections and political proc-
esses. The indictment charges all of the
defendants with conspiracy to defraud
the United States . . . three defendants
with conspiracy to commit wire fraud
and bank fraud . . . and five defendants
with aggravated identity theft, Counts
Three through Eight. Internet Re-
search Agency Indictment. Concord,
which is one of the entities charged in
the Count One conspiracy, entered an
appearance through U.S. counsel and
moved to dismiss. . . .

They were indicted on the basis of
their interference in the 2016 election.

Let me be very clear. I rise to sup-
port this legislation, grateful that in
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this bill is H.R. 2353. Duty to refuse or
report foreign interference was lan-
guage that I had that said that you
cannot accept information from a for-
eign operative.

With that in mind, I thank the gen-
tlewoman from California for her lead-
ership.

Mr. Chair, | rise in strong support of H.R.
4617, the “Stopping Harmful Interference in
Elections for A Lasting Democracy Act,” or
SHIELD Act and the underlying legislation.

| support this legislation introduced by my
colleague, the Chairwoman of the Committee
on House Administration, the gentlelady from
California, Chairwoman LOFGREN, because it:

1. Creates a duty to report illicit offers of
campaign assistance from foreign govern-
ments and their agents;

2. Helps prevent foreign interference in fu-
ture elections by improving transparency of
online political advertisements;

3. Closes loopholes that allow foreign na-
tionals and foreign governments to spend in
U.S. elections;

4. Restricts exchange of campaign informa-
tion between candidates and foreign govern-
ments and their agents; and

5. Prohibits deceptive practices about voting
procedures.

Mr. Chair, earlier this year FBI Director
Christopher Wray testified before the Con-
gress that foreign interference in on our de-
mocracy is “a 365-day-a-year threat.”

This is outrageous; American elections are
to be decided by Americans.

That is why | am particularly pleased that
H.R. 4617 incorporates the key provisions of
H.R. 2353, the “Duty To Refuse And Report
Foreign Interference In Elections Act” that | in-
troduced in April of this year.

Mr. Chair, our friends across the aisle voted
against Republicans voted against H.R. 1, the
“For The People Act of 2019,” which, inter
alia, would secure our elections, and then
against H.R. 2722, the “Securing America’s
Federal Elections Act” or SAFE Act, which
closes dangerous gaps in our voting security
into the 21st Century.

Today our Republican colleagues have an-
other chance to demonstrate that they take
seriously their oath to defend the Constitution
against all enemies, foreign or domestic.

Mr. Chair, on January 6, 2017, representa-
tives of the Intelligence Community advised
the President-Elect that the Russian Federa-
tion conducted a sophisticated campaign to
subvert our democracy with the goal of elect-
ing Donald Trump and defeating Hillary Clin-
ton.

The Report issued by Special Counsel Rob-
ert Mueller on March 22, 2019 revealed that
the Russians effectuated their goals by selec-
tively disseminating stolen emails, with the
end of maximizing the adverse impact this
would have on Secretary Clinton’s electoral
prospects.

The Mueller Report further indicated that
Russia’s misinformation efforts also included
the proliferation of fake online profiles on so-
cial media platforms, with the goal of echoing
and amplifying politically divisive messages,
so as to sow discord within the electorate and
suppress the vote for Secretary Clinton.

As the Mueller Report lays bare, the Trump
Campaign knew what Russia was doing and
welcomed that assistance, did nothing to dis-
courage it, did not report it, denied its exist-
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ence and knowingly and happily accepted the
benefits of the hostile foreign interference.

While some may tolerate this as awful but
lawful conduct, none of the bill’s sponsors or
supporters do because it is deeply corrosive of
our democracy.

In April of this year | introduced H.R. 2353,
the “Duty to Refuse and Report Foreign Inter-
ference in American Elections Act of 2019,” to
impose an affirmative duty to refuse any offer
of election campaign assistance from any
agent or entity acting on behalf or in the inter-
est of a foreign government and to report to
the Federal Bureau of Investigation any such
offer of assistance from an agent or entity act-
ing on behalf or in the interest of a foreign
government.

This duty to refuse and report applies to
candidates and any person working for, or vol-
unteering with, a candidate for election to fed-
eral office.

The legislation also requires the Federal
Election Commission to require that a can-
didate for election to federal office must certify
quarterly that he or she is compliance with the
above requirements on penalty of not more
than 5 years in prison and a fine of not more
than $250,000.

Mr. Chair, the threat to our country is real,
as documented in detail in the report issued
by Special Counsel Mueller, confirmed by the
unanimous assessment of our nation’s Intel-
ligence Community, and affirmed most re-
cently by FBI Director Wray who testified in
Congress that foreign interference in on our
democracy is “a 365-day-a-year threat.”

It is past time to write into the books of law
the sensible and self-protective principle that
American elections are to be decided only by
American citizens, and not influenced by for-
eign adversaries.

| encourage all members to join me in vot-
ing to keep Americans in control of our elec-
toral process and elections by voting to pass
H.R. 4716, the SHIELD Act.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr.
Chair, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

I have some folks who are on their
way here to offer some more remarks,
s0, while we are waiting, I will offer my
remarks on some of the comments that
were made by my colleagues.

One of my colleagues talked about
bipartisanship, that this is a bipartisan
bill. It is not a bipartisan bill.

Mr. Chairman, the majority party
clearly had an opportunity to put
through our committee and onto the
floor a bill that had Republican and
Democrat cosponsors. Instead of doing
that, they chose to follow the exact
same path that they followed in the
past through other committees and
other pieces of legislation: They don’t
want to put real solutions forward;
they want to put political talking
points forward.

They decided to combine what my
colleague from Virginia just talked
about, allowing an Attorney General to
participate, possibly, in Federal cam-
paigns. That should scare every Amer-
ican, regardless of whether you are Re-
publican or Democrat. Let’s keep our
elections run in the most safe and ef-
fective way possible: at the State and
local level.
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So it is not bipartisan. This bill is
not bipartisan. There are 187 cospon-
sors of the SHIELD Act, and not a sin-
gle Republican.

And that is a ploy? That is how we
run away from bipartisanship? No, bi-
partisanship was taken away from us.

Now, how do you get bipartisanship?
Well, you have hearings.

Not a single hearing was held in the
House Administration Committee
where we could ask questions to the so-
cial media platforms that are going to
be affected by this piece of legislation
if it becomes law. I certainly would
have 1loved to have asked Mark
Zuckerberg.

I tried to go over, today, to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services to ask
Mr. Zuckerberg why in the world did
Facebook or anybody at Facebook take
a payment from Russia for overtly po-
litical ads. They took $100,000 in pay-
ment out of $1.4 billion in digital ads
that were bought during the 2016 cycle.
That check was cashed.

I don’t know if they wrote a check; I
don’t know if they paid cash; I don’t
know if they paid rubles; but we ought
to be able to get to the bottom of it.

I didn’t even have a chance to ask be-
fore this bill was rushed to the floor.
Too many questions.
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If you want bipartisanship, you have
got to earn bipartisanship by allowing
us to have a seat at the table.

Now, it is not too hard to have dis-
cussions. It is not too hard to sit down
and work out bipartisan solutions.
There are only nine members of the
House Administration Committee. We
didn’t have a chance to do that, to sit
down and talk about our priorities. It
was great H.R. 1 was brought up. That
is the bill that was written in secret by
special interests before we were all
even sworn in. H.R. 1 had every single
Member of the majority party signed
on as a cosponsor before they even had
a chance to read it. It wasn’t even in-
troduced yet.

And let’s talk about what H.R. 1 did,
what my colleague called strike one.
H.R. 1. Every single Member of this in-
stitution who voted for that bill voted
to put either your taxpayer dollars or
corporate money for the first time ever
in our Nation’s history into their own
political campaign coffers. That is not
a strike to vote against that bill. That
is a freaking home run. That is ter-
rible. Nobody thinks getting more
money out of politics would be solved
by those provisions.

The SAFE Act, well, when the major-
ity decided to write their bill after we
had one hearing, they didn’t even lis-
ten to their own witness about the effi-
cacy of certain types of voting ma-
chines and the safety capabilities.
They didn’t listen to their own witness.
They still tried to create a process that
would have made safe election ma-
chines with a voter verified paper
backup mechanism which would have
made them essentially illegal after the
year 2021 or 2022.
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We know counties upon counties and
election authorities in this Nation that
have purchased these machines that
their own witness said was safe, but
that would be a waste of their own tax-
payer dollars now because somebody in
Washington that didn’t consult with
us, didn’t allow us a chance to work in
a bipartisan way, they would have
wasted hundreds of thousands of dol-
lars on voting machines.

My local Democratic election official
in my home county of Christian Coun-
ty, Illinois, they worked with their
local Republican county board to pur-
chase almost $300,000 in election ma-
chines that if the SAFE Act was signed
into law, that expense would have lit
300 grand up with a match. That is
wrong. Let’s talk to our local election
officials. I do. That is certainly not
strike two. I think that is another
home run, too.

Now the SHIELD Act. Again, I said it
is not bipartisan. 137 cosponsors, all
Democrats. We want to talk about bi-
partisanship, Mr. Chair, we can talk all
we want. I want to see some action. I
haven’t seen some action. We talked in
the Rules Committee last night about
no hearings, no ability to question wit-
nesses. We can come together. Nobody,
and I mean nobody, in this institution,
no one wants foreign interference. You
want a bipartisan bill? Our next col-
league who is going to talk was a co-
sponsor of a bipartisan bill that could
have come to the floor, but we weren’t
given the chance.

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

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chair, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. KILMER), who is a leader in
the Honest Ads Act.

Mr. KILMER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
Congresswoman LOFGREN for yielding
and for her leadership on this critical
election security package.

Mr. Chairman, foreign interests
shouldn’t be able to influence Amer-
ican elections, period. That is not a
Democratic notion. It is not a Repub-
lican notion. That is an American no-
tion. We know that there is an election
just a year away, and we know that
just this week one of the world’s most
prominent social media companies ac-
knowledged that Russia, Iran, China,
and other adversaries are actively
working to interfere in our next elec-
tions.

This is a no-brainer. It is time to
take real action to fix loopholes and
protect our elections from foreign in-
terference. That is why the SHIELD
Act is so important. There is a ton in
this bill, and I am proud that many of
the components of the SHIELD Act are
based on bills the New Democratic Coa-
lition endorsed, among them the Hon-
est Ads Act.

Right now if a candidate or a group
runs political ads on television that is
publicly available information. The
public and the press are able to access
that information on who is buying the
ad, how much they are paying. Same
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thing on radio. But that is not true on
social media. If an entity buys ads on
social media, there are no disclosure
requirements under the law, even
though we know foreign adversaries
are seeking to buy online ads.

The Honest Ads Act would change
that, and that is why it is a bipartisan
bill; 18 Democratic sponsors, 18 Repub-
lican sponsors, the chair of Senate Ju-
diciary, the vice chair of the Intel-
ligence Committee.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
an additional 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. KILMER. Mr. Chairman, they see
this as a way to strengthen our democ-
racy and our national security. To en-
able law enforcement and the press and
others to better detect and investigate
foreign involvement in our elections.

The House has a choice to make, a
choice to keep loopholes open and con-
tinue to see threats against our democ-
racy or a choice to take action and
pass the SHIELD Act. I am proud to be
a sponsor of this bill.

I thank Chair LOFGREN and her team
for their hard work on this, and I am
confident the House will make the
right choice and pass this bill.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr.
Chairman, I will tell you, my colleague
from the great State of Washington,
you can’t get much more bipartisan
than Mr. KILMER. I certainly wish we
would have been able to have the bill
on the floor that my colleague spoke
about that had an even number of Re-
publican and Democratic cosponsors,
but unfortunately, we don’t have the
opportunity to do that, Mr. Chairman.

Unfortunately, we are watching poi-
son pills like the one that my colleague
from Virginia spoke about where an at-
torney general can come in and decide
to correct the record on Federal elec-
tions. I think that is scary for any
American. That is not a solution.

I do believe that we will see this bill
passed. I am not proud that this bill is
going to pass, because this bill is not
going to be signed into law.

And I know my good friend and col-
league, the chairperson of the House
Administration Committee, have dis-
cussed a couple of times about Su-
preme Court Justice Kavanaugh. 1
think her and I agree with Justice
Kavanaugh, that foreign bad actors,
they don’t have freedom of speech pro-
tections in the United States of Amer-
ica. But the sad fact, Mr. Chairman, is
that if this bill were to pass into law,
it would do nothing to affect the bad
actors who interfered in our 2016 elec-
tions. Nothing.

Our bill, the Honest Elections Act
would. We will positively affect those
bad actors, and we will make sure they
are held accountable.

If this bill passes, I believe the ma-
jority party would give more free
speech protections to those foreign bad
actors.

Mr. Chair, I yield 3 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CALVERT), my good friend.
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Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

The bill under consideration is an at-
tempt to protect our elections from
foreign interference. That is a goal
that I certainly share, and I think all
of us share.

In fact, I tried to offer an amendment
to the bill that would have closed a
gaping hole in the security of our elec-
tion system. It is a weakness that basi-
cally rolls out the red carpet to foreign
interference. Unfortunately, my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
blocked my amendment.

My proposal would have prohibited
the practice known as ballot har-
vesting, which is something that is
only legal in a few states, where lit-
erally anyone can collect absentee bal-
lots. In California where ballot har-
vesting is legal, anyone, including paid
campaign workers and foreign nation-
als, are allowed to collect an unlimited
number of ballots.

California Democrats have refused to
put any guard rails on ballot collec-
tion, leaving it wide open to fraud and
abuse by both foreign and domestic bad
actors.

Every time I voice my concern about
ballot harvesting, my friends on the
other side of the aisle and the media
keep asking for evidence of abuse.

Mr. Chairman, the reason there is no
evidence of ballot harvesting fraud is
because California Democrats have de-
signed a system that doesn’t collect
evidence. If you collect ballots in Cali-
fornia, you aren’t required to give your
name to the voter whose ballot you are
collecting, and when you turn in that
ballot to election officials, you are not
required to give your name at that
point either. There is no requirement
to document the chain of custody of
ballots. And there is nothing in the
State law prohibiting foreign nationals
from collecting and handling ballots.
Let me repeat that. There is nothing in
California law prohibiting foreign na-
tionals from collecting and handling
ballots.

You know, in reality, the only rule is
there are no rules. Mr. Chairman, this
isn’t the Wild West. We shouldn’t wait
for fraud and abuse to occur before we
act. By rejecting my amendment,
Democrats have not only left a door
open to foreign involvement in our
elections, they have laid out the wel-
come mat.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. LAMB), a star in our cau-
cus.

Mr. LAMB. Mr. Chair, I thank the
gentlewoman for yielding.

I am proud to stand up in support of
the SHIELD Act, which incorporates
my bill, H.R. 4703, The DEFEND Act.
The DEFEND Act, as incorporated
here, would forbid paid internet activ-
ity by foreign actors, foreign political
parties, foreign intelligence services
and the like.

This is a problem because in 2016
across Pennsylvania users of social
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media saw this image over and over
again. It is the real image of a coal
miner suggesting that miners were sup-
porting the Republican nominee and
getting together in huge rallies in
places like Pittsburgh and Philadel-
phia.

But the problem is, there were no ral-
lies. And the truth is, the actual opin-
ions of coal miners were much more
mixed. They know, in fact, that they
have been let down on issues like
healthcare and pensions, by both Re-
publicans and Democrats, and they
have been supported and protected on
those same issues by Members of both
parties.

In fact, just today, the House Natural
Resources Committee passed the Min-
ers Pension Protection Act, and I was
proud to stand with members of both
parties in support of that.

Mr. Chair, the man in this image died
in 1987 at the age of 57—too young—
like most miners, of black lung. These
miners have given a lot. We cannot
allow the Russians or anyone else to
take anything else from them and af-
fect our elections.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from
Michigan (Ms. SLOTKIN), a new Member
of Congress from Michigan, who had a
distinguished career in the intelligence
community.

Ms. SLOTKIN. Mr. Chair, I thank the
gentlewoman for yielding, and thank
her for all the work she has done on the
SHIELD Act.

As a former CIA officer and Pentagon
official, as the wife of a 30-year Army
officer and the stepmom of a current
Army officer, I know that when our
country sees a threat, we have the re-
sponsibility to act and to consider
ways to protect our country.

I think we have all said it many
times here today, no matter who you
are, what political party you are from,
we can all agree that foreigners have
no role in our political process.

I am incredibly proud to be sup-
porting the SHIELD Act. Certain por-
tions of it are modeled off legislation I
have been working on since I first
started in Congress in January, the
PAID AD Act, in particular. It is the
very basic idea that foreigners should
not be able to buy an ad for or against
a candidate in an American political
election. That should be illegal, plain
and simple.

Michigan was particularly targeted
by these ads. They are divisive. They
are hateful. They are meant to split us
apart and stoke fears in our commu-
nity. It is a classic in the playbook the
Russians have used in Eastern Europe,
and now they are using it here in the
United States.

The SHIELD Act closes these loop-
holes that currently allow foreign enti-
ties to purchase campaign ads. I am
thrilled to support it.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. PHILLIPS), a valued new
Member of Congress.
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Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chair, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, people in small towns
and cities in my home State of Min-
nesota and in neighborhoods all across
the Nation are being targeted for ma-
nipulation.
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Foreign governments have found a
weakness in our national security.
They are exploiting it by using social
media platforms to influence Ameri-
cans, with the hope that they will vote
for foreign interests, not American in-
terests.

Democrats and Republicans need to
come together now—today—to do
something about it. It is what our
Founders—Washington, Adams, Jeffer-
son, Madison, and others—would have
demanded.

That is why I am proud to support
the SHIELD Act, an important legisla-
tive package that includes my bill, the
Firewall Act, that simply prevents for-
eign nationals from paying for online
political advertisements, something to
which my distinguished colleague from
Illinois referred to just moments ago.

Mr. Chair, I urge my colleagues to
support this historic and necessary
package and help us build a wall, a dig-
ital wall, to protect Americans from
foreign interference in our elections.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr.
Chair, I yield myself the balance of my
time.

Mr. Chair, I thank my colleagues for
their comments today.

Look, there is a lot of activity and
the opportunity to come to this floor
and debate very important issues, and
there are no more important issues
than protecting the validity and safety
of our election system here in this in-
stitution in the great United States of
America.

You know what? We heard a lot
about this process not being bipartisan,
Mr. Chairman. Well, let’s talk about
what we have done in a bipartisan
manner to protect our elections.

When Republicans were in charge of
this institution, we worked in a bipar-
tisan fashion to actually appropriate
over $300 million to go to our States, to
work with our local officials, to part-
ner with the Department of Homeland
Security to ensure that our election in-
frastructure is safer than it was in 2016.

We all learned the lessons of 2016, and
we worked together to put solutions on
the table.

That is exactly what we should be
doing here. But on the SHIELD Act,
unfortunately, the Democratic major-
ity did not allow us a seat at the table.

You know, you go to my home State
of Illinois, where they have been raving
about their partnership with this ad-
ministration’s Department of Home-
land Security, and look at the 2018
election cycle. We had record turnout
in a midterm election, and not one in-
stance of foreign interference has been
brought forth, So it looks like we have
done something good together in a bi-
partisan fashion in the past.
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I certainly hope, Mr. Chair, we could
do that in the future.

Many of the provisions that my col-
leagues talked about and that I spoke
about are just simply too egregious for
us to support. We want to support a bill
that has proper hearings, goes through
regular order, and provides an oppor-
tunity for Republicans and Democrats
to work together, just like we did to
protect America’s election systems for
the 2018 election cycle.

I want to see results, Mr. Chair. I am
not seeing results with the SHIELD
Act.

Let’s come together. Let’s take an-
other swing, take another crack at the
bat. Let’s hit another home run to-
gether. Because according to my count
right now, that bipartisan investment
of $300-plus million that we worked to-
gether on, that is a grand slam. Let’s
start working on some more grand
slams together.

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

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chair, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chair, I am disappointed that,
apparently, we are not going to get
support for this important bill from at
least the ranking member and some of
the Members who have spoken today
on the other side of the aisle.

There are no poison pills in this bill,
and much of the bill is made up of bills
that had bipartisan support.

It is interesting to hear that some-
how this is partisan because the Repub-
lican leadership refuses to step forward
to confront the danger that we face
from Russian interference in our elec-
tions and the possible interference
from other nations. We have been told
by the FBI that might include Iran as
well as Turkey.

I listened carefully to my friend, the
ranking member, about the money that
was appropriated—and that was bipar-
tisan; we supported that—in the last
Congress for election security. Demo-
crats included $600 million this year for
election security. We sent it to the
Senate, and unlike last year, they now
are refusing to act.

I remember back in law school that I
was told by one of my professors, who
I liked so much, that if you can’t argue
the law and you can’t argue the facts,
argue a lot. I think that is some of
what we heard today.

We have had some hearings on these
issues, three in the House Administra-
tion Committee. Although the Elec-
tions Subcommittee, which has been so
active, did not focus entirely on these
issues, it did touch also on these issues,
in fact, just earlier this week. In the
House Administration Committee,
there have been 11 of these hearings.

To say that this bill threatens First
Amendment rights is certainly incor-
rect. Now, I value the ACLU. We work
with them very closely on a variety of
issues, including the role of due process
in immigration, and they have an im-
portant role in American society. But
when it comes to campaign finance re-
form, they have a long history of op-
posing laws that regulate the raising
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and spending of money to influence
elections.

The ACLU filed an amicus brief in
support of the Citizens United case.
They opposed the effort by the Con-
gress to get rid of the dark money in
our elections. They, I think, misunder-
stand the issue of free speech when it
comes to foreign governments.

I will quote the entire thing again
that Justice Kavanaugh wrote: ‘‘The
United States has a compelling inter-
est for purposes of First Amendment
analysis in limiting the participation
of foreign citizens in activities of
American democratic self-government,
and in thereby preventing foreign in-
fluence over the U.S. political proc-
ess.”

We don’t have to worry about wheth-
er the Russian trolls’ rights to free
speech are being violated when we keep
them from interfering in our elections
because we have a compelling interest
to keep the Russians and others from
trying to subvert our elections, to hurt
our country. We have a right to defend
ourselves from them, and the SHIELD
Act does that.

I would like to note also that ele-
ments in this bill would have prevented
some of the misconduct or problems
that occurred in the 2016 election.

I was interested that my colleague
expressed concern that we didn’t hear
from some of the platforms, that we
didn’t hear from Mark Zuckerberg. He
is correct. We did not call Facebook
into the House Administration Com-
mittee. Frankly, if they had said, ‘“We
don’t want to do this,” I would have
said, “T'oo bad.”

We need to set some rules that pre-
vent the lack of responsibility on the
part of some of these platforms. They
accepted money from Russian
influencers to place ads to harm our
democracy. This bill requires them to
make a reasonable effort to find out
that the ads that are being placed are
not actually coming from our foreign
adversaries.

We, as I mentioned earlier, in this
bill directly prohibit the sharing of
sensitive campaign information by
American campaigns with foreign ac-
tors. That happened in the 2016 elec-
tion. We had the chairman of the
Trump campaign, Mr. Manafort, shar-
ing internal polling data with a Rus-
sian agent, sharing the playbook for
the States at play with a Russian
agent.

I have wondered a lot about what was
going on there. I didn’t get an answer
to that, but this bill makes that imper-
missible. This bill makes that a crime.

It also requires campaigns to report
to the FBI when they have been con-
tacted by a foreign campaign. We all
know now that the Russians contacted
the Trump campaign, and the Presi-
dent’s son said: “‘If it is what you say,
I love it.” They supposedly had dirt on
the Democratic opponent. They were
going to funnel information into the
campaign. Did the campaign tell the
FBI? No, they did not.
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Well, if this bill had passed, there
would have been a requirement to no-
tify the FEC and the FBI that the Rus-
sians were trying to interfere in the
campaign.

Now, I would think that would be
something that most people would
think you would do anyway, that we
shouldn’t need a law to require it. But,
apparently, we do, and this bill would
include that.

I want to mention the Honest Ads
Act because the Honest Ads Act has
been introduced with a broad bipar-
tisan group to make sure that there is
disclosure.

We have had a disclosure regime
when it comes to broadcast TV and
radio for a long time, but it did not ex-
tend to the digital advertising environ-
ment. That is a mistake because as in-
formation migrates to the digital
world, we need to have disclosure
there, too. The Honest Ads Act does
that. It is incorporated in the SHIELD
Act.

It is important. It requires the plat-
forms to maintain copies of the ads for
4 years. It requires that there be a dis-
closure of who is paying for it. The
American people have a right to know
who is trying to influence them online,
just as they do in TV broadcasting.

Does it make a difference? Yes, it
does. I remember in my State of Cali-
fornia, a number of years ago, there
was an initiative to control smoking in
restaurants. It was polling at, like, 80
percent, something of that mnature.
Then it came out that the backers of
the initiative were the tobacco compa-
nies. They were doing it to undercut
local ordinances that were stricter
than what they were trying to put into
place at the State level.

Support for the initiative dropped
like a stone because people aren’t stu-
pid. They know that they have to con-
sider the source of the information
when information is sent to them.

The American voters have a right to
know who is spending money to influ-
ence them.

I would like to say that this measure
deserves the support of every Member
of this body. To say that the Senate
will take it up—I would hate to think
that the Senate cares so little about
protecting our country from foreign in-
fluence that they would simply say no.

Mr. Chair, I urge adoption of this
bill. I think it is important for our
country. I think it is essential for our
democracy.

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

The CHAIR. All time for general de-
bate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule.

In lieu of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute recommended by
the Committee on House Administra-
tion, printed in the bill, it shall be in
order to consider as an original bill for
the purpose of amendment under the 5-
minute rule an amendment in the na-
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ture of a substitute consisting of the
text of Rules Committee Print 116-35,
modified by the amendment printed in
part A of House Report 116-253. That
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute shall be considered as read.
The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:
H.R. 4617
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the “Stopping Harmful Interference in Elections
for a Lasting Democracy Act’ or the “SHIELD
Act”.
(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
TITLE [—ENHANCED REPORTING
REQUIREMENTS
Subtitle A—Establishing Duty to Report Foreign
Election Interference
101. Federal campaign reporting of foreign
contacts.
102. Federal campaign foreign contact re-
porting compliance system.
Sec. 103. Criminal penalties.
Sec. 104. Rule of construction.
Subtitle B—Strengthening Oversight of Online
Political Advertising

Sec.

Sec.

Sec. 111. Short title.

Sec. 112. Purpose.

Sec. 113. Expansion of definition of public com-
munication.

Sec. 114. Expansion of definition of election-
eering communication.

Sec. 115. Application of disclaimer statements to
online communications.

Sec. 116. Political record requirements for on-
line platforms.

Sec. 117. Preventing contributions, expendi-

tures, independent expenditures,
and disbursements for -election-
eering communications by foreign
nationals in the form of online
advertising.

TITLE II—CLOSING LOOPHOLES ALLOW-
ING SPENDING BY FOREIGN NATIONALS
IN ELECTIONS

Sec. 201. Clarification of prohibition on partici-
pation by foreign nationals in
election-related activities.

202. Clarification of application of foreign
money ban to certain disburse-
ments and activities.

203. Audit and report on illicit foreign
money in Federal elections.

204. Prohibition on contributions and do-
nations by foreign nationals in
connections with ballot initiatives
and referenda.

205. Expansion of limitations on foreign
nationals participating in polit-
ical advertising.

TITLE I[II—DETERRING FOREIGN

INTERFERENCE IN ELECTIONS

Subtitle A—Deterrence Under Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971

Sec. 301. Restrictions on exchange of campaign
information between candidates
and foreign powers.

Sec. 302. Clarification of standard for deter-
mining existence of coordination
between campaigns and outside
interests.

Subtitle B—Prohibiting Deceptive Practices and

Preventing Voter Intimidation

Sec. 311. Short title.

Sec. 312. Prohibition on deceptive practices in
Federal elections.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
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Sec. 313. Corrective action.
Sec. 314. Reports to Congress.

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

Sec. 401. Effective dates of provisions.
Sec. 402. Severability.

TITLE I-ENHANCED REPORTING
REQUIREMENTS

Subtitle A—Establishing Duty to Report
Foreign Election Interference
SEC. 101. FEDERAL CAMPAIGN REPORTING OF
FOREIGN CONTACTS.

(a) INITIAL NOTICE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 304 of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (52 U.S.C. 30104)
is amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

“(j) DISCLOSURE OF REPORTABLE FOREIGN
CONTACTS.—

‘(1) COMMITTEE OBLIGATION TO NOTIFY.—Not
later than 1 week after a reportable foreign con-
tact, each political committee shall notify the
Federal Bureau of Investigation and the Com-
mission of the reportable foreign contact and
provide a summary of the circumstances with re-
spect to such reportable foreign contact.

““(2) INDIVIDUAL OBLIGATION TO NOTIFY.—Not
later than 3 days after a reportable foreign con-
tact—

‘““(A) each candidate shall notify the treasurer
or other designated official of the principal cam-
paign committee of such candidate of the report-
able foreign contact and provide a summary of
the circumstances with respect to such report-
able foreign contact; and

‘““(B) each official, employee, or agent of a po-
litical committee shall motify the treasurer or
other designated official of the committee of the
reportable foreign contact and provide a Sum-
mary of the circumstances with respect to such
reportable foreign contact.

“(3) REPORTABLE FOREIGN CONTACT.—In this
subsection:

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘reportable for-
eign contact’ means any direct or indirect con-
tact or communication that—

““(i) is between—

“(1) a candidate, a political committee, or any
official, employee, or agent of such committee;
and

‘“(II) an individual that the person described
in subclause (1) knows, has reason to know, or
reasonably believes is a covered foreign na-
tional; and

““(ii) the person described in clause (i)(I)
knows, has reason to know, or reasonably be-
lieves involves—

“(I) an offer or other proposal for a contribu-
tion, donation, expenditure, disbursement, or so-
licitation described in section 319; or

‘““(1I) coordination or collaboration with, an
offer or provision of information or services to or
from, or persistent and repeated contact with, a
covered foreign national in connection with an
election.

‘“(B) EXCEPTIONS.—

““(i) CONTACTS IN OFFICIAL CAPACITY AS ELECT-
ED OFFICIAL.—The term ‘reportable foreign con-
tact’ shall not include any contact or commu-
nication with a covered foreign national by an
elected official or an employee of an elected offi-
cial solely in an official capacity as such an of-
ficial or employee.

(ii) CONTACTS FOR PURPOSES OF ENABLING OB-
SERVATION OF ELECTIONS BY INTERNATIONAL OB-
SERVERS.—The term ‘reportable foreign contact’
shall not include any contact or communication
with a covered foreign national by any person
which is made for purposes of enabling the ob-
servation of elections in the United States by a
foreign national or observation of elections out-
side of the United States by a candidate, polit-
ical committee, or any official, employee, or
agent of such committee.

(iii) EXCEPTIONS NOT APPLICABLE IF CONTACTS
OR COMMUNICATIONS INVOLVE PROHIBITED DIS-
BURSEMENTS.—A contact or communication by
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an elected official or an employee of an elected
official shall not be considered to be made solely
in an official capacity for purposes of clause (i),
and a contact or communication shall not be
considered to be made for purposes of enabling
the observation of elections for purposes of
clause (ii), if the contact or communication in-
volves a contribution, donation, expenditure,
disbursement, or solicitation described in section
319.

““(C) COVERED FOREIGN NATIONAL DEFINED.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In this paragraph, the term
‘covered foreign national’ means—

“(I) a foreign principal (as defined in section
1(b) of the Foreign Agents Registration Act of
1938 (22 U.S.C. 611(b)) that is a government of a
foreign country or a foreign political party;

“(II) any person who acts as an agent, rep-
resentative, employee, or servant, or any person
who acts in any other capacity at the order, re-
quest, or under the direction or control, of a for-
eign principal described in subclause (I) or of a
person any of whose activities are directly or in-
directly supervised, directed, controlled, fi-
nanced, or subsidized in whole or in major part
by a foreign principal described in subclause (1I);
or

“(III) any person included in the list of spe-
cially designated nationals and blocked persons
maintained by the Office of Foreign Assets Con-
trol of the Department of the Treasury pursuant
to authorities relating to the imposition of sanc-
tions relating to the conduct of a foreign prin-
cipal described in subclause (I).

““(ii)) CLARIFICATION REGARDING APPLICATION
TO CITIZENS OF THE UNITED STATES.—In the case
of a citizen of the United States, subclause (II)
of clause (i) applies only to the extent that the
person involved acts within the scope of that
person’s status as the agent of a foreign prin-
cipal described in subclause (1) of clause (i).”’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by paragraph (1) shall apply with respect to re-
portable foreign contacts which occur on or
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

(b) INFORMATION INCLUDED ON REPORT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 304(b) of such Act (52
U.S.C. 30104(b)) is amended—

(4) by striking “‘and’’ at the end of paragraph
(7);

(B) by striking the period at the end of para-
graph (8) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

“(9) for any reportable foreign contact (as de-
fined in subsection (5)(3))—

‘““(A) the date, time, and location of the con-
tact;

“(B) the date and time of when a designated
official of the committee was notified of the con-
tact;

“(C) the identity of individuals involved; and

“(D) a description of the contact, including
the nature of any contribution, donation, ex-
penditure, disbursement, or solicitation involved
and the nature of any activity described in sub-
section (5)(3)(A)(ii)(II) involved.”’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by paragraph (1) shall apply with respect to re-
ports filed on or after the expiration of the 60-
day period which begins on the date of the en-
actment of this Act.

SEC. 102. FEDERAL CAMPAIGN FOREIGN CONTACT
REPORTING COMPLIANCE SYSTEM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 302 of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (52 U.S.C. 30102)
is amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

“(j) REPORTABLE FOREIGN CONTACTS COMPLI-
ANCE POLICY.—

““(1) REPORTING.—Each political committee
shall establish a policy that requires all offi-
cials, employees, and agents of such committee
to notify the treasurer or other appropriate des-
ignated official of the committee of any report-
able foreign contact (as defined in section 304(j))
not later than 3 days after such contact was
made.
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““(2) RETENTION AND PRESERVATION OF
RECORDS.—Each political committee shall estab-
lish a policy that provides for the retention and
preservation of records and information related
to reportable foreign contacts (as so defined) for
a period of not less than 3 years.

““(3) CERTIFICATION.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—Upon filing its statement
of organization under section 303(a), and with
each report filed under section 304(a), the treas-
urer of each political committee (other than an
authorized committee) shall certify that—

““(i) the committee has in place policies that
meet the requirements of paragraphs (1) and (2);

‘‘(ii) the committee has designated an official
to monitor compliance with such policies; and

““(iii) not later than 1 week after the begin-
ning of any formal or informal affiliation with
the committee, all officials, employees, and
agents of such committee will—

““(I) receive notice of such policies;

‘“(II) be informed of the prohibitions under
section 319; and

‘“(I11) sign a certification affirming their un-
derstanding of such policies and prohibitions.

“(B) AUTHORIZED COMMITTEES.—With respect
to an authorized committee, the candidate shall
make the certification required under subpara-
graph (4).”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendment made by
subsection (a) shall apply with respect to polit-
ical committees which file a statement of organi-
zation under section 303(a) of the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 (52 U.S.C. 30103(a))
on or after the date of the enactment of this Act.

(2) TRANSITION RULE FOR EXISTING COMMIT-
TEES.—Not later than 30 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, each political com-
mittee under the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971 shall file a certification with the Federal
Election Commission that the committee is in
compliance with the requirements of section
302(7) of such Act (as added by subsection (a)).
SEC. 103. CRIMINAL PENALTIES.

Section 309(d)(1) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (52 U.S.C. 30109(d)(1)) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subparagraphs:

‘““(E) Any person who knowingly and willfully
commits a violation of subsection (7) or (b)(9) of
section 304 or section 302(j) shall be fined not
more than $500,000, imprisoned not more than 5
years, or both.

‘“(F) Any person who knowingly and willfully
conceals or destroys any materials relating to a
reportable foreign contact (as defined in section
304(7)) shall be fined mot more than $1,000,000,
imprisoned not more than 5 years, or both.”’.
SEC. 104. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.

Nothing in this subtitle or the amendments
made by this subtitle shall be construed—

(1) to impede legitimate journalistic activities;
or

(2) to impose any additional limitation on the
right to express political views or to participate
in public discourse of any individual who—

(A) resides in the United States;

(B) is not a citizen of the United States or a
national of the United States, as defined in sec-
tion 101(a)(22) of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(22)); and

(C) is mot lawfully admitted for permanent
residence, as defined by section 101(a)(20) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1101(a)(20)).

Subtitle B—Strengthening Oversight of
Online Political Advertising
SEC. 111. SHORT TITLE.

This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Honest Ads
Act”.

SEC. 112. PURPOSE.

The purpose of this subtitle is to enhance the
integrity of American democracy and national
security by improving disclosure requirements
for online political advertisements in order to
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uphold the Supreme Court’s well-established

standard that the electorate bears the right to be

Sfully informed.

SEC. 113. EXPANSION OF DEFINITION OF PUBLIC
COMMUNICATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (22) of section
301 of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971 (52 U.S.C. 30101(22)) is amended by striking
“or satellite communication’ and inserting
“‘satellite, paid internet, or paid digital commu-
nication’’.

(b) TREATMENT OF CONTRIBUTIONS AND EX-
PENDITURES.—Section 301 of such Act (52 U.S.C.
30101) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (8)(B)(v), by striking ‘‘on
broadcasting stations, or in newspapers, maga-
zines, or similar types of general public political
advertising’’ and inserting ‘‘in any public com-
munication’’; and

(2) in paragraph (9)(B)—

(A) by amending clause (i) to read as follows:

“(i) any mews story, commentary, or editorial
distributed through the facilities of any broad-
casting station or any print, online, or digital
newspaper, magazine, blog, publication, or peri-
odical, unless such broadcasting, print, online,
or digital facilities are owned or controlled by
any political party, political committee, or can-
didate;”’; and

(B) in clause (iv), by striking ‘‘on broad-
casting stations, or in mewspapers, magazines,
or similar types of general public political adver-
tising”’ and inserting ‘‘in any public commu-
nication’.

(c) DISCLOSURE AND DISCLAIMER STATE-
MENTS.—Subsection (a) of section 318 of such
Act (52 U.S.C. 30120) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘financing any communication
through any broadcasting station, newspaper,
magazine, outdoor advertising facility, mailing,
or any other type of general public political ad-
vertising’’ and inserting ‘‘financing any public
communication’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘solicits any contribution
through any broadcasting station, newspaper,
magazine, outdoor advertising facility, mailing,
or any other type of general public political ad-
vertising’’ and inserting ‘‘solicits any contribu-
tion through any public communication’.

SEC. 114. EXPANSION OF DEFINITION OF ELEC-
TIONEERING COMMUNICATION.

(a) EXPANSION TO ONLINE COMMUNICATIONS.—

(1) APPLICATION TO QUALIFIED INTERNET AND
DIGITAL COMMUNICATIONS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of section
304(f)(3) of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971 (52 U.S.C. 30104(f)(3)(A)) is amended by
striking ‘‘or satellite communication’’ each place
it appears in clauses (i) and (ii) and inserting
“satellite, or qualified internet or digital com-
munication’.

(B) QUALIFIED INTERNET OR DIGITAL COMMU-
NICATION.—Paragraph (3) of section 304(f) of
such Act (52 U.S.C. 30104(f)) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new subparagraph:

‘(D) QUALIFIED INTERNET OR DIGITAL COMMU-
NICATION.—The term ‘qualified internet or dig-
ital communication’ means any communication
which is placed or promoted for a fee on an on-
line platform (as defined in subsection (k)(3)).”.

(2) NONAPPLICATION OF RELEVANT ELECTORATE
TO ONLINE COMMUNICATIONS.—Section
304(F)(3)(A)(G)(IIT) of such Act (52 U.S.C.
30104(f)(3)(A)(i)(111)) is amended by inserting
“any broadcast, cable, or satellite’’ before ‘‘com-
munication’’.

(3) NEWS EXEMPTION.—Section 304(f)(3)(B)(i)
of such Act (52 U.S.C. 30104(f)(3)(B)(i)) is
amended to read as follows:

‘(i) a communication appearing in a news
story, commentary, or editorial distributed
through the facilities of any broadcasting sta-
tion or any online or digital newspaper, maga-
zine, blog, publication, or periodical, unless
such broadcasting, online, or digital facilities
are owned or controlled by any political party,
political committee, or candidate;’’.
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(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply with respect to com-
munications made on or after January 1, 2020.
SEC. 115. APPLICATION OF DISCLAIMER STATE-

MENTS TO ONLINE COMMUNICA-
TIONS.

(a) CLEAR AND CONSPICUOUS MANNER RE-
QUIREMENT.—Subsection (a) of section 318 of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (52
U.S.C. 30120(a)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘shall clearly state’ each place
it appears in paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) and in-
serting ‘‘shall state in a clear and conspicuous
manner’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following flush
sentence: ‘‘For purposes of this section, a com-
munication does not make a statement in a clear
and conspicuous manner if it is difficult to read
or hear or if the placement is easily over-
looked.”.

(b) SPECIAL RULES FOR QUALIFIED INTERNET
OR DIGITAL COMMUNICATIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 318 of such Act (52
U.S.C. 30120) is amended by adding at the end
the following new subsection:

‘“(e) SPECIAL RULES FOR QUALIFIED INTERNET
OR DIGITAL COMMUNICATIONS.—

““(1) SPECIAL RULES WITH RESPECT TO STATE-
MENTS.—In the case of any communication to
which this section applies which is a qualified
internet or digital communication (as defined in
section 304(f)(3)(D)) which is disseminated
through a medium in which the provision of all
of the information specified in this section is not
possible, the communication shall, in a clear
and conspicuous manner—

““(A) state the name of the person who paid
for the communication; and

“(B) provide a means for the recipient of the
communication to obtain the remainder of the
information required under this section with
minimal effort and without receiving or viewing
any additional material other than such re-
quired information.

“(2) SAFE HARBOR FOR DETERMINING CLEAR
AND CONSPICUOUS MANNER.—A statement in a
qualified internet or digital communication (as
defined in section 304(f)(3)(D)) shall be consid-
ered to be made in a clear and conspicuous man-
ner as provided in subsection (a) if the commu-
nication meets the following requirements:

“(A) TEXT OR GRAPHIC COMMUNICATIONS.—In
the case of a text or graphic communication, the
statement—

“(i) appears in letters at least as large as the
magjority of the text in the communication;, and

“‘(ii) meets the requirements of paragraphs (2)
and (3) of subsection (c).

“(B) AUDIO COMMUNICATIONS.—In the case of
an audio communication, the statement is spo-
ken in a clearly audible and intelligible manner
at the beginning or end of the communication
and lasts at least 3 seconds.

“(C) VIDEO COMMUNICATIONS.—In the case of
a video communication which also includes
audio, the statement—

‘(i) is included at either the beginning or the
end of the communication; and

“‘(ii) is made both in—

“(I) a written format that meets the require-
ments of subparagraph (4) and appears for at
least 4 seconds; and

“(I1) an audible format that meets the require-
ments of subparagraph (B).

““(D) OTHER COMMUNICATIONS.—In the case of
any other type of communication, the statement
is at least as clear and conspicuous as the state-
ment specified in subparagraph (A), (B), or
(C).”.

(2) NONAPPLICATION OF CERTAIN EXCEP-
TIONS.—The exceptions provided in section
110.11(f)(1)(i) and (ii) of title 11, Code of Federal
Regulations, or any successor to such rules,
shall have no application to qualified internet
or digital communications (as defined in section
304(f)(3)(D) of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as added by this Act).

(c) MODIFICATION OF ADDITIONAL REQUIRE-
MENTS FOR CERTAIN COMMUNICATIONS.—Section
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318(d) of such Act (52 U.S.C. 30120(d)) is amend-
ed—

(1) in paragraph (1)(A)—

(A4) by striking ‘“which is transmitted through
radio’’ and inserting ‘‘which is in an audio for-
mat’’; and

(B) by striking ‘“BY RADIO’ in the heading
and inserting ‘“‘AUDIO FORMAT’’;

(2) in paragraph (1)(B)—

(4) by striking ‘“which is transmitted through
television’ and inserting ‘‘which is in video for-
mat’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘BY TELEVISION’ in the head-
ing and inserting ‘“VIDEO FORMAT’’; and

(3) in paragraph (2)—

(A) by striking ‘‘transmitted through radio or
television’ and inserting ‘“‘made in audio or
video format’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘through television’’ in the
second sentence and inserting ‘‘in video for-
mat’’.

SEC. 116. POLITICAL RECORD REQUIREMENTS
FOR ONLINE PLATFORMS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 304 of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (52 U.S.C. 30104),
as amended by section 101(a), is further amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

“(k) DISCLOSURE OF CERTAIN ONLINE ADVER-
TISEMENTS.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—

‘“(A) REQUIREMENTS FOR ONLINE PLAT-
FORMS.—An online platform shall maintain, and
make available for online public inspection in
machine readable format, a complete record of
any request to purchase on such online platform
a qualified political advertisement which is
made by a person whose aggregate requests to
purchase qualified political advertisements on
such online platform during the calendar year
exceeds $500.

‘““(B) REQUIREMENTS FOR ADVERTISERS.—Any
person who requests to purchase a qualified po-
litical advertisement on an online platform shall
provide the online platform with such informa-
tion as is necessary for the online platform to
comply with the requirements of subparagraph
(A).

‘“(2) CONTENTS OF RECORD.—A record main-
tained under paragraph (1)(A) shall contain—

‘“(A4) a digital copy of the qualified political
advertisement;

‘““(B) a description of the audience targeted by
the advertisement, the number of views gen-
erated from the advertisement, and the date and
time that the advertisement is first displayed
and last displayed; and

“(C) information regarding—

‘(i) the average rate charged for the adver-
tisement;

‘“(ii) the mame of the candidate to which the
advertisement refers and the office to which the
candidate is seeking election, the election to
which the advertisement refers, or the national
legislative issue to which the advertisement re-
fers (as applicable);

““(iii) in the case of a request made by, or on
behalf of, a candidate, the name of the can-
didate, the authorized committee of the can-
didate, and the treasurer of such committee; and

“(iv) in the case of any request not described
in clause (iii), the name of the person pur-
chasing the advertisement, the name and ad-
dress of a contact person for such person, and
a list of the chief executive officers or members
of the executive committee or of the board of di-
rectors of such person.

‘““(3) ONLINE PLATFORM.—For purposes of this
subsection, the term ‘online platform’ means
any public-facing website, web application, or
digital application (including a social network,
ad network, or search engine) which—

“(A) sells qualified political advertisements;
and

‘““(B) has 50,000,000 or more unique monthly
United States visitors or users for a majority of
months during the preceding 12 months.
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‘(4) QUALIFIED POLITICAL ADVERTISEMENT.—
For purposes of this subsection, the term ‘quali-
fied political advertisement’ means any adver-
tisement (including search engine marketing,
display advertisements, video advertisements,
native advertisements, and sponsorships) that—

““(A) is made by or on behalf of a candidate;
or

‘“‘(B) communicates a message relating to any
political matter of national importance, includ-
ing—

““(i) a candidate;

“‘(ii) any election to Federal office; or

““(iii) a national legislative issue of public im-
portance.

“(5) TIME TO MAINTAIN FILE.—The informa-
tion required wunder this subsection shall be
made available as soon as possible and shall be
retained by the online platform for a period of
not less than 4 years.

“(6) SAFE HARBOR FOR PLATFORMS MAKING
BEST EFFORTS TO IDENTIFY REQUESTS WHICH ARE
SUBJECT TO RECORD MAINTENANCE REQUIRE-
MENTS.—In accordance with rules established by
the Commission, if an online platform shows
that the platform used best efforts to determine
whether or not a request to purchase a qualified
political advertisement was subject to the re-
quirements of this subsection, the online plat-
form shall not be considered to be in violation of
such requirements.

‘“(7) PENALTIES.—For penalties for failure by
online platforms, and persons requesting to pur-
chase a qualified political advertisement on on-
line platforms, to comply with the requirements
of this subsection, see section 309.”.

(b) RULEMAKING.—Not later than 120 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Federal Election Commission shall establish
rules—

(1) requiring common data formats for the
record required to be maintained under section
304(k) of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971 (as added by subsection (a)) so that all on-
line platforms submit and maintain data online
in a common, machine-readable and publicly ac-
cessible format;

(2) establishing search interface requirements
relating to such record, including searches by
candidate name, issue, purchaser, and date; and

(3) establishing the criteria for the safe harbor
exception provided under paragraph (6) of sec-
tion 304(k) of such Act (as added by subsection
().

(c) REPORTING.—Not later than 2 years after
the date of the enactment of this Act, and bian-
nually thereafter, the Chairman of the Federal
Election Commission shall submit a report to
Congress on—

(1) matters relating to compliance with and
the enforcement of the requirements of section
304(k) of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as added by subsection (a);

(2) recommendations for any modifications to
such section to assist in carrying out its pur-
poses; and

(3) identifying ways to bring transparency
and accountability to political advertisements
distributed online for free.

SEC. 117. PREVENTING CONTRIBUTIONS, EX-
PENDITURES, INDEPENDENT EX-
PENDITURES, AND DISBURSEMENTS
FOR ELECTIONEERING COMMUNICA-
TIONS BY FOREIGN NATIONALS IN
THE FORM OF ONLINE ADVERTISING.

Section 319 of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (52 U.S.C. 30121) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new subsection:

“(c) RESPONSIBILITIES OF BROADCAST STA-
TIONS, PROVIDERS OF CABLE AND SATELLITE
TELEVISION, AND ONLINE PLATFORMS.—

““(1) RESPONSIBILITIES DESCRIBED.—Each tele-
vision or radio broadcast station, provider of
cable or satellite television, or online platform
(as defined in section 304(k)(3)) shall make rea-
sonable efforts to ensure that communications
described in section 318(a) and made available
by such station, provider, or platform are mot
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purchased by a foreign national, directly or in-
directly. For purposes of the previous sentence,
a station, provider, or online platform shall not
be considered to have made reasonable efforts
under this paragraph in the case of the avail-
ability of a communication unless the station,
provider, or online platform directly inquires
from the individual or entity making such pur-
chase whether the purchase is to be made by a
foreign national, directly or indirectly.

““(2) SPECIAL RULES FOR DISBURSEMENT PAID
WITH CREDIT CARD.—For purposes of paragraph
(1), a television or radio broadcast station, pro-
vider of cable or satellite television, or online
platform shall be considered to have made rea-
sonable efforts under such paragraph in the
case of a purchase of the availability of a com-
munication which is made with a credit card

‘“(A) the individual or entity making such
purchase is required, at the time of making such
purchase, to disclose the credit verification
value of such credit card; and

“(B) the billing address associated with such
credit card is located in the United States or, in
the case of a purchase made by an individual
who is a United States citicen living outside of
the United States, the individual provides the
television or radio broadcast station, provider of
cable or satellite television, or online platform
with the United States mailing address the indi-
vidual uses for voter registration purposes.’’.
TITLE II—CLOSING LOOPHOLES ALLOW-

ING SPENDING BY FOREIGN NATIONALS

IN ELECTIONS
SEC. 201. CLARIFICATION OF PROHIBITION ON

PARTICIPATION BY FOREIGN NA-
TIONALS IN ELECTION-RELATED AC-
TIVITIES.

(a) CLARIFICATION OF PROHIBITION.—Section
319(a) of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971 (52 U.S.C. 30121(a)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘“‘or’’ at the end of paragraph

1);

(2) by striking the period at the end of para-
graph (2) and inserting “‘; or’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

“(3) a foreign national to direct, dictate, con-
trol, or directly or indirectly participate in the
decision making process of any person (includ-
ing a corporation, labor organization, political
committee, or political organization) with regard
to such person’s Federal or mon-Federal elec-
tion-related activity, including any decision
concerning the making of contributions, dona-
tions, expenditures, or disbursements in connec-
tion with an election for any Federal, State, or
local office or any decision concerning the ad-
ministration of a political committee.”.

(b) CERTIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE.—Section
319 of such Act (52 U.S.C. 30121), as amended by
section 117, is further amended by adding at the
end the following new subsection:

““(d) CERTIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE REQUIRED
PRIOR TO CARRYING OUT ACTIVITY.—Prior to
the making in connection with an election for
Federal office of any contribution, donation, ex-
penditure, independent expenditure, or dis-
bursement for an electioneering communication
by a corporation, labor organization (as defined
in section 316(b)), limited liability corporation,
or partnership during a year, the chief executive
officer of the corporation, labor organization,
limited liability corporation, or partnership (or,
if the corporation, labor organization, limited li-
ability corporation, or partnership does not
have a chief executive officer, the highest rank-
ing official of the corporation, labor organiza-
tion, limited liability corporation, or partner-
ship), shall file a certification with the Commis-
sion, under penalty of perjury, that a foreign
national did not direct, dictate, control, or di-
rectly or indirectly participate in the decision
making process relating to such activity in vio-
lation of subsection (a)(3), unless the chief exec-
utive officer has previously filed such a certifi-
cation during that calendar year.”’.

H8421

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall take effect upon the expira-
tion of the 180-day period which begins on the
date of the enactment of this Act.

SEC. 202. CLARIFICATION OF APPLICATION OF
FOREIGN MONEY BAN TO CERTAIN
DISBURSEMENTS AND ACTIVITIES.

(a) APPLICATION TO DISBURSEMENTS TO SUPER
PACS.—Section 319(a)(1)(A) of the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 (52 U.S.C.
30121(a)(1)(4)) is amended by striking the semi-
colon and inserting the following: ‘‘, including
any disbursement to a political committee which
accepts donations or contributions that do not
comply with the limitations, prohibitions, and
reporting requirements of this Act (or any dis-
bursement to or on behalf of any account of a
political committee which is established for the
purpose of accepting such donations or con-
tributions);”’.

(b) CONDITIONS UNDER WHICH CORPORATE
PACS MAY MAKE CONTRIBUTIONS AND EXPENDI-
TURES.—Section 316(b) of such Act (52 U.S.C.
30118(b)) is amended by adding at the end the
following new paragraph:

“(8) A separate segregated fund established by
a corporation may not make a contribution or
expenditure during a year unless the fund has
certified to the Commission the following during
the year:

‘““(A) Each individual who manages the fund,
and who is responsible for exercising decision-
making authority for the fund, is a citicen of
the United States or is lawfully admitted for
permanent residence in the United States.

‘““(B) No foreign national under section 319
participates in any way in the decisionmaking
processes of the fund with regard to contribu-
tions or expenditures under this Act.

‘““(C) The fund does not solicit or accept rec-
ommendations from any foreign national under
section 319 with respect to the contributions or
expenditures made by the fund.

‘““(D) Any member of the board of directors of
the corporation who is a foreign national under
section 319 abstains from voting on matters con-
cerning the fund or its activities.”’.

SEC. 203. AUDIT AND REPORT ON ILLICIT FOR-
EIGN MONEY IN FEDERAL ELEC-
TIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title I1I of the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 (52 U.S.C. 30101 et
seq.) is amended by inserting after section 319
the following new section:

“SEC. 319A. AUDIT AND REPORT ON DISBURSE-
MENTS BY FOREIGN NATIONALS.

“(a) AUDIT.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall con-
duct an audit after each Federal election cycle
to determine the incidence of illicit foreign
money in such Federal election cycle.

“‘(2) PROCEDURES.—In carrying out paragraph
(1), the Commission shall conduct random au-
dits of any disbursements required to be reported
under this Act, in accordance with procedures
established by the Commission.

‘““(b) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after
the end of each Federal election cycle, the Com-
mission shall submit to Congress a report con-
taining—

““(1) results of the audit required by subsection
(a)(1); and

““(2) recommendations to address the presence
of illicit foreign money in elections, as appro-
priate.

“‘(c) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section:

‘(1) The term ‘Federal election cycle’ means
the period which begins on the day after the
date of a regularly scheduled general election
for Federal office and which ends on the date of
the first regularly scheduled general election for
Federal office held after such date.

‘“(2) The term ‘illicit foreign money’ means
any disbursement by a foreign national (as de-
fined in section 319(b)) prohibited under such
section.”’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by subsection (a) shall apply with respect to the
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Federal election cycle that began during Novem-

ber 2018, and each succeeding Federal election

cycle.

SEC. 204. PROHIBITION ON CONTRIBUTIONS AND
DONATIONS BY FOREIGN NATIONALS
IN CONNECTIONS WITH BALLOT INI-
TIATIVES AND REFERENDA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 319(a)(1)(A) of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (52
U.S.C. 30121(a)(1)(A4)) is amended by striking
“‘election’’ and inserting the following: ‘‘elec-
tion, including a State or local ballot initiative
or referendum’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by this section shall apply with respect to elec-
tions held in 2020 or any succeeding year.

SEC. 205. EXPANSION OF LIMITATIONS ON FOR-
EIGN NATIONALS PARTICIPATING IN
POLITICAL ADVERTISING.

(a)  DISBURSEMENTS  DESCRIBED.—Section
319(a)(1) of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971 (52 U.S.C. 30121(a)(1)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘“‘or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (B); and

(2) by striking subparagraph (C) and inserting
the following:

“(C) an expenditure;

‘(D) an independent expenditure;

‘““(E) a disbursement for an electioneering com-
munication (within the meaning of section
304(1)(3));

‘““(F) a disbursement for a communication
which is placed or promoted for a fee on a
website, web application, or digital application
that refers to a clearly identified candidate for
election for Federal office and is disseminated
within 60 days before a general, special or run-
off election for the office sought by the can-
didate or 30 days before a primary or preference
election, or a convention or caucus of a political
party that has authority to nominate a can-
didate for the office sought by the candidate;

‘“(G) a disbursement for a broadcast, cable or
satellite communication, or for a communication
which is placed or promoted for a fee on a
website, web application, or digital application,
that promotes, supports, attacks or opposes the
election of a clearly identified candidate for
Federal, State, or local office (regardless of
whether the communication contains express
advocacy or the functional equivalent of express
advocacy);

‘“(H) a disbursement for a broadcast, cable, or
satellite communication, or for any communica-
tion which is placed or promoted for a fee on an
online platform (as defined in section 304(k)(3)),
that discusses a national legislative issue of
public importance in a year in which a regu-
larly scheduled general election for Federal of-
fice is held, but only if the disbursement is made
by a covered foreign national described in sec-
tion 304(7)(3)(C); or

“(I) a disbursement by a covered foreign na-
tional described in section 304(j)(3)(C) to com-
pensate any person for internet activity that
promotes, supports, attacks or opposes the elec-
tion of a clearly identified candidate for Fed-
eral, State, or local office (regardless of whether
the activity communication contains exrpress ad-
vocacy or the functional equivalent of express
advocacy);”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply with respect to dis-
bursements made on or after the date of the en-
actment of this Act.

TITLE III—DETERRING FOREIGN
INTERFERENCE IN ELECTIONS
Subtitle A—Deterrence Under Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971
SEC. 301. RESTRICTIONS ON EXCHANGE OF CAM-
PAIGN INFORMATION BETWEEN CAN-

DIDATES AND FOREIGN POWERS.

Section 319 of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (52 U.S.C. 30121), as amended by sec-
tion 117 and section 201(b), is further amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:
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““(e) RESTRICTIONS ON EXCHANGE OF INFORMA-
TION BETWEEN CANDIDATES AND FOREIGN POW-
ERS.—

‘(1) TREATMENT OF OFFER TO SHARE NON-
PUBLIC CAMPAIGN MATERIAL AS SOLICITATION OF
CONTRIBUTION FROM FOREIGN NATIONAL.—If a
candidate or an individual affiliated with the
campaign of a candidate, or if a political com-
mittee or an individual affiliated with a polit-
ical committee, provides or offers to provide non-
public campaign material to a covered foreign
national or to another person whom the can-
didate, committee, or individual knows or has
reason to know will provide the material to a
covered foreign national, the candidate, com-
mittee, or individual (as the case may be) shall
be considered for purposes of this section to
have solicited a contribution or donation de-
scribed in subsection (a)(1)(A) from a foreign
national.

““(2) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection, the fol-
lowing definitions apply:

“(A) The term ‘candidate’ means an indi-
vidual who seeks nomination for, or election to,
any Federal, State, or local public office.

“(B) The term ‘covered foreign mational’ has
the meaning given such term in section
304(5)(3)(C).

“(C) The term ‘individual affiliated with a
campaign’ means, with respect to a candidate,
an employee of any organization legally author-
ized under Federal, State, or local law to sup-
port the candidate’s campaign for momination
for, or election to, any Federal, State, or local
public office, as well as any independent con-
tractor of such an organization and any indi-
vidual who performs services on behalf of the
organization, whether paid or unpaid.

“‘D) The term ‘individual affiliated with a
political committee’ means, with respect to a po-
litical committee, an employee of the committee
as well as any independent contractor of the
committee and any individual who performs
services on behalf of the commitltee, whether
paid or unpaid.

‘“(E) The term ‘nonpublic campaign material’
means, with respect to a candidate or a political
committee, campaign material that is produced
by the candidate or the committee or produced
at the candidate or committee’s expense or re-
quest which is not distributed or made available
to the general public or otherwise in the public
domain, including polling and focus group data
and opposition research, except that such term
does not include material produced for purposes
of consultations relating solely to the can-
didate’s or committee’s position on a legislative
or policy matter.”’.

SEC. 302. CLARIFICATION OF STANDARD FOR DE-
TERMINING EXISTENCE OF COORDI-
NATION BETWEEN CAMPAIGNS AND
OUTSIDE INTERESTS.

Section 315(a) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (52 U.S.C. 30116(a)) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

““(10) For purposes of paragraph (7), an ex-
penditure or disbursement may be considered to
have been made in cooperation, consultation, or
concert with, or coordinated with, a person
without regard to whether or not the coopera-
tion, consultation, or coordination is carried out
pursuant to agreement or formal collabora-
tion.”.

Subtitle B—Prohibiting Deceptive Practices
and Preventing Voter Intimidation
SEC. 311. SHORT TITLE.

This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Deceptive
Practices and Voter Intimidation Prevention Act
of 2019”.

SEC. 312. PROHIBITION ON DECEPTIVE PRAC-
TICES IN FEDERAL ELECTIONS.

(a) PROHIBITION.—Subsection (b) of section
2004 of the Revised Statutes (52 U.S.C. 10101(b))
is amended—

(1) by striking “No person’’ and inserting the
following:
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‘(1) IN GENERAL.—No person’’; and

(2) by inserting at the end the following new
paragraphs:

“(2) FALSE STATEMENTS REGARDING FEDERAL
ELECTIONS.—

‘““(A) PROHIBITION.—No person, whether act-
ing under color of law or otherwise, shall, with-
in 60 days before an election described in para-
graph (5), by any means, including by means of
written, electronic, or telephonic communica-
tions, communicate or cause to be communicated
information described in subparagraph (B), or
produce information described in subparagraph
(B) with the intent that such information be
communicated, if such person—

‘(i) knows such information to be materially
false; and

““(ii) has the intent to impede or prevent an-
other person from exercising the right to vote in
an election described in paragraph (5).

“(B) INFORMATION DESCRIBED.—Information
is described in this subparagraph if such infor-
mation is regarding—

‘(i) the time, place, or manner of holding any
election described in paragraph (5); or

‘“(ii) the qualifications for or restrictions on
voter eligibility for any such election, includ-
ing—

“(1) any criminal penalties associated with
voting in any such election; or

‘“(11) information regarding a voter’s registra-
tion status or eligibility.

““(3) FALSE STATEMENTS REGARDING PUBLIC EN-
DORSEMENTS.—

‘““(A) PROHIBITION.—No person, whether act-
ing under color of law or otherwise, shall, with-
in 60 days before an election described in para-
graph (5), by any means, including by means of
written, electronic, or telephonic communica-
tions, communicate, or cause to be commu-
nicated, a materially false statement about an
endorsement, if such person—

‘(i) knows such statement to be false; and

‘““(ii) has the intent to impede or prevent an-
other person from exercising the right to vote in
an election described in paragraph (5).

““(B) DEFINITION OF ‘MATERIALLY FALSE’.—For
purposes of subparagraph (A), a statement
about an endorsement is ‘materially false’ if,
with respect to an upcoming election described
in paragraph (5)—

‘(i) the statement states that a specifically
named person, political party, or organization
has endorsed the election of a specific candidate
for a Federal office described in such para-
graph; and

““(ii) such person, political party, or organiza-
tion has not endorsed the election of such can-
didate.

‘“(4) HINDERING, INTERFERING WITH, OR PRE-
VENTING VOTING OR REGISTERING TO VOTE.—No
person, whether acting under color of law or
otherwise, shall intentionally hinder, interfere
with, or prevent another person from wvoting,
registering to vote, or aiding another person to
vote or register to vote in an election described
in paragraph (5).

‘““(5) ELECTION DESCRIBED.—An election de-
scribed in this paragraph is any general, pri-
mary, run-off, or special election held solely or
in part for the purpose of nominating or electing
a candidate for the office of President, Vice
President, presidential elector, Member of the
Senate, Member of the House of Representatives,
or Delegate or Commissioner from a Territory or
possession.”’.

(b) PRIVATE RIGHT OF ACTION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (c) of section 2004
of the Revised Statutes (52 U.S.C. 10101(c)) is
amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘Whenever any person’ and
inserting the following:

‘(1) Whenever any person’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

“(2) Any person aggrieved by a violation of
subsection (b)(2), (b)(3), or (b)(4) may institute a
civil action for preventive relief, including an
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application in a United States district court for
a permanent or temporary injunction, restrain-
ing order, or other order. In any such action,
the court, in its discretion, may allow the pre-
vailing party a reasonable attorney’s fee as part
of the costs.”.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(A) Subsection (e) of section 2004 of the Re-
vised Statutes (52 U.S.C. 10101(e)) is amended by
striking ‘‘subsection (c)”’ and inserting ‘‘sub-
section (c)(1)”.

(B) Subsection (g) of section 2004 of the Re-
vised Statutes (52 U.S.C. 10101(g)) is amended by
striking ‘‘subsection (c)”’ and inserting ‘‘sub-
section (c)(1)”.

(c) CRIMINAL PENALTIES.—

(1) DECEPTIVE ACTS.—Section 594 of title 18,
United States Code, is amended—

(A) by striking ‘“Whoever’ and inserting the
following:

“(a) INTIMIDATION.—Whoever’’;

(B) in subsection (a), as inserted by subpara-
graph (A), by striking ‘“‘at any election’’ and in-
serting ‘‘at any general, primary, run-off, or
special election’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following new
subsections:

““(b) DECEPTIVE ACTS.—

‘(1) FALSE STATEMENTS REGARDING FEDERAL
ELECTIONS.—

““(A) PROHIBITION.—It shall be unlawful for
any person, whether acting under color of law
or otherwise, within 60 days before an election
described in subsection (e), by any means, in-
cluding by means of written, electronic, or tele-
phonic communications, to communicate or
cause to be communicated information described
in subparagraph (B), or produce information de-
scribed in subparagraph (B) with the intent that
such information be communicated, if such per-
son—

‘(i) knows such information to be materially
false; and

‘(i) has the intent to mislead voters, or the
intent to impede or prevent another person from
exercising the right to vote in an election de-
scribed in subsection (e).

‘““(B) INFORMATION DESCRIBED.—Information
is described in this subparagraph if such infor-
mation is regarding—

““(i) the time or place of holding any election
described in subsection (e); or

‘“‘(ii) the qualifications for or restrictions on
voter eligibility for any such election, includ-
ing—

“(I) any criminal penalties associated with
voting in any such election; or

“(II) information regarding a voter’s registra-
tion status or eligibility.

““(2) PENALTY.—Any person who violates
paragraph (1) shall be fined mot more than
$100,000, imprisoned for mot more than 5 years,
or both.

““(c) HINDERING, INTERFERING WITH, OR PRE-
VENTING VOTING OR REGISTERING TO VOTE.—

‘““(1) PROHIBITION.—It shall be unlawful for
any person, whether acting under color of law
or otherwise, to intentionally hinder, interfere
with, or prevent another person from voting,
registering to vote, or aiding another person to
vote or register to vote in an election described
in subsection (e).

““(2) PENALTY.—Any person who violates
paragraph (1) shall be fined mot more than
$100,000, imprisoned for not more than 5 years,
or both.

‘“(d) ATTEMPT.—Any person who attempts to
commit any offense described in subsection (a),
(b)(1), or (c)(1) shall be subject to the same pen-
alties as those prescribed for the offense that the
person attempted to commit.

‘““(e) ELECTION DESCRIBED.—An election de-
scribed in this subsection is any general, pri-
mary, run-off, or special election held solely or
in part for the purpose of nominating or electing
a candidate for the office of President, Vice
President, presidential elector, Member of the
Senate, Member of the House of Representatives,
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or Delegate or Commissioner from a Territory or
possession.’’.

(2) MODIFICATION OF PENALTY FOR VOTER IN-
TIMIDATION.—Section 594(a) of title 18, United
States Code, as amended by paragraph (1), is
amended by striking ‘‘fined under this title or
imprisoned not more than one year’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘fined not more than $100,000, imprisoned
for not more than 5 years”.

(3) SENTENCING GUIDELINES.—

(A) REVIEW AND AMENDMENT.—Not later than
180 days after the date of enactment of this Act,
the United States Sentencing Commission, pur-
suant to its authority under section 994 of title
28, United States Code, and in accordance with
this section, shall review and, if appropriate,
amend the Federal sentencing guidelines and
policy statements applicable to persons con-
victed of any offense under section 594 of title
18, United States Code, as amended by this sec-
tion.

(B) AUTHORIZATION.—The United States Sen-
tencing Commission may amend the Federal
Sentencing Guidelines in accordance with the
procedures set forth in section 21(a) of the Sen-
tencing Act of 1987 (28 U.S.C. 994 note) as
though the authority under that section had not
expired.

(4) PAYMENTS FOR REFRAINING FROM VOTING.—
Subsection (c) of section 11 of the Voting Rights
Act of 1965 (52 U.S.C. 10307) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘either for registration to vote or for voting”’
and inserting ‘‘for registration to vote, for vot-
ing, or for not voting’’.

SEC. 313. CORRECTIVE ACTION.

(a) CORRECTIVE ACTION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—If the Attorney General re-
ceives a credible report that materially false in-
formation has been or is being communicated in
violation of paragraphs (2) and (3) of section
2004(b) of the Revised Statutes (52 U.S.C.
10101(b)), as added by section 312(a), and if the
Attorney General determines that State and
local election officials have not taken adequate
steps to promptly communicate accurate infor-
mation to correct the materially false informa-
tion, the Attorney General shall, pursuant to
the written procedures and standards under
subsection (b), communicate to the public, by
any means, including by means of written, elec-
tronic, or telephonic communications, accurate
information designed to correct the materially
false information.

(2) COMMUNICATION OF CORRECTIVE INFORMA-
TION.—Any information communicated by the
Attorney General under paragraph (1)—

(A4) shall—

(i) be accurate and objective;

(ii) consist of only the information necessary
to correct the materially false information that
has been or is being communicated; and

(iii) to the extent practicable, be by a means
that the Attorney General determines will reach
the persons to whom the materially false infor-
mation has been or is being communicated; and

(B) shall not be designed to favor or disfavor
any particular candidate, organization, or polit-
ical party.

(b) WRITTEN PROCEDURES AND STANDARDS FOR
TAKING CORRECTIVE ACTION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Attorney
General shall publish written procedures and
standards for determining when and how cor-
rective action will be taken under this section.

(2) INCLUSION OF APPROPRIATE DEADLINES.—
The procedures and standards under paragraph
(1) shall include appropriate deadlines, based in
part on the number of days remaining before the
upcoming election.

(3) CONSULTATION.—In developing the proce-
dures and standards under paragraph (1), the
Attorney General shall consult with the Election
Assistance Commission, State and local election
officials, civil rights organizations, voting rights
groups, voter protection groups, and other inter-
ested community organizations.

H8423

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to the
Attorney General such sums as may be nec-
essary to carry out this subtitle.

SEC. 314. REPORTS TO CONGRESS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days
after each general election for Federal office,
the Attorney General shall submit to Congress a
report compiling all allegations received by the
Attorney General of deceptive practices de-
scribed in paragraphs (2), (3), and (4) of section
2004(b) of the Revised Statutes (52 U.S.C.
10101(b)), as added by section 312(a), relating to
the general election for Federal office and any
primary, run-off, or a special election for Fed-
eral office held in the 2 years preceding the gen-
eral election.

(b) CONTENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Each report submitted under
subsection (a) shall include—

(A) a description of each allegation of a de-
ceptive practice described in subsection (a), in-
cluding the geographic location, racial and eth-
nic composition, and language minority-group
membership of the persons toward whom the al-
leged deceptive practice was directed;

(B) the status of the investigation of each al-
legation described in subparagraph (4);

(C) a description of each corrective action
taken by the Attorney General under section
4(a) in response to an allegation described in
subparagraph (4);

(D) a description of each referral of an allega-
tion described in subparagraph (A) to other Fed-
eral, State, or local agencies;

(E) to the extent information is available, a
description of any civil action instituted under
section 2004(c)(2) of the Revised Statutes (52
U.S.C. 10101(c)(2)), as added by section 312(b),
in connection with an allegation described in
subparagraph (A); and

(F) a description of any criminal prosecution
instituted under section 594 of title 18, United
States Code, as amended by section 3(c), in con-
nection with the receipt of an allegation de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) by the Attorney
General.

(2) EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN INFORMATION.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General shall
not include in a report submitted under sub-
section (a) any information protected from dis-
closure by rule 6(e) of the Federal Rules of
Criminal Procedure or any Federal criminal
statute.

(B) EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN OTHER INFORMA-
TION.—The Attorney General may determine
that the following information shall not be in-
cluded in a report submitted under subsection
(a):

(i) Any information that is privileged.

(ii) Any information concerning an ongoing
investigation.

(iii) Any information concerning a criminal or
civil proceeding conducted under seal.

(iv) Any other nonpublic information that the
Attorney General determines the disclosure of
which could reasonably be expected to infringe
on the rights of any individual or adversely af-
fect the integrity of a pending or future criminal
investigation.

(c) REPORT MADE PUBLIC.—On the date that
the Attorney General submits the report under
subsection (a), the Attorney General shall also
make the report publicly available through the
Internet and other appropriate means.

Subtitle C—Inadmissibility and Deportability
of Aliens Engaging in Improper Election In-
terference

SEC. 321. INADMISSIBILITY AND DEPORTABILITY

OF ALIENS ENGAGING IN IMPROPER
INTERFERENCE IN UNITED STATES
ELECTIONS.

(a) INADMISSIBILITY.—Section 212(a)(3) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1182(a)(3)) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘““(H) IMPROPER INTERFERENCE IN A UNITED
STATES ELECTION.—Any alien who a consular
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officer, the Secretary of Homeland Security, the
Secretary of State, or the Attorney General
knows, or has reasonable grounds to believe, is
seeking admission to the United States to engage
in improper interference in a United States elec-
tion, or has engaged in improper interference in
a United States election, is inadmissible.”’.

(b) DEPORTABILITY.—Section 237(a) of such
Act (8 U.S.C. 1227(a)) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘“(8) IMPROPER INTERFERENCE IN A UNITED
STATES ELECTION.—Any alien who has engaged,
is engaged, or at any time after admission en-
gages in improper interference in a United
States election is deportable.”.

(c¢) DEFINITION.—Section 101(a) of such Act (8
U.S.C. 1101(a)) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘““(53) The term ‘improper interference in a
United States election’ means conduct by an
alien that—

“(A)(i) violates Federal criminal,
rights, or campaign finance law, or

‘“(i1) is performed by any person acting as an
agent of or on behalf of a foreign government or
criminal enterprise; and

‘“(B) includes any covert, fraudulent, decep-
tive, or unlawful act or attempted act, under-
taken with the purpose or effect of undermining
public confidence in election processes or insti-
tutions, or influencing, undermining confidence
in, or altering the result or reported result of, a
general or primary Federal, State, or local elec-
tion or caucus, including—

““(i) the campaign of a candidate; or

““(ii) a ballot measure, including an amend-
ment, a bond issue, an initiative, a recall, a re-
ferral or a referendum.’’,

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
SEC. 401. EFFECTIVE DATES OF PROVISIONS.

Each provision of this Act and each amend-
ment made by a provision of this Act shall take
effect on the effective date provided under this
Act for such provision or such amendment with-
out regard to whether or not the Federal Elec-
tion Commission, the Attorney General, or any
other person has promulgated regulations to
carry out such provision or such amendment.
SEC. 402. SEVERABILITY.

If any provision of this Act or any amendment
made by this Act, or the application of a provi-
sion of this Act or an amendment made by this
Act to any person or circumstance, is held to be
unconstitutional, the remainder of this Act, and
the application of the provisions to any person
or circumstance, shall not be affected by the
holding.

The CHAIR. No amendment to that
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute shall be in order except those
printed in part B of House Report 116-
253. Each such amendment may be of-
fered only in the order printed in the
report, by a Member designated in the
report, shall be considered read, shall
be debatable for the time specified in
the report, equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question.
AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. DESAULNIER

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 1 printed in part
B of House Report 116-253.

Mr. DESAULNIER. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate
the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 54, insert after line 14 the following:

voting
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Subtitle C —Notifying States of
Disinformation Campaigns by Foreign Na-
tionals

SEC. 321. NOTIFYING STATES OF
DISINFORMATION CAMPAIGNS BY
FOREIGN NATIONALS.

(a) REQUIRING DISCLOSURE.—If the Federal
Election Commission makes a determination
that a foreign national has initiated or has
attempted to initiate a disinformation cam-
paign targeted at an election for public of-
fice held in a State, the Commission shall
notify the State involved of the determina-
tion not later than 30 days after making the
determination.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section the term
‘“‘foreign national” has the meaning given
such term in section 319(b) of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (562 U.S.C.
30121(b)).

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 650, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DESAULNIER) and a Member
opposed each will control 56 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

[0 1545

Mr. DESAULNIER. Mr. Chairman, as
the first amendment, I don’t want to
belabor many of the points that have
been brought up in the general debate
by my friend from Illinois and my very
good friend from the Bay Area. I do
want to say, as someone who has been
in elected office in the San Francisco
Bay Area for a long time, where so
many of the innovations around social
platforms and communications have
taken place—much of it in Ms. LOF-
GREN’s district—how proud I have been
of them. But how now—appropriately I
think—skeptical I am of their ability
to unilaterally, or merely by them-
selves, enforce the proper protections
for American democracy. That is why I
think this bill and this discussion are
SO very important.

We know from the Mueller report
that 126 million Americans were con-
tacted, either directly or indirectly,
just on Facebook by the Russians. We
also know the outcome of the Presi-
dential election was based on less than
80,000 votes in three key States in the
electoral college. We know that Mr.
Mueller said that this was a systematic
attempt by the Russians. And we know
also that the President’s appointed FBI
director has said recently, ‘‘Russia at-
tempted to interfere with the last elec-
tion and continues to engage in malign
influence operations to this day. This
is a threat we need to take extremely
seriously and to tackle and respond to
with fierce determination and focus.”

Mr. Chairman, we also have talked a
lot, in the last few years, about the
role of the Federal Government, State
governments, and local communities,
and I agree with how diffused our his-
toric relationships are. But here is an
instance in my amendment. It is a sim-
ple one. It is to give the States and
local jurisdictions the information
they need to be aware of some of these
influences that are afforded by this
bill.

My amendment is very simple. It re-
quires that when the FEC is made
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aware of credible targeted
disinformation campaigns, that af-
fected States must be notified within
30 days. I think that is a fairly simple
amendment. I would hope, in the spirit
of bipartisanship, my colleagues would
agree with that.

Thomas Jefferson famously said that,
“We in America do not have govern-
ment by the majority. We have govern-
ment by the majority who partici-
pate.”

We know that disinformation hurts
participation when done effectively, as
it was just a short time ago in the re-
cent Presidential election. And we also
know that effective oversight and this
government’s engagement of both par-
ties at the Federal level, the State
level, and the local level, when we are
open, honest, and afford transparency
to American voters, they will partici-
pate at a higher rate and also at a
more knowledgeable rate.

It is our responsibility to recognize
that disinformation is a threat to the
participation that is vital to our con-
tinued success as a democracy, and it
is our responsibility to act.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support this simple amendment, and
I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

The CHAIR. The gentleman is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr.
Chairman, the core function of the
Federal Election Commission is to be
the independent regulatory agency
charged with administering and enforc-
ing Federal campaign finance law. The
FEC has jurisdiction over the financing
of campaigns for the U.S. House, the
Senate, the Presidency, and the Vice
Presidency.

We do think States should be notified
of disinformation by foreign actors.
The FEC is not equipped to investigate,
much less make a final determination,
that foreign nationals have meddled in
an election. This is better left to law
enforcement and intelligence agencies.

In one way that they are not
equipped is that FEC commissioners do
not have the authority to obtain clear-
ances to access certain classified infor-
mation, which would make it impos-
sible for any commissioner or the FEC
to make such a notification to States,
not to mention the fact that the FEC
chair is too busy attacking the Presi-
dent to spend time on additional notifi-
cation requirements.

It is also worth noting that the ma-
jority of the committee’s position has
been that the FEC is dysfunctional,
even to the point that they voted to
make it a five-member partisan com-
mission in H.R. 1.

The Department of Justice, FBI,
DHS, and other national security agen-
cies are better suited to address the
problem of foreign meddling in our
elections, which is exactly what we
allow them to do in the Honest Elec-
tions Act—my bill—that I would cer-
tainly hope some on the other side of
the aisle would cosponsor.
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Mr. Chairman, for these reasons, I
urge a ‘‘no’’ vote, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. DESAULNIER. Mr. Chairman, I
appreciate my friend from Illinois’
baseball metaphor earlier, and I would
say that for this metaphor, I disagree.
I think his call is wrong.

I think this amendment is a simple
strike. As he knows, the bill requires
other agencies to give the information
to the FEC. They are merely a col-
lector, in many instances, of the infor-
mation, so they are the appropriate
body to disseminate that information.

That is what my amendment does. I
don’t disagree or think that it is appro-
priate to debate the gentleman’s other
aspects, which may be true or not,
based on his perspective. The amend-
ment is basically consistent with the
bill that the information goes here, and
it should be disseminated to the
States.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr.
Chairman, I appreciate my colleague
from California offering an amendment
and participating in this process. It is
not every time that we have disagree-
ments on not only legislation, but
amendments like this.

I believe that this amendment needs
to be clarified before it should be put
into law. And just as with the SHIELD
Act, I believe it should go back to the
drawing board and we ought to be able
to have more hearings to find out the
effect on free speech in the United
States of America, but also give us a
chance in a bipartisan way to question
the social media platforms that we
want to work with us to protect this
Nation from foreign meddling.

For the reasons I mentioned above
and for the reasons that I stated just
now, I am going to urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on
this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIR. The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from California (Mr. DESAULNIER).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MRS. LESKO

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 2 printed in part
B of House Report 116-253.

Mrs. LESKO. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate
the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Strike section 313 (and redesignate the suc-
ceeding sections accordingly).

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 650, the gentlewoman from Ari-
zona (Mrs. LESKO) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Arizona.

Mrs. LESKO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of my amendment to H.R. 4617,
which would strike from the bill a sec-
tion that gives the U.S. Attorney Gen-
eral unprecedented power to involve
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him or herself in State and local elec-
tions. This should be a concern for all
Americans as it says Washington
knows best when it comes to our local
elections.

Not only does this section represent
a massive Federal overreach, it is also
vague.

For example, the section requires the
Attorney General to determine wheth-
er State and local election officials
have taken ‘‘adequate steps” to com-
municate information to address mis-
information.

What are adequate steps? It doesn’t
say.

What is misinformation? This bill
turns the United States Attorney Gen-
eral into a fact-checker.

This section also requires the Attor-
ney General to communicate to the
public ‘“‘by any means’ to address mis-
information.

Taken together, this language would
grant the United States Attorney Gen-
eral power without guardrails and we,
as Congress, should find this con-
cerning.

In addition to the troublesome sub-
stance of this section, it also arrived
on the floor through a deficient proc-
ess.

As a member of the Judiciary Com-
mittee, I have an interest in ensuring
legislation under my committee’s ju-
risdiction is considered in the Judici-
ary Committee. This did not happen
here.

Despite the request from Judiciary
Committee Ranking Member COLLINS,
this section of the legislation was not
afforded the opportunity of a markup
by the Judiciary Committee, despite it
having jurisdiction. In fact, this is at
least the fourth piece of legislation
this year that Ranking Member COL-
LINS requested to markup but was de-
nied an opportunity by the chairman of
the Judiciary Committee.

Because this section is a Federal in-
trusion into State and local elections
and came to the floor through a defi-
cient process, I urge my colleagues to
support my amendment to strike this
section, and I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman from
California is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I op-
pose the amendment. I think the
amendment strikes what is really a
commonsense section of the underlying
bill.

Section 313, beginning on page 49,
line 11, comes from the Deceptive Prac-
tices and Voter Intimidation Act. It
first gives deference to State and local
officials to combat deceptive practices
in their localities if there is a credible
report made that materially false in-
formation has been communicated to
the public regarding Federal elections
such as the time, place, or manner of
holding an election.

Section 313 provides that the respon-
sibility first falls on State and local of-
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ficials to correct the materially false
information. It is only if State and
local election officials fall short of
making a correction that the Attorney
General would ensure that voters do
not fall victim to deceptive practices.

I don’t believe this is an example of
Federal interference or overreach. It is
an example of putting to use all levels
of government to protect voters in our
democracy.

Let’s be clear, section 313 is, at its
core, about enhancing transparency
and disclosure. The sort of activity we
are talking about here is merely pro-
viding factual information to voters to
ensure they are not deceived, that they
are adequately informed, and that they
have a fair chance of participating in
their democracy.

Section 313, page 51, directs the U.S.
Attorney General to work in partner-
ship with the Election Assistance Com-
mission, State and local officials, and
others to come up with procedures and
standards for how to take corrective
action if there is an instance of materi-
ally false information regarding vot-
ing. It is not just whatever he or she
thinks at the time. This is going to be
said in advance.

The procedures in the partnership de-
termines exactly how the AG could
step in when there is materially false
information being spread. The informa-
tion communicated by the AG also
should be designed not to favor or dis-
favor any particular candidate, organi-
zation, or political party.

I think this is an example of how
local, State, and Federal levels of gov-
ernment could work together to pro-
tect voters in our democracy. This is
not an academic issue. We have seen
situations where online, or elsewhere,
information has been spread to people
that certain people—for example, one
party or the other—would be allowed
to vote on a day that wasn’t election
day. Well, that needs to be corrected or
people will be disenfranchised if they
believe it because they saw it on the
internet.

Mr. Chairman, I think, though I am
sure well-intended, this amendment is
a mistake. I urge its defeat, and I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mrs. LESKO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. RODNEY DAVIS), my good friend.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr.
Chairman, I thank my good friend from
Arizona (Mrs. LESKO) for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is a
very well-intended amendment. I agree
with my colleague from California that
it is a very well-intended amendment
that is going to actually correct, I be-
lieve, what would be an unintended
consequence if this bill were to ever be-
come law.

O 1600

This section that is being amended
today provides unprecedented power to
the Attorney General to intercede in
Federal races when he or she believes
State and local officials have not taken
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“‘adequate steps”
formation.”

Madam Chair, the Attorney General
is a partisan official. They are not a
nonpartisan official. Imagine if Attor-
ney General Barr was given broad au-
thority to take ‘‘adequate steps.”” This
is the language in the bill.

These are the facts, Madam Chair. If
Attorney General Barr was given broad
authority to take adequate steps in
correcting the record in any Demo-
cratic districts, imagine that. Imagine
the uproar. There would be a public up-
roar. The same could be said for a
Democratic Attorney General.

The section not only gives broad au-
thority to the AG, but it is extremely
vague and will also leave State and
local election officials struggling to
comply with this section.

To make matters worse, we have not
heard from a single State or local elec-
tion official about how this might im-
pact their ability to conduct elections.
This is the reason why we have hear-
ings. This is the reason why we call
people into Congress to listen to them
about the impact of legislation that we
are debating in this House.

And we did not have a single hearing
before this bill was rushed to the floor.
This is not regular order. This is not
what the Democratic majority prom-
ised when they were given the majority
by the American people to run this in-
stitution. This is a broken promise
that they made to the American peo-
ple, and I think we need to pass this
amendment.

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Chair, I
would note that this bill is supported
by a broad spectrum of civil rights
groups, including the Leadership Con-
ference on Civil and Human Rights, the
NAACP, as well as the Brennan Center
for Justice. And there is a reason for
that.

A lot of the mischief that goes on to
try and prevent people from voting has
a racial impact. We have seen the sup-
pression of the vote, the efforts that
have been undertaken to suppress the
vote through confusion and through
lies, where a piece of information
would go into a minority community—
‘‘the vote is now on Wednesday, not on
Tuesday’’—so that people will be con-
fused and not show up to vote.

That is simply wrong. We need to
take steps that are reasonable, as this
is, to confront that.

This bill will help. That is why so
many groups support it.

I urge defeat of the amendment, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mrs. LESKO. Madam Chair, I agree
that it is wrong if somebody pulls out
false information about an election,
like the date or time, but I certainly
don’t agree that the United States At-
torney General should get involved in
local elections.

On this bill and other bills, I think
there is a fundamental difference be-
tween the way some of my Democratic
colleagues believe and what fellow Re-
publicans and I believe. They believe

to correct ‘‘misin-
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the U.S. Government should know ev-
erything and should do everything. I
think local control is better, that they
know better what is going on.

Madam Chair, I ask my colleagues to
support the amendment, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR (Ms. DEGETTE).
The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentlewoman from Arizona
(Mrs. LESKO).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mrs. LESKO. Madam Chair, I demand
a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from Arizona will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. LYNCH

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 3 printed in
part B of House Report 116-253.

Mr. LYNCH. Madam Chair, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 54, insert after line 14 the following:
Subtitle C—Prohibiting Use of Deepfakes in
Election Campaigns
SEC. 321. PROHIBITION ON DISTRIBUTION OF MA-
TERIALLY DECEPTIVE AUDIO OR
VISUAL MEDIA PRIOR TO ELECTION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title III of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (62 U.S.C.
30101 et seq.), as amended by section 203, is
further amended by adding at the end the
following new section:

“SEC. 325. PROHIBITION ON DISTRIBUTION OF
MATERIALLY DECEPTIVE MEDIA
PRIOR TO ELECTION.

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subsections (b) and (c), a person, political
committee, or other entity shall not, within
60 days of a election for Federal office at
which a candidate for elective office will ap-
pear on the ballot, distribute, with actual
malice, materially deceptive audio or visual
media of the candidate with the intent to in-
jure the candidate’s reputation or to deceive
a voter into voting for or against the can-
didate.

“(b) EXCEPTION.—

‘(1) REQUIRED LANGUAGE.—The prohibition
in subsection (a) does not apply if the audio
or visual media includes—

‘“(A) a disclosure stating: ‘“This
has been manipulated.”’; and

‘(B) filled in the blank in the disclosure
under subparagraph (A), the term ‘image’,
‘video’, or ‘audio’, as most accurately de-
scribes the media.

‘“(2) VISUAL MEDIA.—For visual media, the
text of the disclosure shall appear in a size
that is easily readable by the average viewer
and no smaller than the largest font size of
other text appearing in the visual media. If
the visual media does not include any other
text, the disclosure shall appear in a size
that is easily readable by the average viewer.
For visual media that is video, the disclosure
shall appear for the duration of the video.

‘“(3) AUDIO-ONLY MEDIA.—If the media con-
sists of audio only, the disclosure shall be
read in a clearly spoken manner and in a
pitch that can be easily heard by the average
listener, at the beginning of the audio, at the
end of the audio, and, if the audio is greater
than two minutes in length, interspersed
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within the audio at intervals of not greater
than two minutes each.

“(c) INAPPLICABILITY TO CERTAIN ENTI-
TIES.—This section does not apply to the fol-
lowing:

‘(1) A radio or television broadcasting sta-
tion, including a cable or satellite television
operator, programmer, or producer, that
broadcasts materially deceptive audio or vis-
ual media prohibited by this section as part
of a bona fide newscast, news interview, news
documentary, or on-the-spot coverage of
bona fide news events, if the broadcast clear-
ly acknowledges through content or a disclo-
sure, in a manner that can be easily heard or
read by the average listener or viewer, that
there are questions about the authenticity of
the materially deceptive audio or visual
media.

‘(2) A radio or television broadcasting sta-
tion, including a cable or satellite television
operator, programmer, or producer, when it
is paid to broadcast materially deceptive
audio or visual media.

‘“(3) An internet website, or a regularly
published newspaper, magazine, or other pe-
riodical of general circulation, including an
internet or electronic publication, that rou-
tinely carries news and commentary of gen-
eral interest, and that publishes materially
deceptive audio or visual media prohibited
by this section, if the publication clearly
states that the materially deceptive audio or
visual media does not accurately represent
the speech or conduct of the candidate.

‘‘(4) Materially deceptive audio or visual
media that constitutes satire or parody.

“(d) CIvIL ACTION.—

‘(1) INJUNCTIVE OR OTHER EQUITABLE RE-
LIEF.—A candidate for elective office whose
voice or likeness appears in a materially de-
ceptive audio or visual media distributed in
violation of this section may seek injunctive
or other equitable relief prohibiting the dis-
tribution of audio or visual media in viola-
tion of this section. An action under this
paragraph shall be entitled to precedence in
accordance with the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure.

‘(2) DAMAGES.—A candidate for elective of-
fice whose voice or likeness appears in a ma-
terially deceptive audio or visual media dis-
tributed in violation of this section may
bring an action for general or special dam-
ages against the person, committee, or other
entity that distributed the materially decep-
tive audio or visual media. The court may
also award a prevailing party reasonable at-
torney’s fees and costs. This paragraph shall
not be construed to limit or preclude a plain-
tiff from securing or recovering any other
available remedy.

‘“(3) BURDEN OF PROOF.—In any civil action
alleging a violation of this section, the
plaintiff shall bear the burden of establishing
the violation through clear and convincing
evidence.

‘“(e) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—This section
shall not be construed to alter or negate any
rights, obligations, or immunities of an
interactive service provider under section 230
of title 47, United States Code.

“(f) MATERIALLY DECEPTIVE AUDIO OR VIS-
UAL MEDIA DEFINED.—In this section, the
term ‘materially deceptive audio or visual
media’ means an image or an audio or video
recording of a candidate’s appearance,
speech, or conduct that has been inten-
tionally manipulated in a manner such that
both of the following conditions are met:

‘(1) The image or audio or video recording
would falsely appear to a reasonable person
to be authentic.

‘(2) The image or audio or video recording
would cause a reasonable person to have a
fundamentally different understanding or
impression of the expressive content of the
image or audio or video recording than that
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person would have if the person were hearing
or seeing the unaltered, original version of
the image or audio or video recording.”’.

(b) CRIMINAL PENALTIES.—Section 309(d)(1)
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971
(62 U.S.C. 30109(d)(1)), as amended by section
103, is further amended by adding at the end
the following new subparagraph:

‘“(G) Any person who knowingly and will-
fully commits a violation of section 325 shall
be fined not more than $100,000, imprisoned
not more than 5 years, or both.”.

(c) EFFECT ON DEFAMATION ACTION.—For
purposes of an action for defamation, a viola-
tion of section 325 of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as added by subsection
(a), shall constitute defamation per se.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 650, the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. LYNCH) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. LYNCH. Madam Chair, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

First of all, I thank Ms. LOFGREN for
her leadership and her courage and
hard work in bringing this important
bill to the floor.

My amendment to H.R. 4617, the
SHIELD Act, would generally prohibit
the use of so-called deepfakes within 60
days of a Federal election.

These digital photo, audio, and video
forgeries are generated using artificial
intelligence. They appear realistic and
are intended to manipulate or deceive
their audience.

This amendment also establishes
criminal and civil penalties for the ma-
licious use of deepfakes in Federal elec-
tions while providing necessary exemp-
tions for broadcasting or publication of
deepfake content by news media orga-
nizations in satire or parity and other
appropriate cases.

As chairman of the National Security
Subcommittee of the Oversight and Re-
form Committee, I can attest to the es-
calating warnings that we have re-
ceived from U.S. intelligence commu-
nity officials and national security ex-
perts regarding the use of these
deepfake technologies as an emerging
tool of foreign election interference.

During our recent hearing to exam-
ine election security, government and
private-sector panelists testified about
the capacity of deepfake technologies
to “‘weaponize’’ false information on a
massive scale. That is because it is al-
ready widely accessible, easy to use,
low cost, and rapidly evolving.

In reference to the security of the
2020 U.S. Presidential election, FBI Di-
rector Christopher Wray has stated
that deepfake content is a ‘“‘topic of
great concern,”’ as Federal intelligence
agencies combat the threat of election
meddling by foreign adversaries that
are intent on developing new ways to
perpetuate malign influence oper-
ations.

According to the nonpartisan Council
on Foreign Relations, deepfakes
present ‘‘disinformation on steroids”
and could easily be deployed to influ-
ence an election, spark violence, exac-
erbate societal divisions, and under-
mine other democratic institutions.
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The Congressional Research Service
similarly warns that hostile state ac-
tors could release digitally altered vid-
eos of government officials or can-
didates making incendiary comments
or engaged in inappropriate behavior to
erode public trust, degrade our public
discourse, defame ©particular can-
didates, and sway elections.

The proliferation of deepfake tech-
nologies presents a serious threat to
the integrity of U.S. elections, consid-
ering that our Nation’s 17 intelligence
agencies already determined that our
most fundamental democratic process
has come under attack by foreign ad-
versaries. With high confidence, the
U.S. intelligence community found
that Russian President Vladimir Putin
ordered an influence campaign aimed
at the 2016 election that included clan-
destine intelligence operations and bla-
tant meddling by state-owned agencies,
state-funded media outlets, third-party
intermediaries, and paid social media
trolls. The final report issued by Spe-
cial Counsel Robert Mueller augmented
this assessment.

According to the ‘2019 Worldwide
Threat Assessment of the U.S. Intel-
ligence Community,”” our adversaries
will continue refining their inter-
ference capabilities and add new tac-
tics to dramatically alter the threat
landscape for 2020 and future elections.

In the interest of enhancing election
security, campaign law must adapt to
these evolving technologies. A prohibi-
tion on the use of deepfakes in Federal
elections is a great first step in the
right direction.

Madam Chair, I urge my colleagues
on both sides of the aisle to support
this amendment, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I rise in opposition to
the amendment, although I am not
necessarily opposed it.

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman is recognized for 5
minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, this is a problem. Misin-
formation, false representation,
digitally manipulated images, that is a
problem.

What we do in this institution, and
the political nature of our jobs, I think
we have all been victims of videos that
try to provide false information. This
has to be addressed.

I believe we need to have some hear-
ings on this issue because it is pretty
complicated. And we haven’t had a sin-
gle hearing with any of the platforms,
where many of these videos would be
published, before this bill was rushed
to the floor.

I agree with my colleague from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. LYNCH) that deepfakes
present a unique challenge for Congress
to address. I would hate to see a poten-
tial solution that is being offered by
my good friend put on a partisan bill.

An additional problem I see is that I
am not aware of any technology that

H8427

can identify which images or video are
deepfakes. Perhaps the Committee on
Science, Space, and Technology should
hold a hearing on this issue as well.

In dealing with this issue, Congress
needs to appropriately weigh the First
Amendment protections afforded to
public speech with the dangerous po-
tential of deepfakes to add further
damage to our already polarized cli-
mate.

This amendment, like many of these
amendments, would be better served to
pass through regular order and give the
American public a chance to learn
about these very important and, at
times, recent and troubling issues.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. LYNCH. Madam Chair, I do ap-
preciate the gentleman from Illinois’
thoughtful support for this amend-
ment.

I thank Chair LOFGREN for her lead-
ership again in bringing the SHIELD
Act to the floor and working with me
on this amendment.

I again urge my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle to support this
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
LYNCH).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. LEVIN OF
MICHIGAN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 4 printed in
part B of House Report 116-253.

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Madam
Chair, I have an amendment at the
desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 36, insert after line 22 the following:
SEC. 206. PROHIBITING ESTABLISHMENT OF COR-

PORATION TO CONCEAL ELECTION

CONTRIBUTIONS AND DONATIONS
BY FOREIGN NATIONALS.

(a) PROHIBITION.—Chapter 29 of title 18,
United States Code is amended by adding at
the end the following:

“§612. Establishment of corporation to con-
ceal election contributions and donations
by foreign nationals
‘‘(a) OFFENSE.—It shall be unlawful for an

owner, officer, attorney, or incorporation

agent of a corporation, company, or other
entity to establish or use the corporation,
company, or other entity with the intent to
conceal an activity of a foreign national (as
defined in section 319 of the Federal Election

Campaign Act of 1971 (62 U.S.C. 30121)) pro-

hibited under such section 319.

‘“(b) PENALTY.—Any person who violates
subsection (a) shall be imprisoned for not
more than 5 years, fined under this title, or
both.”.

(b) TABLE OF SECTIONS.—The table of sec-
tions for chapter 29 of title 18, United States
Code, is amended by inserting after the item
relating to section 611 the following:

“612. Establishment of corporation to con-
ceal election contributions and
donations by foreign nation-
als.”.
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The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 650, the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Madam
Chair, my |bipartisan amendment
cracks down on foreign influence in our
elections.

I would like to begin by thanking my
friend and coauthor of this amend-
ment, Ranking Member McCAUL, with
whom I have the great privilege of
serving on the House Foreign Affairs
Committee, as well as my colleagues
cosponsoring this amendment, espe-
cially Representatives ROUDA, SLOTKIN,
and SPEIER.

I also thank Chairwoman LOFGREN
for her inspiring leadership and for
working with me on this provision.

I came to Congress to strengthen our
democracy, and that is the funda-
mental purpose of this truly bipartisan
amendment that I am proposing today.

Current campaign finance laws pro-
hibit foreign nationals from making
campaign contributions or conducting
political activity. But because of a
loophole, there is no law specifically
preventing foreign nationals from set-
ting up a shell corporation or company
to hide illegal political activity.

Our bipartisan amendment will nail
that loophole shut by prohibiting for-
eign nationals from funneling money
through shell companies to engage in
political activity in America.

We must keep our democratic process
safe from all bad actors, including for-
eign actors, and strengthen the integ-
rity of our elections. That is what this
amendment does.

Specifically, this amendment will
make it a felony for an owner, officer,
attorney, or incorporated agent of a
corporation, company, or other entity
to establish or use the corporation,
company, or other entity with the in-
tent to conceal the political activities
of foreign actors.

Put simply, passing our amendment
will ensure serious consequences for
anyone who starts or operates a shell
company, or anyone who helps start or
operate a shell company, for the pur-
pose of concealing political activities
of bad foreign actors.

I am proud to partner with the gen-
tleman from Texas in proposing this bi-
partisan amendment to defend our
elections against foreign interference.
Our elections are a sacred cornerstone
of our democracy, and we must do ev-
erything in our power to protect them.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

I am particularly pleased to yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROUDA), my good friend.

Mr. ROUDA. Madam Chair, I thank
my friend from Michigan, Representa-
tive LEVIN, for yielding.

Madam Chair, preventing foreign
election interference is a bipartisan
issue. This amendment is proof of that
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statement. I am proud to support this
amendment, a commonsense measure
to close a loophole that is allowing il-
legal political spending by foreign na-
tionals in United States elections.

In the 2016 election, millions of
Americans saw and engaged with polit-
ical advertisements paid for by foreign
nationals. Last year, Facebook CEO
Mark Zuckerberg confirmed in sworn
testimony before Congress that foreign
nationals were purchasing campaign
ads and issue ads through American
shell companies.

As elected officials, we took an oath
to defend the Constitution of the
United States of America against both
foreign and domestic adversaries and
threats. That includes the cornerstone
of our democracy, free and fair elec-
tions.
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This amendment and the underlying
bill seek to end a dangerous and well-
documented form of foreign election
interference.

I thank Representatives LEVIN and
McCAUL for offering this important
amendment, and I look forward to con-
tinuing to work with them to address
this critical issue.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I claim the time in oppo-
sition, although I am not opposed to
this amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman is recognized for 5
minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I support this amend-
ment.

I want to thank my colleagues, Mr.
LEVIN, Ranking Member MCCAUL, Mr.
ROUDA, Ms. SPEIER, and Ms. SLOTKIN,
for offering this very thoughtful
amendment. I would like to note that,
even though the issue of using shell
corporations to make contributions is
covered under the existing straw donor
prohibition, I do believe more clarity is
needed on this issue.

Madam Chair, I want to thank my
colleagues. I am prepared to close, and
I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Madam
Chair, I will close by thanking the gen-
tleman from Illinois for his kinds
words on this. We really have worked
hard as a team. It is a truly bipartisan
effort.

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I thank, again, my good
friend from the great State of Michigan
for offering this amendment.

The only thing that I wish could have
happened is I wish we could have had
some hearings on this bill so that we
could have brought experts in on shell
corporations that are making straw
donor donations to Federal campaigns
that are already prohibited so we could
find out the best way to ensure that
doesn’t happen in the future, especially
from nefarious foreign actors.
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Madam Chair, I urge a ‘‘yes’ vote on
this amendment, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. LANGEVIN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 5 printed in
part B of House Report 116-253.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Madam Chair, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 28, insert after line 12 the following:
SEC. 118. INDEPENDENT STUDY ON MEDIA LIT-

ERACY AND ONLINE POLITICAL CON-
TENT CONSUMPTION.

(a) INDEPENDENT STUDY.—Not later than 30
days after the date of enactment of this Act,
the Federal Election Commission shall com-
mission an independent study and report on
media literacy with respect to online polit-
ical content consumption among voting-age
Americans.

(b) ELEMENTS.—The study and report under
subsection (a) shall include the following:

(1) An evaluation of media literacy skills,
such as the ability to evaluate sources, syn-
thesize multiple accounts into a coherent
understanding of an issue, understand the
context of communications, and responsibly
create and share information, among voting-
age Americans.

(2) An analysis of the effects of media lit-
eracy education and particular media lit-
eracy skills on the ability to critically con-
sume online political content, including po-
litical advertising.

(3) Recommendations for improving vot-
ing-age Americans’ ability to critically con-
sume online political content, including po-
litical advertising.

(c) DEADLINE.—Not later than 270 days
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
entity conducting the study and report
under subsection (a) shall submit the report
to the Commission.

(d) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS.—Not later
than 30 days after receiving the report under
subsection (¢), the Commission shall submit
the report to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration of the Senate, together with such
comments on the report as the Commission
considers appropriate.

(e) DEFINITION OF MEDIA LITERACY.—The
term ‘‘media literacy’” means the ability
to—

(1) access relevant and accurate informa-
tion through media;

(2) critically analyze media content and
the influences of media;

(3) evaluate the comprehensiveness, rel-
evance, credibility, authority, and accuracy
of information;

(4) make educated decisions based on infor-
mation obtained from media and digital
sources;

(5) operate various forms of technology and
digital tools; and

(6) reflect on how the use of media and
technology may affect private and public
life.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 650, the gentleman
from Rhode Island (Mr. LANGEVIN) and
a Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Rhode Island.
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Mr. LANGEVIN. Madam Chair, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Chair, it is quite evident that
our democracy is under attack from
concerted foreign influence campaigns,
and online disinformation is one of our
enemies’ most potent weapons.

Starting in 2013, Russian operatives
associated with the Internet Research
Agency waged a robust and systematic
influence campaign on Facebook,
Instagram, and Twitter that reached
millions of users in the United States.

These operatives used political ad-
vertisements and falsified news articles
and other content in an attempt to de-
ceive social media users, widen our po-
litical and social divisions, and weaken
our confidence and participation in the
democratic process.

Their efforts, particularly sur-
rounding the 2016 election, were dis-
turbingly successful.

About 60 percent of Americans who
prefer getting their news through so-
cial media say they have shared false
information. Additionally, public con-
fidence in our democracy is low, and we
are perhaps more polarized than ever
before.

With the 2020 elections right around
the corner, we must act now to build
up our resilience to these efforts and
ensure Americans are informed, crit-
ical consumers of online content. Vot-
ers must view online political adver-
tising with a discerning eye and be able
to make educated decisions based on
the content that they consume.

This amendment, Madam Chair, to
the SHIELD Act would direct the FEC
to commission a study on Americans’
media literacy skills, including the
ability to critically evaluate sources
and responsibly share information. It
would require a report on the impact of
media literacy education on how Amer-
icans consume and understand online
political content, with a focus on polit-
ical advertisements. The study would
also include recommendations to im-
prove voters’ resilience to
disinformation.

A functioning democracy depends on
informed citizens who can responsibly
participate in the political process, and
the unquestioning consumption and
sharing of disinformation online under-
mines the integrity of this system. My
amendment will help shed light on the
skills Americans need to resist these
malicious campaigns.

Renee Hobbs, the director of Media
Education Lab in Rhode Island and a
professor at the University of Rhode Is-
land, puts it plainly:

“Learning to recognize and resist
propaganda and disinformation is an
essential dimension of education in a
digital age. After all, it is the only
long-term strategy that embodies our
country’s vital democratic traditions
of robust dialogue and debate in the
marketplace of ideas.”

Professor Hobbs is right, and as more
and more Americans rely on social
media to get their news, media literacy
is becoming ever more important.
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Madam Chair, I urge my colleagues
to support my amendment so we can
explore how best to build up our citi-
zens’ resilience to foreign online influ-
ence campaigns.

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I claim the time in oppo-
sition to this amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Madam Chair, I thank my colleague,
Mr. LANGEVIN, for offering this amend-
ment. As good a friend as he is, it
somewhat pains me to have to stand up
and be opposed to it.

Again, the FEC, the Federal Election
Commission, is the independent regu-
latory agency charged with admin-
istering and enforcing the Federal
campaign finance law. They have juris-
diction over the financing of cam-
paigns for us here in the House, our
colleagues in the Senate, the Presi-
dent, and the Vice President. They are
not the fake news police, much to the
chagrin of the current FEC Chair.

This amendment requires an inde-
pendent report from the FEC, and I am
not convinced that the FEC Chair is
capable of issuing any independent re-
port, any independent guidance, or any
independent legal interpretations; and,
frankly, I don’t think she is capable of
offering any independent tweets.

I think it is worth noting that every
single House Democrat voted to make
the FEC a partisan agency earlier this
Congress in H.R. 1 and has lamented
how dysfunctional they believe the
FEC is. If the FEC were a partisan
agency, would we want them deter-
mining which news was fake news and
which news was legitimate?

I agree we need to understand and
improve media literacy with respect to
political content in this country, but
the FEC is not the entity to lead that
endeavor.

Let’s take a look at the danger of
overregulating online ads and misinter-
preting political content. The ad I have
behind me and the ones behind it are
already being labeled as political ads
on Facebook. These came straight from
the Facebook ad library.

First off, we have my favorite. As the
proud dad of two Yorkies at home in
Taylorville, Illinois, this political ad
for hotdogcollars.com would allow me
to get my two Yorkies some new dog
collars. I don’t know—except maybe
the American flag dog collar—how po-
litical that is.

Next up is the very political ad
Facebook is now categorizing under
current law and under their current
regulations as a political ad—Pizza
Crave. Hey, it is Halloween season, it is
almost upon us, $10 pizza pies. I don’t
know why that is categorized as polit-
ical, but it is.

Do we really want the FEC to figure
out that they are the agency to correct
that? No. Facebook ought to correct it.
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Lastly, Stone Bridge Pizza & Salad:
We always crave the classic—obviously
a political ad. I don’t know anybody
who would eat pizza like that, but
clearly this is not a political ad.

I think we need to take a step back.
We need to realize that the current
FEC that is dysfunctional is the last
place for independent review of any-
thing. We need to make sure that the
FEC does its job in a nonpartisan way.

Madam Chair, we need to vote ‘‘no”
on this amendment, and I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Madam Chair, may I
inquire how much time I have remain-
ing.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Rhode Island has 2 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Madam Chair, if
only my colleague had actually read
and understood the bill, he would know
that it is an independent study. I think
that would make a difference in how,
perhaps, he felt about the bill.

Madam Chair, I yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from Michigan (Ms.
SLOTKIN).

Ms. SLOTKIN. Madam Chair, I rise
today in support of this amendment to
the SHIELD Act, the digital citizen-
ship and media literacy amendment.

We have said it before. No matter
who we are, Democrats, Republicans,
or Independents, we should all agree
that we don’t want foreigners manipu-
lating our citizens, sowing discord in
our society, and playing in our polit-
ical process.

We know that foreign entities con-
tinue to target social media ads and
disinformation at voters, particularly
in swing States like mine, Michigan.
These ads are horrible. They seek to di-
vide us and influence our political
process.

The Senate Select Committee on In-
telligence released a bipartisan report
late last month and said that the pub-
lic needs to be informed and both un-
derstand and identify disinformation
that is critical to preventing foreign
influence. This means our citizens, and
especially our kids, need to have the
tools to spot this disinformation.

In this new age of digital warfare, we
need education. Education is critical.
This study helps us get at this so that
we can all understand how to identify
propaganda and flag it.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Madam Chair, I appreciate the com-
ments from my good friend from Michi-
gan. I, too, am in a swing district. We
don’t want misinformation.

To address comments made by my
good friend from Rhode Island, I under-
stand that what the gentleman is ask-
ing for is an independent report. I don’t
believe the FEC can offer an inde-
pendent assessment of anything right
now.

Madam Chair, you have an FEC that
is completely dysfunctional. You have
a Chair of the FEC who is doing noth-
ing but taking partisan shots at our
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President. That is not what the FEC
should be.

The FEC is incapable of offering any
independent review of anything. That
is my concern. That is why I believe if
we could work together and come up
with a more viable solution to get a
true independent study, I think we
could do that.

Madam Chair, I am ready to close,
and I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Madam Chair, I
yield myself the balance of my time to
close.

Madam Chair, to address my col-
league’s point, again, it is not the FEC
that is going to do the study. It is an
independent study that will be done, be
commissioned to be concluded, and
that would be the final product, not
the FEC.

So, with that, Russia’s election inter-
ference efforts in 2016 were sweeping
and damaging, and we know that social
media was one of their greatest weap-
ons. As the 2020 elections approach, and
for future elections, we must ensure
that our citizens are resilient to for-
eign influence companies by arming
them with the skills to be critical con-
sumers of online political content.

I urge my colleagues to support my
amendment to study media literacy
and its impact on American voters—
again, an independent study that will
be commissioned.

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, to clarify, I don’t think
the FEC is capable of actually commis-
sioning an independent study. I would
be happy to work with the gentleman
from Rhode Island to find another
agency that we believe could offer a
fair assessment.

Madam Chair, I will urge a ‘“‘no’ vote
on this amendment for those reasons,
and I yield back the balance of my
time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr. LAN-
GEVIN).

The amendment was agreed to.
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AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. SWALWELL
OF CALIFORNIA

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 6 printed in
part B of House Report 116-253.

Mr. SWALWELL of California.
Madam Chair, I have an amendment at
the desk, No. 6, made in order under
the rule.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 3, line 15, insert ‘‘and each immediate
family member of a candidate’ after ‘‘each
candidate”’.

Page 4, line 9, insert ‘‘an immediate family
member of the candidate,” after ‘‘a can-
didate,”’.

Page 7, line 9, strike the closing quotation
mark and the second period.

Page 7, insert after line 9 the following:
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‘“(4) IMMEDIATE FAMILY MEMBER.—In this
subsection, the term ‘immediate family
member’ means, with respect to a candidate,
a parent, parent-in-law, spouse, adult child,
or sibling.”.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 650, the gentleman
from California (Mr. SWALWELL) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

Mr. SWALWELL of California.
Madam Chair, I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Madam Chair, I rise in support of the
underlying bill and my amendment,
which would include a candidate’s im-
mediate family members to those
whose direct or indirect contacts or
communications with a foreign na-
tional may amount to a reportable for-
eign contact.

I also think it is very fitting that we
are doing this legislation in the same
week that we will honor Oversight and
Reform Committee Chairman, Elijah
Cummings, someone who I have had
the privilege of not only working with
but being represented by when I was a
law student in Baltimore.

But Elijah, the gentleman from
Maryland, and I worked to write the
Protecting Our Democracy Act imme-
diately after the Russian interference
campaign.

Every member of the Democrat Cau-
cus and members from the Republican
Caucus signed on to that. I still believe
that is the best way to address what
the Russians did in 2016 and to harden
our systems so they don’t do it again.

But I believe that this effort, the
SHIELD Act, led by Chairwoman ZOE
LOFGREN will go a very, very long way
in protecting our elections, and I thank
the chairwoman for her leadership in
this effort.

American elections should be decided
by Americans. Ms. LOFGREN’s bill will
go a long way to stopping secret for-
eign attempts to influence our democ-
racy, as we saw in 2016.

We know that as a part of Russia’s
attack on us, it purchased social media
advertisements.

Madam Chair, 3,500 advertisements
on political or public policy topics
were purchased using rubles. To com-
bat this conduct, I had introduced in
May, H.R. 2853, the Corporate Duty to
Report Act. Part of my bill would re-
quire companies distributing political
communications, including social
media companies, to take the small but
important step in at least asking if the
purchaser is a foreign national. I thank
Chairwoman LOFGREN for including
this concept in the SHIELD Act.

We also learned in June 2016 that
Donald Trump, Jr., was told over email
that the Russian Government was of-
fering ‘‘official documents and infor-
mation that would incriminate Hillary
and her dealings with Russia,” which
was, ‘‘part of Russia and its govern-
ment support for Mr. Trump.”’

Don Jr., replied in part, “If it’s what
you say, I love it, especially later in
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the summer.”” Then he accepted the
offer of assistance. He told a lot of peo-
ple about the offer, including his broth-
er-in-law and the chairman of the cam-
paign, he had a meeting around the
offer, but he never told law enforce-
ment.

This is the part of the honor code
that most candidates in America fol-
low. It is just the right thing to do. Un-
fortunately, Donald Trump, Jr.’s con-
duct highlights that we have to take
parts of the honor code that good peo-
ple usually just follow and codify them
into law.

I wrote the Duty to Report Act last
Congress with Senator RICHARD
BLUMENTHAL, who sponsored it in the
Senate, that also would include imme-
diate family members, not just the
candidate to tell law enforcement, but
the parent, parent-in-law, spouse, adult
child, or sibling.

I am afraid that someone like Don
Jr., who didn’t have an official role in
the Trump campaign, would not be in-
cluded in the SHIELD Act as written,
and that is the reason I am offering
this amendment.

Madam Chair, I ask for support on
my amendment, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I rise in opposition to
this amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Illinois is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, this amendment amends
the underlying duty to report section.

The goal of this underlying section is
something I share with my friend
across the aisle. If a foreign national
would approach me with an offer of as-
sistance in my campaign, I would abso-
lutely alert the FBI.

My colleague from California men-
tions an instance with the President’s
son. I mean, clearly, I know that he
and my Democratic colleagues, they
look at this, this is not about what is
going to happen to many of the col-
leagues here, because, likely, we are
never going to be approached by a for-
eign national. But if we are, I think we
all agree, it is a pretty bipartisan con-
sensus, we would call the FBI.

This is a partisan attack on the
President. But rarely are instances as
blatant as what I mentioned before
about being contacted and I would call
the FBI. What this underlying section
is asking of political committees is for
them to serve as immigration officials,
where they will be in a position to de-
termine the citizenship of anyone that
their campaign comes into contact
with.

But, again, I believe through bipar-
tisan negotiations, we could make this
work. The underlying duty to report
section was already vague to begin
with, and adding in additional parties,
as this amendment does, that must
comply only adds to our concern that
we are setting up campaign commit-
tees, as well as their families, we are
setting them up for failure.
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It is also worth noting that this
amendment would affect family mem-
bers the candidate has no control over.
My family members own fast food res-
taurants. So are they going to have to
ask—if this becomes law—every cus-
tomer if they are a foreign national
representing a foreign government?

Do they have a duty to report?

That is something that needs to be
clarified.

We have to do a little bit more work.
I think we can work this out, but
again, the secretive nature of how this
bill was written and forced onto the
floor with zero hearings doesn’t give us
a chance, or frankly, the majority a
chance to ask these questions and ad-
dress our concerns.

Madam Chair, I would urge a ‘‘no”
vote, and I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. SWALWELL of California.
Madam Chair, I yield myself the bal-
ance of my time.

I appreciate the gentleman’s con-
cerns and I accept that the gentleman
would report, if he was contacted by a
foreign national. And I want to clarify,
in the legislation under section (c)(1),
the term is covered, ‘‘foreign na-
tional,” which means a foreign prin-
cipal who would fall subject to the For-
eign Agents Registration Act. So it is
not an immigrant. It is not any person
born outside the United States. It is
someone acting on behalf of a foreign
agent.

And it also has a ‘“‘knowing stand-
ard,” meaning that you would have to
have some knowledge that this person
is acting on behalf of a foreign agent.
And the Donald Trump, Jr., example, it
was represented that the individuals
were working with the prosecutor gen-
eral of Russia, so clearly, that would be
notice that this is on behalf of a for-
eign agent.

Now, I also want to just point out
that, yes, there is an honor code that
we all follow, and I believe most of my
colleagues would tell the FBI. And, of
course, in 2000, when the Gore cam-
paign received debate prep materials
for the Bush campaign, the Gore cam-
paign went to the FBI because it was
provided by a foreign national.

However, what we learned in 2016 is
not everyone is as honorable, and so we
have to codify this. And I do believe
that we will be judged by what we do as
our democracy has been tested. And
not only what we do, but what we learn
from the vulnerabilities that have been
exposed.

And that is why I think it is so im-
portant that Ms. LOFGREN’s legislation
is voted for and passed on this floor,
and that we include this amendment to
make sure it is not just candidates, but
also the family members.

Madam Chair, I yield back
ance of my time.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of
Madam Chair, I agree with my col-
league from California. We will be
judged on how we actually impact for-
eign interference in our elections. We

the bal-
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will be judged on the chilling effect to
free speech that this legislation, if put
into law, would have on our system
that is so much different from those
nefarious countries and leaders who
want to meddle in our election process.

But my point earlier still stands. I
agree that somebody who would fall
under FARA, the Foreign Agent Reg-
istration Act, would be the ones that
we would have a duty to report, if they
came to our campaign. But at the same
time, how do we know? Are they going
to wear a badge that says, Hey, I am a
FARA-registered individual from an-
other country, and I am coming to talk
to you since you are a Member of Con-
gress in a political campaign?

I mean, am I going to have my kids
who are in college, am I going to have
to have them ask everyone they come
into contact with, ‘“Are you registered
under the Foreign Agent Registration
Act in Washington, D.C., because I
have a duty to report.”

How are we going to know? That is
why we have to take a step back. We
have to sit down. We have to work this
together. There are too many unin-
tended consequences that, yes, Madam
Chair, we will be judged by in this
country. We will be judged by the free-
doms and the freedom of speech that
many in this country take for granted,
that we should stand together, Repub-
licans and Democrats, to protect, or we
will be judged by bad legislation that
could be turned into law that could
have a chilling effect on these free-
doms, on these liberties that our adver-
saries that meddle in our elections
want to use to take them away from
every single American.

Vote “‘no’” on this amendment. Vote
to protect free speech and vote to take
a step back to clarify how we work to
ensure that no foreign entity can inter-
fere with our elections again.

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr.
SWALWELL).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. BROWN OF
MARYLAND

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 7 printed in
part B of House Report 116-253.

Mr. BROWN of Maryland. Madam
Chair, I have an amendment at the
desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 3, line 11, insert after ‘‘foreign con-
tact.” the following: ‘“The Federal Bureau of
Investigation, not later than 1 week after re-
ceiving a notification from a political com-
mittee under this paragraph, shall submit to
the political committee, the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence of the House
of Representatives, and the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence of the Senate written
or electronic confirmation of receipt of the
notification.”

Page 11, insert after line 23 the following
(and redesignate the succeeding section):
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SEC. 104. REPORT TO CONGRESSIONAL INTEL-
LIGENCE COMMITTEES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than one year
after the date of enactment of this Act, and
annually thereafter, the Director of the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation shall submit to
the congressional intelligence committees a
report relating to notifications received by
the Federal Bureau of Investigation under
section 304(j)(1) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (as added by section 101(a)
of this Act).

(b) ELEMENTS.—Each report under sub-
section (a) shall include, at a minimum, the
following with respect to notifications de-
scribed in subsection (a):

(1) The number of such notifications re-
ceived from political committees during the
year covered by the report.

(2) A description of protocols and proce-
dures developed by the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation relating to receipt and mainte-
nance of records relating to such notifica-
tions.

(3) With respect to such notifications re-
ceived during the year covered by the report,
a description of any subsequent actions
taken by the Director resulting from the re-
ceipt of such notifications.

(c) CONGRESSIONAL INTELLIGENCE COMMIT-
TEES DEFINED.—In this section, the term
‘‘congressional intelligence committees’ has
the meaning given that term in section 3 of
the National Security Act of 1947 (560 U.S.C.
3003).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 650, the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. BROWN) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Maryland.

Mr. BROWN of Maryland. Madam
Chair, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Madam Chair, I want to recognize,
first, the hard work of Chairwoman
LOFGREN. Your hard work and your
leadership on this important issue and
the underlying bill. It is clear that our
foreign adversaries have and will con-
tinue to interfere and influence our
elections and attempt to erode con-
fidence in our government and destroy
our democratic system.

The Mueller report made clear that
the Russian Government interfered in
the 2016 Presidential election in a
sweeping and systematic fashion. And
Mr. Mueller testified earlier this year
that many more countries have devel-
oped misinformation campaigns since
2016 targeted at the United States, our
democracy, and our system of elec-
tions.

Facebook on Monday disclosed that
it had taken down four new foreign in-
terference operations originating from
Iran and Russia. Soliciting or accept-
ing foreign interference doesn’t just
violate our democratic norms; it clear-
ly violates our laws.

Yet, in June, President Trump said
there would be nothing wrong with ac-
cepting from a foreign government in-
criminating information about an op-
ponent and saw no reason—the Presi-
dent saw no reason—to call the FBI if
it were to happen.

He went one step further and said it
was wrong for FBI Director Chris Wray
to say that public officials or cam-
paigns should contact the FBI if they
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are contacted by other nations seeking
to influence or interfere with our elec-
tions.

The President’s remarks mirrored
one given by his son-in-law, Jared
Kushner, who also said he was not sure
he would call the FBI if a foreign gov-
ernment offered damaging information
about a political foe.

That is why it is critical that we pass
this legislation, to protect the integ-
rity of our elections.

The underlying bill requires public
officials, candidates, and campaigns to
report to the FBI when foreign govern-
ments and their agents contact them
and holds them responsible when they
fail to report.

Madam Chair, my amendment
strengthens this legislation by requir-
ing the FBI to confirm receipt of any
notification of possible foreign inter-
ference operations.

Additionally, the FBI must also no-
tify both the House and Senate Intel-
ligence Committees guaranteeing that
Congress, as a coequal branch of gov-
ernment, is made aware when foreign
agents and hostile nations are attempt-
ing to undermine our democracy.

Finally, my amendment would re-
quire the FBI to submit an annual re-
port to Congress related to all the noti-
fications it has received and the cor-
responding actions the Bureau has
taken in response.

The FBI cannot be passive to these
threats to our national security but
must take decisive action to respond to
election interference.

Madam Chair, I strongly encourage
my colleagues to support this amend-
ment and this underlying bill, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I rise in opposition to
this amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Illinois is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, the provision this sec-
tion seeks to amend has problems in
and of itself. I object to this amend-
ment because I object to the under-
lying premise of the bill. It is unrea-
sonable to require candidates to vet
every foreign national they come into
contact with.

I understand that this bill requires
that candidates know or have reason to
know that foreign nationals are cov-
ered. My question is: Would not any
government employee, such as those
that work at an embassy, be covered
under this bill? Wouldn’t a conversa-
tion with a traffic officer or embassy
clerk be subject to penalties under this
section?

I absolutely believe that campaigns
should have to report offers of assist-
ance from foreign nationals. The issue
with this bill and, thus, this amend-
ment, is that it is overbroad and puts
the responsibility on campaigns. Cam-
paigns are ill-prepared to interpret this
language.

I am also concerned that requiring
the FBI to not only notify Congress,
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but detail how they are managing and
responding to notifications from polit-
ical committees will inevitably lead to
selective leaks and will politicize the
well-intended goal of preventing for-
eign influence.

Madam Chair, for those reasons, I op-
pose this bill. And since my colleague
yielded back, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. BROWN).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. DELGADO

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 8 printed in
part B of House Report 116-253.

Mr. DELGADO. Madam Chair, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 33, line 7, strike ‘“‘and”

Page 33, insert after line 7 the following
(and redesignate the succeeding provision ac-
cordingly):

‘“(2) an analysis of the extent to which il-
licit foreign money was used to carry out
disinformation and propaganda campaigns
focused on depressing turnout among rural
communities and the success or failure of
these efforts, together with recommenda-
tions to address these efforts in future elec-
tions; and”.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 650, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. DELGADO) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York.
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Mr. DELGADO. Madam Chair, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Today, I rise in support of my amend-
ment to the SHIELD Act, which is
meant to keep foreign influences from
depressing voter turnout in rural com-
munities.

Protecting our democracy and up-
holding the sanctity of our elections is
of critical importance.

Madam Chair, the SHIELD Act is ur-
gently needed legislation. Americans
will go to the polls in a matter of
weeks, and every day, we are presented
with more data that our foreign adver-
saries are working to influence our
elections and undermine our democ-
racy.

These destructive tactics, as we have
seen in previous election cycles, con-
tinue to get more sophisticated, with
outside parties now manipulating our
elections through the ballot box, social
media, and spreading misinformation.

My amendment fights against these
tactics and requires an analysis, fol-
lowing each Federal election, into
whether or not illicit foreign money
was used to carry out disinformation
or propaganda campaigns focused on
depressing turnout among rural com-
munities.

The amendment also requires a
breakdown of the successes or failures
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of these efforts and recommendations
for how we can address these tactics in
future elections.

Americans in rural communities face
many hurdles to exercising the right to
vote, including the distance to the
nearest poll. We cannot add additional
hurdles of foreign disinformation and
its influence on voter turnout.

There is nothing more important
than protecting our democracy and en-
suring every American has the ability
to vote and the opportunity to make
their voices heard.

Madam Chair, I urge my colleagues
to support this amendment, and I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I rise in opposition to
the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Illinois is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I, too, like my colleague
from New York, represent a district
with a very large rural population. I
want to see rural turnout as high as
possible.

But the mission of the FEC is to ad-
minister and enforce Federal campaign
finance law. I mean, if this becomes
law, along with some of the other pre-
vious amendments and amendments
after this, I don’t know when the FEC
is going to have any time to actually
enforce campaign finance violations
that are happening right now. The FEC
is not equipped to receive all these
mandates from Congress.

This is an extremely important job, a
job some on the Commission, including
the Chair, are ignoring by spending all
their time attacking the President. I
think we need to let the FEC focus on
their day job.

There are many groups, within and
outside government, that could
produce a report on misinformation,
such as the U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights, maybe even the Brennan Cen-
ter. Let’s let them do it.

Help us help the FEC to be able to do
the job that we have required it to do.

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. DELGADO. Madam Chair, I
would note to my friend that in order
for the FEC to enforce the law as you
suggest, which I certainly believe they
ought to, it would help if they would
have the data and the information to
do so and to be able to track down at-
tempts to break the law.

This would be exactly what we are
trying to do with this amendment. To
speculate on who might—when, where,
and how—be able to do this is a waste
of time when we know at this point
that we are under siege.

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I look forward to work-
ing with my colleague from New York
to address many issues regarding rural
America. I would love to be able to sit
down and find a workable solution.
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The problem is, the solution that is
being offered in this amendment is
going to be tacked on to a bill that is
never going to become law. So we are
either going to talk about amendments
that are going to remain talking points
or we can sit down together and work
in a bipartisan fashion to get a law
passed that is going to have the impact
that my colleague from New York and
I want it to have.

Let’s sit down, without having to
write the rules that the FEC would
have to follow. Let’s work together and
send a letter to the U.S. Commission
on Civil Rights. Let’s send a letter to
the Brennan Center and see if they can
study it.

Why do we have to wait so long? This
is a much easier way to address the
problem that I think he and I agree
ought to be addressed. Let’s do that.

When this bill passes on a partisan
rollcall today and goes nowhere when
it moves into the Senate, let’s commit
to working together to see what we can
do to get this done because rural Amer-
ica is too important to be affected by
partisanship here in Washington, D.C.

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. DELGADO. Madam Chair, I
would be more than happy to work
with my colleague to do whatever we
can to deal with protecting our elec-
tions and ensuring that they remain
free and fair.

As I am sure the gentleman under-
stands, representing a rural district,
too many folks in our communities are
being left behind, and they should not
be left behind in the least bit when it
comes to the sanctity of our elections.

While we might be in a position
where, unfortunately, partisanship gets
in the way of these issues, I will note
that to simply say these things won’t
become law is part of the problem. I
think it is also important to
deconstruct why these things are not
making their way into law in the first
place.

When people become overly partisan
in this environment, we are at an im-
passe, unfortunately. I am here to
work beyond that.

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, again, I agree with my
colleague. This place becomes overly
partisan. This entire process, this bill,
with zero hearings in the House Admin-
istration Committee before it was
forced to markup through our com-
mittee, without us to have a chance to
ask experts what they can and cannot
do to address many of the problems
that my colleague from New York ac-
tually offers solutions for, that is the
problem of partisanship.

We can’t just blame the Senate. I was
told by many of my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle when we were in
the majority, ‘“‘So what if the Senate is
not going to pass it? We ought to work
together in the House.” I agreed then,
and I agree now. We ought to find solu-
tions.
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Unfortunately, partisanship has over-
taken this process. The unfortunate re-
sult of that is that good ideas like the
one my colleague has are going to stop
in their tracks when this amendment
passes on a partisan rollcall vote for
this amendment, and then it is not
going to be signed into law.

Again, I can’t wait to work with my
colleague on finding a way to get this
information into the right hands and
have those who can study it without
having to go through a dysfunctional
Federal Election Commission and also
have them study why we had historic
turnout not just in urban America but
in rural America during the 2018 mid-
terms. Let’s talk about what we have
done right to make sure that voters
have a chance to get to the polls at his-
toric turnout numbers like we saw dur-
ing the 2018 election cycle, which al-
lowed many of my colleagues to get
elected to this institution.

Madam Chair, I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on
this amendment. I look forward to
working with my colleague in the fu-
ture to address the problem of access
and voter access in rural America, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. DELGADO. Madam Chair, I
would like to note, to bring the discus-
sion back full circle, when my friend
says that the FEC is dysfunctional but
began this conversation saying that it
has the responsibility to enforce elec-
tion laws, those two points don’t really
go hand in hand.

I think it is important that if we are
going to make the FEC able and capa-
ble of enforcing the laws that we know
are critical to protecting our democ-
racy, then we should operate on the as-
sumption of how we could make the
FEC as functional as possible and give
the FEC data and information to
achieve its stated purpose.

I thank Chairwoman LOFGREN for her
leadership on this issue and urge my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to
put the protection of our democracy
over partisan division and pass both
my amendment and the underlying
bill.

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. DELGADO).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MS. HOULAHAN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 9 printed in
part B of House Report 116-253.

Ms. HOULAHAN. Madam Chair, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Page 40, insert after line 6 the following:

SEC. 303. PROHIBITION ON PROVISION OF SUB-
STANTIAL ASSISTANCE RELATING
TO CONTRIBUTION OR DONATION BY
FOREIGN NATIONALS.

Section 319 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (52 U.S.C. 30121), as amend-
ed by section 117, section 201(a), section
201(b), and section 301, is further amended—
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(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) by striking ‘‘or” at the end of para-
graph (2);

(B) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (3) and inserting ‘‘; or”’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(4) a person to knowingly provide sub-
stantial assistance to another person in car-
rying out an activity described in paragraph
(1), (2), or (3).”’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subsections:

“(f) KNOWINGLY DESCRIBED.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of sub-
section (a)(4), the term ‘knowingly’ means
actual knowledge, constructive knowledge,
awareness of pertinent facts that would lead
a reasonable person to conclude there is a
substantial probability, or awareness of per-
tinent facts that would lead a reasonable
person to conduct a reasonable inquiry to es-
tablish—

““(A) with respect to an activity described
in subsection (a)(1), that the contribution,
donation, expenditure, independent expendi-
ture, or disbursement is from a foreign na-
tional;

‘(B) with respect to an activity described
in subsection (a)(2), that the contribution or
donation solicited, accepted, or received is
from a foreign national; and

‘(C) with respect to an activity described
in subsection (a)(3), that the person direct-
ing, dictating, controlling, or directly or in-
directly participating in the decision making
process is a foreign national.

‘(2) PERTINENT FACTS.—For purposes of
paragraph (1), pertinent facts include, but
are not limited to, that the person making
the contribution, donation, expenditure,
independent expenditure, or disbursement, or
that the person from whom the contribution
or donation is solicited, accepted, or re-
ceived, or that the person directing, dic-
tating, controlling, or directly or indirectly
participating in the decision making proc-
ess—

‘““(A) uses a foreign passport or passport
number for identification purposes;

“(B) provides a foreign address;

‘(C) uses a check or other written instru-
ment drawn on a foreign bank, or by a wire
transfer from a foreign bank, in carrying out
the activity; or

‘(D) resides abroad.

‘(g) SUBSTANTIAL ASSISTANCE DEFINED.—
As used in this section, the term ‘substantial
assistance’ means, with respect to an activ-
ity prohibited by paragraph (1), (2), or (3) of
subsection (a), involvement with an intent to
facilitate successful completion of the activ-
ity.”.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 650, the gentlewoman
from Pennsylvania (Ms. HOULAHAN) and
a Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Pennsylvania.

Ms. HOULAHAN. Madam Chair-
woman, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

I thank Chairwoman LOFGREN today
for having supported such an amazing
body of work and for also supporting
this amendment.

I rise today in support of my amend-
ment to H.R. 4617, which helps secure
our elections by holding Americans
who help foreigners funnel money into
our elections more accountable.

Throughout our history, people have
fought for the right to vote, and our
men and women in uniform have died
to protect that right. Being an Amer-
ican is a privilege, and the right for
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every American to cast their ballot is
sacred. It is part of our duty, and it is
part of our duty in Congress, to protect
that right. That is why I am encour-
aging my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to support my amendment.

Foreign money in our elections is an
assault on the American electorate and
on the democracy that our forefathers
built. Americans who help foreign ac-
tors meddle in our elections must be
held accountable under the law.

To vote against my amendment is,
therefore, to condone the actions of
Americans who act against the inter-
ests of our country and who help for-
eigners undermine our elections.

I believe I speak for my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle when I say this
body is committed to defending our
country’s democratic processes. This
need not be partisan because there is
nothing more fundamentally American
than protecting our most sacred right,
the right to vote, from all foreign in-
terference.

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I rise in opposition, al-
though I am not opposed to this
amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman from Illinois is
recognized for 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I thank my good friend
from the great State of Pennsylvania
for offering this amendment.

However, I would like to add, this is
an incredibly wonky amendment to an
already complicated, convoluted, and
confusing bill. I don’t think you should
have to be a high-powered campaign fi-
nance attorney to understand what is
at stake in terms of election security.

The issue of foreign nationals med-
dling in elections can be resolved more
simply by passing my bill, the Honest
Elections Act. My bill does not have to
empower the FEC, an already—I have
said, and I hope my colleagues agree—
pretty dysfunctional agency.

If they didn’t believe it was dysfunc-
tional, they wouldn’t have voted, in
H.R. 1, to make it a partisan agency. If
they think it is great now, why did
they try to make it into an even more
partisan agency?

So, I think we all agree it is dysfunc-
tional. We may have different reasons
why.

But my bill doesn’t empower a dys-
functional FEC to address the problem
of foreign nationals meddling in our
elections. My bill empowers the De-
partment of Justice, which has juris-
diction over enforcing the Foreign
Agents Registration Act. That is a bet-
ter option.

Clearly, I am not going to get an op-
tion because this bill was brought to
the floor without any hearings, with-
out any opportunity for us to have
input, and that is a problem. That is a
problem with legislating in this insti-
tution.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

That is a broken promise that this
Democratic majority made to the vot-
ers who sent them here and put them
in the majority. They said they were
going to do things differently, right? I
heard from my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle, in my terms before
this one, how things were ramrodded
through, how regular order wasn’t fol-
lowed, how they weren’t given a chance
to sit down and come up with solu-
tions. Well, I find it ironic that the
success story we have of the Repub-
lican majority in the 115th Congress of
investing $380 million in election secu-
rity funds, where we saw historic turn-
out in the 2018 midterms—we saw his-
toric turnout, and we saw success.

That is what a Republican majority
gave. The Democrat majority, they
have given us hearings—well, wait, no.
No hearings before this bill was put to
the floor, that is a problem.

I really want to say thank you to my
colleague from Pennsylvania for offer-
ing this amendment. It is a common-
sense amendment. But, again, the FEC
is not the place. I am not going to be
opposed to this amendment. The DOJ
is the place.

Madam Chair, I am going to make
sure I reserve my time. If I had a chal-
lenge flag, I thought my colleague last
time yielded back, but I believe the
judgment from the referees up there
was that he did not yield back. Maybe
we could check the replay a little later,
so I will go ahead and reserve this
time.

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. HOULAHAN. Madam Chair, I will
take it as the deepest compliment from
my colleague, Mr. DAVIS, that he says
that my amendment is wonky since I
believe that is our responsibility here
in Congress, to legislate and to develop
good policy.

I will also take that back to the
working group that was a bipartisan
working group that developed this
amendment with me, the bipartisan
Task Force Sentry, which really
worked very hard to find a way to
make sure that we would codify what
was already being practiced by the
FEC.

This doesn’t give the FEC any more
power. It simply gives the power to us
to be able to actually criminalize peo-
ple by defining what it means to sup-
port foreign interference.

I believe that this amendment does
speak for itself, and I am very, very
grateful for the compliments of how
this is a policy wonk’s dream. I will go
ahead and interpret the gentleman’s
words.

I very much would encourage Ameri-
cans to understand why we need to pre-
vent funneling foreign money into our
elections.

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
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tlewoman from Pennsylvania (Ms.
HOULAHAN).
The amendment was agreed to.
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AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MS. SLOTKIN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 10 printed
in part B of House Report 116-253.

Ms. SLOTKIN. Madam Chair, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 54, insert after line 14 the following:
Subtitle C—Assessment of Exemption of Reg-

istration Requirements Under FARA for

Registered Lobbyists

SEC. 321. ASSESSMENT OF EXEMPTION OF REG-
ISTRATION REQUIREMENTS UNDER
FARA FOR REGISTERED LOBBYISTS.

Not later than 90 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act, the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States shall conduct and
submit to Congress an assessment of the im-
plications of the exemption provided under
the Foreign Agents Registration Act of 1938,
as amended (22 U.S.C. 611 et seq.) for agents
of foreign principals who are also registered
lobbyists under the Lobbying Disclosure Act
of 1995 (2 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.), and shall in-
clude in the assessment an analysis of the
extent to which revisions in such Acts might
mitigate the risk of foreign government
money influencing elections or political
processes in the United States.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 650, the gentlewoman
from Michigan (Ms. SLOTKIN) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Michigan.

Ms. SLOTKIN. Madam Chair, I rise
today in support of an amendment to
the SHIELD Act, which takes a step
toward solving a tough, complicated,
outstanding challenge in preventing
foreign influence in our elections, and
that is closing loopholes that currently
allow lobbyists of foreign governments
to contribute to U.S. campaigns.

Again, no matter who we are or what
party we are from, we can all agree
that we don’t want foreigners playing
in our political process.

I am very proud that the SHIELD
Act includes legislation—we have dis-
cussed it earlier—that closes loopholes
so that foreigners cannot buy ads for or
against a candidate in an American
election. That idea was very simple.
Particularly on social media, this is
important.

So why, then, if we are not letting
foreign entities buy ads in our political
process is it okay that lobbyists for
foreign governments are able to con-
tribute to candidates, campaigns, and
otherwise influence U.S. elections?

There is some work to be done on
this. It is, admittedly, complicated.
But in order to properly close these
loopholes, we need to first understand
what those loopholes are and how they
impact foreign entities’ ability to in-
fluence our elections.

My amendment directs the Govern-
ment Accountability Office to assess
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existing law to identify loopholes in
FARA, the Foreign Agents Registra-
tion Act, and then recommend the
right legislative fixes.

The SHIELD Act does a great deal to
meet the threat of foreign influence
and interference with robust legislative
responses. This amendment will help us
continue that work and get us closer to
a solution to an outstanding vulnera-
bility in our system.

Madam Chair, I urge my colleagues
to support this amendment, and I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I rise in opposition, al-
though I am supportive of this amend-
ment.

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman from Illinois is
recognized for 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I just want to say to my
colleague from the great State of
Michigan, thank you.

Finally—finally—we have a study
that is not too wonky, a perfect
amount of wonkiness, that is going to
go through an agency that is going to
give us an unbiased review: the GAO.

Thank you, thank you, thank you,
thank you. Pass this amendment.

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. SLOTKIN. Madam Chair, I am
just shocked because I have them run-
ning, jumping up and down over there.

I continue to think that the gen-
tleman from Illinois doesn’t under-
stand that when he calls our bills
wonky and our amendments wonky, we
are deeply proud of that over here. 1
am thrilled that he is supportive.

There actually is a bipartisan agree-
ment on the need to reform FARA, as
reflected, I think, by Senator GRASS-
LEY’s bipartisan bill, very similar lan-
guage.

I am thrilled. I thank the gentleman
for his support and for jumping up and
down, giving us a little energy.

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Michigan (Ms.
SLOTKIN).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MS. SHERRILL

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 11 printed
in part B of House Report 116-253.

Ms. SHERRILL. Madam Chair, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 41, line 1, strike ‘60’ and insert ‘90”°.

Page 42, line 11, strike ‘60 and insert
90",

Page 45, line 20, strike ‘60 and insert
907",

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 650, the gentlewoman
from New Jersey (Ms. SHERRILL) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.
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The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New Jersey.

Ms. SHERRILL. Madam Chair, I rise
today to offer an amendment to
strengthen protections from deceptive
practices in Federal elections.

We know that in the lead-up to the
2016 election, our adversaries employed
multiple systematic efforts to spread
disinformation and sow confusion
among American voters. In one par-
ticularly egregious example, Russian
bots used social media to mislead vot-
ers and tell them that they could ‘‘vote
from home” by simply texting a code
or going online.

On the eve of the 2018 election,
Facebook deleted many accounts—in-
cluding those with links to the Russian
Government—that were engaged in co-
ordinated, deceptive behavior.

Today, we know that our adversaries
are not only working to hijack our po-
litical system just before an election,
they are interfering in our democracy
on a continuous basis.

Madam Chair, election security is
not about Democrats or Republicans.
Election security is about all Ameri-
cans coming together to defend our
shared democracy—our democracy—en-
shrined in our Constitution.

I have prioritized election security
since arriving in Washington 10 months
ago. As chairwoman of the House
Science Subcommittee on Investiga-
tions and Oversight, I held a hearing on
disinformation and the threat posed by
online imposters and deep fakes.

I have worked with a group of col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle on
election security, and we have heard
over and over again from experts on
the need for more robust protections to
combat this new era of coordinated
disinformation efforts.

As a proud Representative of the
great State of New Jersey, I will al-
ways defend our right as Americans to
have a spirited debate, particularly
when it comes to what matters to us in
the run-up to our elections.

One of the things I love about my dis-
trict is, while we don’t always agree on
the path forward, we agree on the need
for honest and respectful debate. That
is what our democracy is all about. It
is what I signed up to defend when I
joined the United States Navy.

So it is essential that we stand to-
gether as Americans to strengthen our
laws and to ensure that our foreign ad-
versaries are not able to dictate the
outcomes of our elections.

I offer this amendment to prohibit
any attempts to deceive voters 90 days
before a Federal primary and general
elections. This includes knowingly pro-
viding false information about the
time or place of voting, what qualifica-
tions a voter must have in order to
vote, or public endorsements of can-
didates.

Expanding the provisions in the De-
ceptive Practices and Voter Intimida-
tion Act from 60 days before an elec-
tion to 90 days will better protect our
democracy from hostile foreign actors

H8435

trying to disrupt the voices and votes
of Americans. It also protects against
longstanding efforts to disenfranchise
communities of color, women, and
other marginalized groups.

In my home State of New Jersey,
early voting can occur up to 45 days be-
fore an election. In fact, 39 States
across the country have some form of
early voting. That is why we need this
critical amendment to extend protec-
tions and prohibit disinformation be-
fore any American casts their ballot.

I urge my colleagues to pass this im-
portant amendment, safeguard our de-
mocracy, and ensure that the Amer-
ican people, not our foreign adver-
saries, determine the results of our
elections.

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I rise in opposition to
this amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Illinois is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I appreciate my new col-
league from New Jersey offering this
amendment and participating in this
process. I look to work with her and
many of my colleagues when the ma-
jority party finally comes to the table
and wants to put a bipartisan solution
together.

Everyone here is against deceptive
practices. This includes providing false
information about the time or place of
voting and qualifications for voting.

But the underlying section here pre-
sents numerous questions because of
its vagueness. Some of the situations
this would apply to seem pretty ridicu-
lous.

Do you want to know how ridiculous
this section of the SHIELD Act is?
Let’s talk about public endorsements.

Recently, former Secretary of State
Hillary Clinton said about current
Presidential candidate, our colleague,
Congresswoman TULSI GABBARD:

I think the Russians have got their eye on
somebody and are grooming her to be a
third-party candidate. She’s a favorite of the
Russians.

So Secretary Clinton is suggesting
the Russians endorse Congresswoman
GABBARD. Is that not a false endorse-
ment? Would Hillary Clinton not be
subject to 5 years in prison according
this section if this bill were passed?

Let the RECORD show, nobody is
chanting ‘“‘Lock her up.”

This is another ridiculous section of
the bill. It is not surprising, given the
warp speed with which this bill is being
rushed to the floor.

I have to commend my colleague
from New Jersey because this amend-
ment is right about the amount of
wonkiness that we need in amendments
and pieces of legislation.

But I will stand here and say, as a
Member of this institution, that we can
never get so wonky with our jobs and
our writing of bills that it has a
chilling effect on the First Amendment
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rights to free speech that every Amer-
ican in this country deserves.

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. SHERRILL. Madam Chair, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from New Jersey (Ms.
SHERRILL).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR.
CUNNINGHAM

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 12 printed
in part B of House Report 116-253.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Madam Chair, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 33, line 7, strike ‘‘and”

Page 33, insert after line 7 the following
(and redesignate the succeeding provision ac-
cordingly):

‘(2) an analysis of the extent to which il-
licit foreign money was used to carry out
disinformation and propaganda campaigns
focused on depressing turnout among Afri-
can-American and other minority commu-
nities and the success or failure of these ef-
forts, together with recommendations to ad-
dress these efforts in future elections; and”.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 650, the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. CUNNINGHAM)
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Madam Chair, I
rise today in support of my straight-
forward, commonsense amendment
which would specifically examine how
illicit foreign money was used to carry
out disinformation and propaganda
campaigns focused on depressing turn-
out among African American and other
minority communities and the success
or failure of these efforts during our re-
cent elections. This amendment would
also call for recommendations to ad-
dress these concerns in future elec-
tions.

Republicans and Democrats agree
that foreign adversaries should never
be allowed to sow discord in our polit-
ical system and interfere with our elec-
toral process. Unfortunately, in the
last two elections, we saw massive mis-
information campaigns launched by
hostile foreign powers, and we know—
we know—those efforts disproportion-
ately targeted African American com-
munities.

Last May, the House Judiciary Com-
mittee released a trove of over 3,500
Facebook ads posted by Russia-linked
accounts between 2014 and 2017. In 2015,
for instance, Kremlin-backed accounts
tweeted and retweeted dozens of mes-
sages manipulating the tragic mass
shooting at the predominantly African
American Mother Emanuel AME
Church in downtown Charleston. Ads
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like this reached over 11.4 million peo-
ple.

Russia has sought to influence our
democratic process by stoking racial,
religious, and political differences, and
this has had real consequences. African
American turnout declined in 2016 for
the Presidential election for the first
time in 20 years, according to the U.S.
Census Bureau, falling to less than 60
percent, from a record high of 66.6 per-
cent in 2012.

Election security is not a partisan
issue; it is essential to our democracy;
and Americans deserve to have the con-
fidence of knowing the information
they seek hasn’t been manipulated by
foreign adversaries.

Our next elections are quickly ap-
proaching, so the time to show the
world that we stand united on election
security is now. I ask all my col-
leagues, Republicans and Democrats
alike, to support this amendment to
protect against foreign interference in
America’s elections.

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I rise in opposition, al-
though I am not necessarily opposed.

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman from Illinois is
recognized for 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I have had the oppor-
tunity to travel the country with my
friend and colleague Congresswoman
MARCIA FUDGE on the subject of the
Voting Rights Act.

We have heard testimony that minor-
ity turnout across the board was higher
than ever: Hispanic and Asian commu-
nities jumped 13 points above the turn-
out levels in 2014 when compared to the
2018 election cycle; this last midterm,
in 2018, African American turnout
jumped 11 points.

I hope this trend continues, and I
hope we see increased minority turnout
in our upcoming elections.

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Madam Chair, in
closing, I urge both Democrats and Re-
publicans to support this commonsense
amendment to prevent malicious mis-
information and propaganda campaigns
from targeting African American and
other minority communities.

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR.
CUNNINGHAM

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 13 printed
in part B of House Report 116-253.

Madam Chair, I have an amendment
at the desk.
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The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 33, line 7, strike ‘“‘and”

Page 33, insert after line 7 the following
(and redesignate the succeeding provision ac-
cordingly):

‘(2) an analysis of the extent to which il-
licit foreign money was used to carry out
disinformation and propaganda campaigns
focused on influencing military and veteran
communities and the success or failure of
these efforts, together with recommenda-
tions to address these efforts in future elec-
tions; and”.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 650, the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. CUNNINGHAM)
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina.
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Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Madam Chair,
today I rise in support of my amend-
ment to help protect our Nation’s vet-
erans and servicemembers from tar-
geted disinformation campaigns
bankrolled by foreign governments.

BEarlier this month the Republican-
led Senate Intelligence Committee re-
leased its report on Russia’s attempts
to interfere with the 2016 U.S. Presi-
dential election. In that report, the
committee described how Russian-in-
fluenced operatives created fake online
personas to target specific groups, in-
cluding veterans, with the goal of sow-
ing discord in the American political
system.

To that end, operatives created social
media pages impersonating congres-
sionally-chartered veteran service or-
ganizations, or VSOs, to push their di-
visive message. In one such case, a
page impersonating Vietnam Veterans
of America run by a troll farm in Bul-
garia grew to nearly 200,000 followers
before it was shut down.

After learning of this illicit account,
VVA launched their own 2-year inves-
tigation into the issue, and they found
more than 150 similar efforts across
every major social media platform.

And while I think their actions are
reprehensible, I have to admit that
their approach makes sense. Numerous
studies have shown that veterans vote
at higher rates than those who haven’t
served. And those votes are especially
concentrated in swing states. In my
South Carolina district, veterans make
up nearly 13 percent of the voting pop-
ulation, so I for one prefer my chances
against a fellow American, rather than
a campaign run out of a troll farm in
Saint Petersburg.

Joking aside, it is unacceptable that
we are allowing those same men and
women who have served our Nation
overseas to be susceptible to these ma-
lign influences. That is why I am proud
to support the underlying bill, which
would prohibit foreign governments
from sponsoring influenced campaigns
designed to affect the outcome of a
Federal election.
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But since we know that foreign ad-
versaries aren’t interested in playing
by our own rules, my amendment
would require the FEC to investigate
those foreign influence campaigns after
each election so we can put a stop to
them.

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I claim the time in oppo-
sition to the amendment, even though
I am not opposed to it.

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman from Illinois is
recognized for 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, as much as I would like
to have some fun with my good friend
and colleague from South Carolina and
oppose this amendment and have great
debate back and forth, it is a pretty
darn good amendment.

I think we need to do everything we
can in a bipartisan way to make sure
that our Nation’s heroes have the right
to vote not only here at home, but
abroad.

I look forward to working with you—
after this bill that will pass today on a
partisan roll call but will go nowhere—
to make sure that our Nation’s heroes
are not adversely affected by any prop-
aganda or any attempts to stop them
from exercising that right.

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Madam Chair, in
closing, I want to thank Chairwoman
LOFGREN for her leadership on the
House Administration Committee and
all the members of the committee for
their work on this critical legislation.
I also want to thank Chairman McGoOV-
ERN and the members of the Rules
Committee for allowing my amend-
ments to come to the floor. I want to
thank my colleague, Mr. DAVIS, across
the aisle for his work. And I hope that
all my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle will join me in supporting my
straightforward, commonsense amend-
ment, as well as the underlying bill.

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MS.
SPANBERGER

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 14 printed
in part B of House Report 116-253.

Ms. SPANBERGER. Madam Chair, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 23, line 8, strike ‘‘and a list”’ and in-
sert “‘a list”’.

Page 23, line 11, strike the period and in-
sert the following: ‘‘, and, if the person pur-
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chasing the advertisement is acting as the
agent of a foreign principal under the For-
eign Agents Registration Act of 1938, as
amended (22 U.S.C. 611 et seq.), a statement
that the person is acting as the agent of a
foreign principal and the identification of
the foreign principal involved.”.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 650, the gentlewoman
from Virginia (Ms. SPANBERGER) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Virginia.

Ms. SPANBERGER. Madam Chair, I
rise in support of my amendment to
H.R. 4617, the SHIELD Act.

Today the House is discussing and de-
bating how we can safeguard the integ-
rity of our elections, the bedrock of our
democracy. How do we protect our
electoral systems from foreign threats?
And how do we prevent foreign influ-
ence over our electorate?

As we stand here today, the number
of countries engaged in active cam-
paigns to mislead the electorate, the
American people continues to grow.
According to a new report from the
University of Oxford, the number of
countries engaged in disinformation
campaigns has more than doubled in
the last 2 years. Additionally, at least
seven countries have used their intel-
ligence or military apparatuses to de-
ploy disinformation on social media to
influence a foreign country and its peo-
ple.

As a former intelligence officer, I
recognize the risks that these potential
attacks, yes, attacks, pose as we head
into the next year’s Federal, State, and
local elections. There is a legitimate
fear across our intelligence community
that foreign governments will build on
Russia’s extensive information warfare
strategy. Foreign actors from Russia
to China to North Korea to Iran are
eager to undermine the foundations of
our democracy.

Leading up to the 2016 Presidential
election Facebook disclosed that it had
found more than $100,000 worth of ads
on divisive issues purchased by a Rus-
sian company linked to the Kremlin,
and the potential return on investment
is extremely high. As we approach 2020,
they have every reason to follow this
playbook again and to strengthen their
disinformation operations.

In the context of these threats, we
need to take a serious look at how we
build resiliency against foreign inter-
ference on social media platforms. Dig-
ital advertising can be a far less ex-
pense and time intensive as a tool for
propaganda, and it can spread
disinformation, confusion, hate, and di-
vision at an alarming rate.

The SHIELD Act takes real steps to
require large online platforms to keep
records of qualified political advertise-
ments, and I would like to thank my
colleagues for their hard work on this
critical issue.

The SHIELD Act would require on-
line companies to keep publicly avail-
able records about online digital polit-
ical advertisements. It would require
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information about the contents of a
specific advertisement, its target audi-
ence, and the issue it addresses.
Additionally, it would require disclo-
sure information about those pur-
chasing the advertisement. Disclosure
sheds light on corruption. It unmasks
influence. And it stops our democracy
from becoming vulnerable to foreign
governments, nonstate actors, and
shadowy influence groups constantly
working to distract and mislead the

American people. My amendment
would strengthen this disclosure re-
quirement.

My amendment would add that on-
line platforms need to include a state-
ment when the person purchasing a po-
litical advertisement is acting as the
agent of a foreign principal.

Not only would it include language
making it clear that they are acting on
behalf of a foreign entity, but it would
require the online platform to identify
the foreign principal involved. That
principal could be a foreign govern-
ment, a foreign political party or a
nonstate actor.

Fundamentally, my amendment to
the SHIELD Act would put the power
back in the hands of the American peo-
ple. It would help address a critical un-
derlying question, who is in charge of
deciding American elections? Is it
those abroad, working to divide and in-
fluence the American people? Or is it
the American people themselves?

By requiring online records of pur-
chase requests that include public in-
formation on the foreign principal be-
hind these advertisements, the Amer-
ican people will be able to see clearly
who is attempting to influence their
decisions.

As Congress acts today to restore the
trust of those we serve in our system of
government, my amendment would
strengthen our efforts to prevent the
spread of foreign influence in our
democratic system.

I urge my colleagues to support my
amendment to H.R. 4617 to increase
transparency in online advertisements,
something that should not be con-
troversial.

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I rise in opposition to
this amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Illinois is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I thank my colleague
from Virginia for offering this amend-
ment, but this amendment shares the
same flaw as the main text of the bill,
putting media platforms in charge of
enforcing our Nation’s laws.

They are not doing a good job right
now. I don’t know if Mr. Zuckerberg is
still across the street testifying in
front of the Financial Services Com-
mittee, but if they were doing a good
job, he wouldn’t have been here so
long.

Rather, we need to strengthen FARA
and help the Department of Justice do
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its job. I do not understand why the
Democrats want the social media com-
panies to have more responsibilities
when they failed miserably in 2016.

I strongly urge a ‘‘no’” vote. I also
urge every Member, both Republicans
and Democrats, to take a look at my
bill. It is a nonpartisan bill.

I don’t want to empower the media
platforms or restrict speech by Amer-
ican citizens. I want to give the DOJ
the resources to do its job

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time

Ms. SPANBERGER. Madam Chair,
the purpose of this amendment is, in
fact, to ensure that the American peo-
ple are aware when an agent of a for-
eign principal under FARA parameters
purchases a political advertisement.
We, as Members of Congress, have the
ability to set the parameters under
which the transparency and informa-
tion is available to the American pub-
lic. And in doing so, we need to make
sure that not only do the American
people know when there is a foreign in-
dividual purchasing advertisements
meant to influence them, but when
someone else is purchasing those ad-
vertisements on behalf of a foreign en-
tity as described by FARA.

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I appreciate the gentle-
woman’s willingness to want to help fix
a bill where the underlying bill is one
that we never had a chance to have an
open debate about, never had a chance
to have hearings about.

When it doesn’t pass, I look forward
to working with my colleagues. When
it doesn’t pass into law—it will pass
here on a partisan roll call—when it
doesn’t pass into law, I look forward to
working with my colleagues.

But I do have a bill that would ad-
dress this situation. FARA, let’s work
together to let the DOJ have the re-
sources and the ability to do their job.
The SHIELD Act is not allowing that
to happen. The Honest Elections Act,
my bill, will allow that to happen. I
would urge everybody to take a look at
that.

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time

Ms. SPANBERGER. Madam Chair, I
also support increasing the enforce-
ment of FARA.

But this, in particular, is about
transparency and the transparency
that it brings as it relates to the un-
derlying aspect of the Honest Ads Act,
which is a bipartisan bill, Republicans
and Democrats in equal amounts. This
is about transparency. This is about al-
lowing the American people to know
who, in fact, is purchasing the ads that
are meant to influence them.

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Chair, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-

tlewoman from
SPANBERGER).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MRS. LESKO

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, the unfinished
business is the request for a recorded
vote on amendment No. 2 printed in
part B of House Report 116-253 offered
by the gentlewoman from Arizona
(Mrs. LESKO) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

Virginia (Ms.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 180, noes 231,
not voting 26, as follows:

[Roll No. 581]

AYES—180
Abraham Gosar Nunes
Aderholt Granger Olson
Allen Graves (GA) Palazzo
Amash Graves (LA) Palmer
Arrington Graves (MO) Pence
Babin Green (TN) Perry
Bacon Griffith Posey
Baird Guest Ratcliffe
Balderson Guthrie Reed
Banks Hagedorn Rice (SC)
Barr Harris Riggleman
Bergman Hartzler Roby
Biggs Hern, Kevin Rodgers (WA)
Bishop (NC) Herrera Beutler Roe, David P.
Bishop (UT) Hice (GA) Rogers (AL)
Bost Higgins (LA) Rogers (KY)
Brady Hill (AR) Rooney (FL)
Brooks (AL) Holding Rose, John W.
Brooks (IN) Hollingsworth Rouzer
Buchanan Hudson Roy
Buck Huizenga Rutherford
Bucshon Hunter Scalise
Budd Hurd (TX) Schweikert
Burchett Johnson (LA) Scott, Austin
Burgess Johnson (OH) Sensenbrenner
Byrne Johnson (SD) Shimkus
Calvert Jordan Simpson
Carter (GA) Joyce (OH) Smith (MO)
Carter (TX) Katko Smith (NE)
Chabot Kelly (MS) Smith (NJ)
Cheney King (IA) Spano
Cline King (NY) Stauber
Cloud Kinzinger Stefanik
Cole Kustoff (TN) Steube
Comer LaHood Stewart
Conaway LaMalfa Taylor
Cook Lamborn Thornberry
Crawford Latta Tipton
Crenshaw Lesko Turner
Curtis Long Upton
Davidson (OH) Loudermilk Wagner
Dayvis, Rodney Lucas Walberg
DesJarlais Luetkemeyer Walden
Diaz-Balart Marchant Walker
Duncan Marshall Walorski
Dunn Massie Waltz
Emmer Mast Watkins
Ferguson McCarthy Weber (TX)
Fleischmann McCaul Webster (FL)
Flores McClintock Wenstrup
Fortenberry McHenry Westerman
Foxx (NC) McKinley Williams
Fulcher Meadows Wilson (SC)
Gaetz Miller Wittman
Gallagher Moolenaar Womack
Gianforte Mooney (WV) Woodall
Gibbs Mullin Wright
Gohmert Murphy (NC) Yoho
Gonzalez (OH) Newhouse Young
Gooden Norman Zeldin

NOES—231
Adams Allred Barragan
Aguilar Axne Bass
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Beatty

Bera

Beyer

Bishop (GA)

Blumenauer

Blunt Rochester

Bonamici

Boyle, Brendan
F

Brindisi
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Case
Casten (IL)
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Cisneros
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Cox (CA)
Craig
Crist
Crow
Cuellar
Cunningham
Davids (KS)
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny K.
Dean
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Delgado
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Engel
Escobar
Espaillat
Evans
Finkenauer
Fitzpatrick
Fletcher
Foster
Frankel
Fudge
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcia (IL)
Garcia (TX)
Golden
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Gottheimer
Green, Al (TX)

Amodei

Armstrong

Bilirakis

Collins (GA)

Eshoo

Estes

Gabbard

Gonzalez-Colon
(PR)

Messrs.
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Grijalva
Haaland
Harder (CA)
Hastings
Hayes
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Hill (CA)
Himes
Horn, Kendra S.
Horsford
Houlahan
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (TX)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kildee
Kilmer
Kim
Kirkpatrick
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Lamb
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee (CA)
Lee (NV)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Malinowski
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McAdams
McBath
McCollum
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Morelle
Moulton
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neguse
Norcross
Norton
O’Halleran
Ocasio-Cortez
Omar
Pallone
Panetta

Grothman
Joyce (PA)
Keller
Kelly (PA)
Kind
Luria
McEachin
Meuser
Mitchell
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Pappas
Pascrell
Payne
Perlmutter
Peterson
Phillips
Pingree
Plaskett
Pocan
Porter
Pressley
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rose (NY)
Rouda
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan
Sablan
San Nicolas
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schrier
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sherman
Sherrill
Sires
Slotkin
Smith (WA)
Soto
Spanberger
Speier
Stanton
Stevens
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tlaib
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Torres Small
(NM)
Trahan
Trone
Underwood
Van Drew
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wexton
Wwild
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—26

Peters
Radewagen
Reschenthaler
Smucker

Steil

Stivers

Takano
Thompson (PA)
Timmons

RUSH, VAN DREW, Ms.

WILD, and Mr. LOWENTHAL changed
their vote from ‘“‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
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The Acting CHAIR (Mr. THOMPSON of
Mississippi). The question is on the
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute, as amended.

The amendment was agreed to.

The Acting CHAIR. Under the rule,
the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Ms.
DEGETTE) having assumed the chair,
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Acting
Chair of the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union, re-
ported that that Committee, having
had under consideration the bill (H.R.
4617) to amend the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 to clarify the ob-
ligation to report acts of foreign elec-
tion influence and require implementa-
tion of compliance and reporting sys-
tems by Federal campaigns to detect
and report such acts, and for other pur-
poses, and, pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 650, he reported the bill back to
the House with an amendment adopted
in the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment to the amendment re-
ported from the Committee of the
Whole?

If not, the question is on the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, as
amended.

The amendment was agreed to.

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

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

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Speaker, I have a motion to re-
commit at the desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. I am
in its current form.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Rodney Davis of Illinois moves to re-
commit the bill H.R. 4617 to the Committee
on House Administration with instructions
to report the same back to the House forth-
with with the following amendment:

Strike subsection (b) of section 1 and all
that follows and insert the following:

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:

TITLE I—FOREIGN AGENTS
REGISTRATION REFORM

Sec. 101. Clarification of coverage of activi-
ties directed within the United
States by agents outside of
United States.

Sec. 102. Application of press exemption to
other forms of media for pur-
poses of engagement in polit-
ical activities.

Sec. 103. Treatment of activities to influ-
ence public opinion on elections
as political activity.

Sec. 104. Effective date.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

TITLE II—DISCLAIMER REQUIREMENTS
FOR ONLINE POLITICAL ADVERTISE-
MENTS

Sec. 201. Clarifying disclaimer requirements
for online political advertise-
ments.

TITLE III—REDUCING ILLICIT FOREIGN
MONEY IN ELECTIONS

Sec. 301. Report on illicit foreign money in
Federal elections.

Sec. 302. Prohibition on contributions and
donations by foreign nationals
in connections with ballot ini-
tiatives and referenda.

TITLE IV—PROHIBITING PAYMENT OF

ELECTION ASSISTANCE FUNDS TO
STATES ALLOWING BALLOT HAR-
VESTING

Sec. 401. Prohibition on payments to States
allowing collection and trans-
mission of ballots by certain
third parties.

TITLE V—PROHIBITING PAYMENT OF
ELECTION ASSISTANCE FUNDS TO
STATES ALLOWING VOTING BY NON-
CITIZENS

Sec. 501. Prohibition on payments to States

allowing voting by non-citizens.

TITLE VI—INADMISSIBILITY AND DE-

PORTABILITY OF ALIENS ENGAGING IN
IMPROPER ELECTION INTERFERENCE

Sec. 601. Inadmissibility and deportability
of aliens engaging in improper
interference in United States
elections.

TITLE I—FOREIGN AGENTS
REGISTRATION REFORM
SEC. 101. CLARIFICATION OF COVERAGE OF AC-
TIVITIES DIRECTED WITHIN THE
UNITED STATES BY AGENTS OUT-
SIDE OF UNITED STATES.

(a) TREATMENT OF AGENTS ENGAGED IN AC-
TIVITIES AS AGENTS OF FOREIGN PRINCIPALS.—
Section 1(c)(1) of the Foreign Agents Reg-
istration Act of 1938, as amended (22 U.S.C.
611(c)(1)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘or” at the end of clause
(ii);

(2) by striking ‘“‘and’ at the end of clause
(iv) and inserting ‘‘or’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
clause:

‘“(v) engages outside the United States in
political activities for or in the interests of
such foreign principal which are directed at
persons within the United States, including
activities consisting of communications dis-
seminated within the United States through
telecommunications or computer equipment
or services, the Internet, broadcast, cable,
satellite, print, or mail; and”’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 9 of
such Act (22 U.S.C. 619) is amended by strik-
ing the period at the end and inserting the
following: *‘, and shall be applicable outside
the United States to the extent described in
section 1(c)(1)(v).”.

SEC. 102. APPLICATION OF PRESS EXEMPTION TO
OTHER FORMS OF MEDIA FOR PUR-
POSES OF ENGAGEMENT IN POLIT-
ICAL ACTIVITIES.

(a) APPLICATION.—Section 1(d) of the For-
eign Agents Registration Act of 1938, as
amended (22 U.S.C. 611(d)(1)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘(d)”” and insert ‘(d)(1)’’;
and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘“(2) In addition to the exception described
in paragraph (1), to the extent that a person
engages with the United States in political
activities, the term ‘agent of a foreign prin-
cipal’ does not include any bona fide media
outlet organized under the laws of the
United States or of any State or other place
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subject to the jurisdiction of the United
States, or any bona fide media outlet for
which there is on file with the United States
Postal Service information in compliance
with section 3685 of title 39, United States
Code, published in the United States, solely
by virtue of any bona fide news or journal-
istic activities, including the solicitation or
acceptance of paid advertisements, subscrip-
tions, free social media access which is made
available to the general public, or other
compensation therefor, so long as it is at
least 80 per centum beneficially owned by,
and its officers and directors, if any, are citi-
zens of the United States, and such media
outlet is not owned, directed, supervised,
controlled, subsidized, or financed, and none
of its policies are determined by, any foreign
principal defined in subsection (b), or by any
agent of a foreign principal required to reg-
ister under this Act.”.

(b) DEFINITION.—Section 1 of such Act (22
U.S.C. 611) is amended by adding at the end
the following new subsection:

‘(q) The term ‘media outlet’ means any of
the following:

‘(1) Any newspaper, magazine, or
odical.

‘(2) Any broadcast, satellite or cable tele-
vision or radio station.

“(3) Any Internet-based website, applica-
tion, or platform.”.

SEC. 103. TREATMENT OF ACTIVITIES TO INFLU-
ENCE PUBLIC OPINION ON ELEC-
TIONS AS POLITICAL ACTIVITY.

Section 1(o) of the Foreign Agents Reg-
istration Act of 1938, as amended (22 U.S.C.
611(0)) is amended by striking the semicolon
at the end and inserting the following: ¢, or
with reference to public opinion about public
officials, candidates, or elections of the
United States.”.

SEC. 104. EFFECTIVE DATE.

The amendments made by this title shall
apply with respect to activities carried out
on or after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

TITLE II—DISCLAIMER REQUIREMENTS
FOR ONLINE POLITICAL ADVERTISE-
MENTS

SEC. 201. CLARIFYING DISCLAIMER REQUIRE-

MENTS FOR ONLINE POLITICAL AD-
VERTISEMENTS.

(a) CLARIFICATION.—Section 318 of the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 (52 U.S.C.
30120) is amended by adding at the end the
following new subsection:

‘‘(e) APPLICATION OF REQUIREMENTS TO ON-
LINE COMMUNICATIONS.—

‘(1) METHOD OF PROVISION OF INFORMA-
TION.—Except as provided in paragraph (2) or
paragraph (3), a covered Internet commu-
nication shall provide the information re-
quired under this section on the face of the
communication.

‘(2) AUTHORIZING USE OF ALTERNATIVE
MECHANISMS.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a covered
Internet communication described in sub-
paragraph (C) of paragraph (4), the commu-
nication may provide the information re-
quired under this section through the use of
a technological mechanism described in sub-
paragraph (B), so long as the communication
presents an indicator described in subpara-
graph (C).

‘“(B) TECHNOLOGICAL  MECHANISM  DE-
SCRIBED.—A technological mechanism de-
scribed in this subparagraph is, with respect
to a communication, any technology which
enables the individual reading, observing, or
listening to the communication to read, ob-
serve, or listen to the information required
under this section without navigating more
than one step away from the communication
itself. Such mechanism may take any form,
including hover-over, mouse-over, voice-

peri-
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over, rollover, pop-up screen, scrolling text,
rotating panels, or click-through or
hyperlink to a landing page.

‘‘(C) INDICATOR DESCRIBED.—An indicator
described in this subparagraph is, with re-
spect to a communication, any clear and
conspicuous visible or audible element of the
communication that gives notice to the indi-
vidual reading, observing, or listening to the
communication that the individual may
read, observe, or listen to the information
required under this section through a tech-
nological mechanism. An indicator may take
any form, including words such as ‘Paid for
by’, ‘Paid by’, ‘Sponsored by’, or ‘Ad by’, a
website URL, an image, a sound, a symbol,
or an icon.

‘“(3) WAIVER.—A disclaimer shall not be re-
quired for any covered internet communica-
tion that cannot provide a clear and con-
spicuous statement of the information re-
quired under this section either on the face
of communication or through the use of a
technological mechanism under paragraph
(2).

‘“(4) COVERED INTERNET COMMUNICATION DE-
FINED.—In this subsection, the term ‘covered
Internet communication’ means any commu-
nication which is required to include infor-
mation under this section and which is any
of the following:

‘““(A) Any electronic mailing of more than
500 substantially similar communications
which is disseminated by a political com-
mittee.

‘“(B) Any communication disseminated on
a publicly-available website of a political
committee.

“(C) Any communication placed for a fee
on another person’s website or Internet-
based application or platform.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply with respect
to communications made after the expira-
tion of the 30-day period which begins on the
date of the enactment of this Act.

TITLE III—REDUCING ILLICIT FOREIGN

MONEY IN ELECTIONS
SEC. 301. REPORT ON ILLICIT FOREIGN MONEY
IN FEDERAL ELECTIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title III of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (62 U.S.C.
30101 et seq.) is amended by inserting after
section 319 the following new section:

“SEC. 319A. REPORT ON PRESENCE OF ILLICIT
FOREIGN MONEY.

‘‘(a) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after
the end of each Federal election cycle, the
Commission shall submit to Congress a re-
port containing—

‘(1) an analysis of the presence of illicit
foreign money in such cycle; and

‘(2) recommendations to address the pres-
ence of illicit foreign money in elections, as
appropriate.

““(b) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section:

‘(1) The term ‘Federal election cycle’
means the period which begins on the day
after the date of a regularly scheduled gen-
eral election for Federal office and which
ends on the date of the first regularly sched-
uled general election for Federal office held
after such date.

‘(2) The term ‘illicit foreign money’ means
any disbursement by a foreign national (as
defined in section 319(b)) prohibited under
such section.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re-
spect to the Federal election cycle that
began during November 2018, and each suc-
ceeding Federal election cycle.

SEC. 302. PROHIBITION ON CONTRIBUTIONS AND
DONATIONS BY FOREIGN NATION-
ALS IN CONNECTIONS WITH BALLOT
INITIATIVES AND REFERENDA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 319(a)(1)(A) of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (52
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U.S.C. 30121(a)(1)(A)) is amended by striking
‘‘election” and inserting the following:
‘‘election, including a State or local ballot
initiative or referendum’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply with respect
to elections held in 2020 or any succeeding
year.

TITLE IV—PROHIBITING PAYMENT OF

ELECTION ASSISTANCE FUNDS TO

STATES ALLOWING BALLOT HAR-

VESTING
SEC. 401. PROHIBITION ON PAYMENTS TO STATES
ALLOWING COLLECTION AND

TRANSMISSION OF BALLOTS BY CER-
TAIN THIRD PARTIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle D of title II of
the Help America Vote Act of 2002 (562 U.S.C.
21001 et seq.) is amended by adding at the end
the following new part:

“PART 7—PROHIBITION ON PAYMENTS TO
STATES ALLOWING COLLECTION AND
TRANSMISSION OF BALLOTS BY CER-
TAIN THIRD PARTIES

“SEC. 297. ELIGIBILITY FOR PAYMENTS OF

STATES ALLOWING COLLECTION
AND TRANSMISSION OF BALLOTS BY
CERTAIN THIRD PARTIES.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—A State is not eligible to
receive funds under this Act unless the State
has in effect a law that prohibits an indi-
vidual from the knowing collection and
transmission of a ballot in an election for
Federal office that was mailed to another
person, other than an individual described as
follows:

‘(1) An election official while engaged in
official duties as authorized by law.

‘“(2) An employee of the United States
Postal Service while engaged in official du-
ties as authorized by law.

‘“(3) Any other individual who is allowed by
law to collect and transmit United States
mail, while engaged in official duties as au-
thorized by law.

‘“(4) A family member, household member,
or caregiver of the person to whom the ballot
was mailed.

““(b) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, with respect to a person to whom the
ballot was mailed:

‘(1) The term ‘caregiver’ means an indi-
vidual who provides medical or health care
assistance to such person in a residence,
nursing care institution, hospice facility, as-
sisted living center, assisted living facility,
assisted living home, residential care insti-
tution, adult day health care facility, or
adult foster care home.

‘(2) The term ‘family member’ means an
individual who is related to such person by
blood, marriage, adoption or legal guardian-
ship.

‘“(8) The term ‘household member’ means
an individual who resides at the same resi-
dence as such person.”’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents of such Act is amended by inserting
after the item relating to section 296 the fol-
lowing new item:

“PART T-PROHIBITION ON PAYMENTS TO
STATES ALLOWING COLLECTION AND TRANS-
MISSION OF BALLOTS BY CERTAIN THIRD PAR-
TIES

““Sec. 297. Eligibility for payments of States

allowing collection and trans-
mission of ballots by certain
third parties.”’.

TITLE V—PROHIBITING PAYMENT OF
ELECTION ASSISTANCE FUNDS TO
STATES ALLOWING VOTING BY NON-
CITIZENS

SEC. 501. PROHIBITION ON PAYMENTS TO STATES

ALLOWING VOTING BY NON-CITI-
ZENS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle D of title II of

the Help America Vote Act of 2002 (62 U.S.C.
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21001 et seq.), as amended by section 401, is
further amended by adding at the end the
following new part:

“PART 8—PROHIBITION ON PAYMENTS TO
STATES ALLOWING VOTING BY NON-
CITIZENS

“SEC. 298. ELIGIBILITY FOR PAYMENTS OF

STATES ALLOWING VOTING BY NON-
CITIZENS.

“A State is not eligible to receive funds
under this Act if the State allows an indi-
vidual who is not a citizen of the United
States to vote in an election for public of-
fice.”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents for such Act, as amended by section
401, is further amended by inserting after the
item relating to section 297 the following
new item:

“PART 8-PROHIBITION ON PAYMENTS TO

STATES ALLOWING VOTING BY NON-CITIZENS

“Sec. 298. Eligibility for payments of States
allowing voting by non-citi-
zens.”’.

TITLE VI—INADMISSIBILITY AND DEPORT-
ABILITY OF ALIENS ENGAGING IN IM-
PROPER ELECTION INTERFERENCE

SEC. 601. INADMISSIBILITY AND DEPORTABILITY

OF ALIENS ENGAGING IN IMPROPER
INTERFERENCE IN UNITED STATES
ELECTIONS.

(a) INADMISSIBILITY.—Section 212(a)(3) of
the Immigration and Nationality Act (8
U.S.C. 1182(a)(3)) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

‘“(H) IMPROPER INTERFERENCE IN A UNITED
STATES ELECTION.—Any alien who a consular
officer, the Secretary of Homeland Security,
the Secretary of State, or the Attorney Gen-
eral knows, or has reasonable grounds to be-
lieve, is seeking admission to the United
States to engage in improper interference in
a United States election, or has engaged in
improper interference in a United States
election, is inadmissible.”.

(b) DEPORTABILITY.—Section 237(a) of such
Act (8 U.S.C. 1227(a)) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘(8) IMPROPER INTERFERENCE IN A UNITED
STATES ELECTION.—Any alien who has en-
gaged, is engaged, or at any time after ad-
mission engages in improper interference in
a United States election is deportable.”.

(c) DEFINITION.—Section 101(a) of such Act
(8 U.S.C. 1101(a)) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

‘(63) The term ‘improper interference in a
United States election’ means conduct by an
alien that—

““(A)(i) violates Federal criminal, voting
rights, or campaign finance law, or

‘‘(ii) is performed by any person acting as
an agent of or on behalf of a foreign govern-
ment or criminal enterprise; and

‘(B) includes any covert, fraudulent, de-
ceptive, or unlawful act or attempted act,
undertaken with the purpose or effect of un-
dermining public confidence in election proc-
esses or institutions, or influencing, under-
mining confidence in, or altering the result
or reported result of, a general or primary
Federal, State, or local election or caucus,
including—

‘(i) the campaign of a candidate; or

‘‘(ii) a ballot measure, including an amend-
ment, a bond issue, an initiative, a recall, a
referral, or a referendum.”’.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois (dur-
ing the reading). Madam 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 Illinois?

There was no objection.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from Il-
linois is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Speaker, I rise in support of
the motion to recommit, a proposal
that would actually assist law enforce-
ment in pursuing those individuals who
seek to disrupt our elections, as op-
posed to the partisan bill we have been
debating here today.

I first want to address some of the
accusations made here today about
how my colleagues and I on this side of
the aisle do not care about election se-
curity or how we are the only thing
standing in the way of securing elec-
tions. This is simply not true.

In the 115th Congress, a Republican-
controlled Congress appropriated over
$400 million to the States and to DHS
prior to the 2018 midterms to bolster
election security, allowing for unprece-
dented cooperation between DHS and
all 50 States and 1,400 localities. Ear-
lier this year, $33 million was appro-
priated to DHS to continue these as-
sistance efforts.

I also introduced a bill during the de-
bate of the SAFE Act that will provide
even more funding for DHS to combat
nefarious activity. But last week, I in-
troduced, along with many of my col-
leagues, the Honest Elections Act,
which the entire basis for this motion
to recommit is based upon. So don’t
tell me that we on this side of the aisle
are standing in the way.

According to the report recently re-
leased by the Senate Intelligence Com-
mittee, out of the $1.4 billion spent on
digital political ads in the 2016 election
cycle, Russia spent $100,000 over 2 years
on Facebook ads. The majority of those
were not election ads, so they wouldn’t
necessarily be regulated by the Honest
Ads Act portion of SHIELD and will
not address the real threat that we saw
in 2016.

My motion today strengthens and re-
forms the Foreign Agents Registration
Act, FARA, to combat election inter-
ference. It modernizes online political
ad disclosure. It increases monitoring
of spending by foreign nationals in
elections. It incentivizes States to pro-
hibit the practice of ballot harvesting
and encourages States to stop this re-
cent trend of noncitizen voting.

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to vote for this motion to re-
commit because I was given some ad-
vice by our colleague from Idaho (Mr.
SIMPSON) before I came up here. He
said: ‘“The more you talk, the fewer
votes this MTR will get.”

So, let’s make sure everyone goes
back to their districts. But first, vote
for this motion to recommit. Vote to
protect our elections from interference
from foreign countries like Russia,
China, and all others. Vote to hunt
down those who are attempting to
interfere in our elections. And vote, fi-
nally, to restore the American people’s
trust in our institutions.

Madam Speaker, I urge a ‘‘yes’ vote
on this motion to recommit, and I
yield back the balance of my time.
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Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Speaker, I
rise in opposition to the motion to re-
commit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from California is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Speaker, I
would like to say that this motion to
recommit should be opposed. It is so
much weaker than the bill that we
have an opportunity to pass to get for-
eign interference out of our elections
so that millions of Americans are not
exposed unwittingly to ads by Russian
trolls.

I yield the balance of my time to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. ROSE).

Mr. ROSE of New York. Madam
Speaker, I rise today in strong opposi-
tion to this blatant attempt to help
foreign agents subvert our democracy.

Madam Speaker, we stand at the
crossroads of history. Foreign enemies
have attacked our elections in a sweep-
ing and systematic fashion, and they
are continuing to do so.

We are faced today with a very sim-
ple question: Should Iran, Russia, and
China be allowed to interfere in our
elections? Should they have more of a
say in who gets elected than our con-
stituents?

Let me tell you my answer. Our sol-
diers did not fight our enemies over-
seas just to watch them try to corrupt
our democracy here at home. I am not
sure when that became a controversial
position, but it is a damn shame that it
has.

Protecting America should not be a
one-party issue. It should be what
unites us, not a cause for petty games.

But once again, the minority party
has decided it is more important to
practice the kind of politics that put
them in the minority in the first place.
They have decided, yet again, to play
another political stunt, just like they
played this morning in the SCIF. It is
the same exact thing.

That is your choice. My choice is to
stand up to say American elections are
for Americans only.

The SHIELD Act puts forward crit-
ical reforms to improve our defenses
against foreign influence and inter-
ference. The bill strengthens reporting
requirements, closes loopholes, and de-
ters illegal foreign activity in our elec-
tions.

I can understand if some of my col-
leagues are worried that they cannot
win on a fair and level election playing
field, but for all those who believe in
free and fair elections, who swore an
oath to protect and defend the Con-
stitution, I urge you to reject this
MTR and stand with the United States
of America.

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.
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RECORDED VOTE

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Speaker, I demand a recorded
vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, this 5-
minute vote on the motion to recom-
mit will be followed by 5-minute votes
on:

Passage of H.R. 4617, if ordered; and

The motion to suspend the rules and
pass H.R. 777.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 182, noes 225,
not voting 24, as follows:

[Roll No. 582]

AYES—182
Abraham Gooden Nunes
Aderholt Gosar Olson
Allen Gottheimer Palazzo
Amash Granger Palmer
Arrington Graves (GA) Pence
Babin Graves (LA) Perry
Bacon Graves (MO) Posey
Baird Green (TN) Ratcliffe
Balderson Griffith Reed
Banks Guest. Rice (SC)
Barr Guthrie Riggleman
Bergman Hagedorn Roby
Biggs Harris Rodgers (WA)
B}shop (NC) Hartzler ) Roe, David P.
Bishop (UT) Hern, Kevin Rogers (AL)
Bost ngrera Beutler Rogers (KY)
Brgdy ) H%ce '(GA) Rooney (FL)
Brindisi Higgins (LA) Rose, John W.
Brooks (AL) Hill (AR) Rouz:er
Brooks (IN) Holding Ro

X y

Buchanan Hollingsworth Rutherford
Buck Hudson Soali

; calise
Bucshon Huizenga Schweikert
Budd Hunter Scott, Austin
Burchett Hurd (TX) Senseqnbrenner
Burgess Johnson (LA) Shimkus
Byrne Johnson (OH) Simpson
Calvert Johnson (SD) S ‘Eh MO
Carter (GA) Jordan Sﬁi th ENE))
Carter (TX) Joyce (OH) -
Chabot Katko Smith (NJ)
Cheney Kelly (MS) Spano
Cline King (TA) Stauber
Cloud King (NY) Stefanik
Cole Kinzinger Stewart
Comer Kustoff (TN) Taylor
Conaway LaHood Thornberry
Cook LaMalfa Tipton
Crawford Lamborn Turner
Crenshaw Latta Upton
Curtis Lesko Van Drew
Davidson (OH)  Long Wagner
Davis, Rodney Loudermilk Walberg
DesJarlais Lucas Walden
Diaz-Balart Luetkemeyer Walker
Duncan Marchant Walorski
Dunn Marshall Waltz
Emmer Massie Watkins
Ferguson Mast Weber (TX)
Fitzpatrick McCarthy Webster (FL)
Fleischmann McCaul Wenstrup
Flores McClintock Westerman
Fortenberry McHenry Williams
Foxx (NC) McKinley Wilson (SC)
Fulcher Meadows Wittman
Gaetz Miller Womack
Gallagher Moolenaar Woodall
Gianforte Mooney (WV) Wright
Gibbs Mullin Yoho
Gohmert Murphy (NC) Young
Gonzalez (OH) Norman Zeldin

NOES—225
Adams Blunt Rochester  Cartwright
Aguilar Bonamici Case
Allred Boyle, Brendan Casten (IL)
Axne F. Castor (FL)
Barragan Brown (MD) Castro (TX)
Bass Brownley (CA) Chu, Judy
Beatty Bustos Cicilline
Bera Butterfield Cisneros
Beyer Carbajal Clark (MA)
Bishop (GA) Cardenas Clarke (NY)
Blumenauer Carson (IN) Clay
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Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Cox (CA)
Craig
Crist
Crow
Cuellar
Cunningham
Davids (KS)
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny K.
Dean
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Delgado
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.

Engel
Escobar
Eshoo
Espaillat
Evans
Finkenauer
Fletcher
Foster
Frankel
Fudge
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcia (IL)
Garcia (TX)
Golden
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Green, Al (TX)
Grijalva
Haaland
Harder (CA)
Hastings
Hayes

Heck

Higgins (NY)
Hill (CA)
Himes

Horn, Kendra S.
Horsford
Houlahan
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)

Amodei
Armstrong
Bilirakis
Collins (GA)
Estes
Gabbard
Grothman
Joyce (PA)

Johnson (TX)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kildee
Kilmer
Kim
Kirkpatrick
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Lamb
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee (CA)
Lee (NV)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan
Luria
Lynch
Malinowski
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McAdams
McBath
McCollum
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Morelle
Moulton
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neguse
Norcross
O’Halleran
Ocasio-Cortez
Omar
Pallone
Panetta
Pappas
Pascrell
Payne
Perlmutter
Peterson
Phillips
Pingree
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Pocan
Porter
Pressley
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rose (NY)
Rouda
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schrier
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sherman
Sherrill
Sires
Slotkin
Smith (WA)
Soto
Spanberger
Speier
Stanton
Stevens
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tlaib
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Torres Small
(NM)
Trahan
Trone
Underwood
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wexton
Wild
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—24

Keller
Kelly (PA)
Kind
McEachin
Meuser
Mitchell
Newhouse
Peters

Reschenthaler
Smucker

Steil

Steube

Stivers

Takano
Thompson (PA)
Timmons

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The Speaker Pro Tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-

ing.

O 1816

So the motion to recommit was re-

jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

The

question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr.

vote.

RECORDED VOTE

RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Madam Speaker, I demand a recorded

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a

5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 227, noes 181,

not voting 23, as follows:

Adams
Aguilar
Allred
Axne
Barragan
Bass
Beatty
Bera
Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Blunt Rochester
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brindisi
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Case
Casten (IL)
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Cisneros
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Cox (CA)
Craig
Crist
Crow
Cuellar
Cunningham
Davids (KS)
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny K.
Dean
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Delgado
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Engel
Escobar
Eshoo
Espaillat
Evans
Finkenauer
Fletcher
Foster
Frankel
Fudge
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcia (IL)
Garcia (TX)

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen

[Roll No. 583]

AYES—227

Golden
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Gottheimer
Green, Al (TX)
Grijalva
Haaland
Harder (CA)
Hastings
Hayes
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Hill (CA)
Himes
Horn, Kendra S.
Horsford
Houlahan
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (TX)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kildee
Kilmer
Kim
Kirkpatrick
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Lamb
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee (CA)
Lee (NV)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan
Luria
Lynch
Malinowski
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McAdams
McBath
McCollum
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Morelle
Moulton
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neguse
Norcross
O’Halleran

NOES—181
Amash
Arrington
Babin

Ocasio-Cortez
Omar
Pallone
Panetta
Pappas
Pascrell
Payne
Perlmutter
Phillips
Pingree
Pocan
Porter
Pressley
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rose (NY)
Rouda
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schrier
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sherman
Sherrill
Sires
Slotkin
Smith (WA)
Soto
Spanberger
Speier
Stanton
Stevens
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tlaib
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Torres Small
(NM)
Trahan
Trone
Underwood
Van Drew
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wexton
Wild
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Bacon
Baird
Balderson

Banks

Barr
Bergman
Biggs
Bishop (NC)
Bishop (UT)
Bost

Brady
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd
Burchett
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Cheney
Cline

Cloud

Cole

Comer
Conaway
Cook
Crawford
Crenshaw
Curtis
Davidson (OH)
Davis, Rodney
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Duncan
Dunn
Emmer
Ferguson
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Flores
Fortenberry
Foxx (NC)
Fulcher
Gaetz
Gallagher
Gianforte
Gibbs
Gohmert
Gonzalez (OH)
Gooden
Gosar
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Green (TN)

Amodei
Armstrong
Bilirakis
Collins (GA)
Estes
Gabbard
Grothman
Joyce (PA)
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Griffith
Guest
Guthrie
Hagedorn
Harris
Hartzler
Hern, Kevin
Herrera Beutler
Hice (GA)
Higgins (LA)
Hill (AR)
Holding
Hollingsworth
Hudson
Huizenga
Hunter

Hurd (TX)
Johnson (LA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson (SD)
Jordan
Joyce (OH)
Katko

Kelly (MS)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger
Kustoff (TN)
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Latta

Lesko

Long
Loudermilk
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Marchant
Marshall
Massie

Mast
McCarthy
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKinley
Meadows
Miller
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Murphy (NC)
Newhouse
Norman
Nunes

Olson
Palazzo
Palmer

Pence

Perry
Peterson
Posey
Ratcliffe
Reed

Rice (SC)
Riggleman
Roby
Rodgers (WA)
Roe, David P.
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rooney (FL)
Rose, John W.
Rouzer

Roy
Rutherford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Shimkus
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Spano
Stauber
Stefanik
Stewart
Taylor
Thornberry
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Waltz
Watkins
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Wright

Yoho

Young
Zeldin

NOT VOTING—23

Keller

Kelly (PA)
Kind
McEachin
Meuser
Mitchell
Peters
Reschenthaler

Smucker

Steil

Steube

Stivers

Takano
Thompson (PA)
Timmons

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
The Speaker Pro Tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-

ing.

0 1824

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

———

DEBBIE SMITH REAUTHORIZATION

ACT OF 2019

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the unfin-
ished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 777) to reauthorize programs
authorized under the Debbie Smith Act
of 2004, as amended, on which the yeas
and nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
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