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doing this the same way for decades.
They found the highest approval rating
of unions in decades, yet just 6 percent
of private-sector workers have unions.

If workers were free to form unions
in this country, and not half of all non-
union workers but just a fraction of
them so we got back up to say a third
of workers being in unions in this
country again, our economy would be
completely transformed because when
workers form unions it is not just they
themselves who benefit. Other employ-
ers raise their wages to compete to at-
tract workers or to try to get their
workers not to form a union. That is
fine. It benefits all workers in this
country. It benefits their children and
their communities.

It is just an honor to be here to talk
about the PRO Act. I am really proud
of being one of Chairman SCOTT’s lieu-
tenants in this effort. Tomorrow, we
are going to pass this legislation and
give a leg up to all the working people
in this country who just want to get
their little piece of the American
Dream.

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

———

STILL I RISE

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

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, and still I rise, with the love of my
country at heart, and I rise today on
this day when the Senate has con-
cluded its trial of the President.

I rise to say that this House can be
very proud of the job that it has done
because, notwithstanding all that has
been said, this House had the courage
to do what the Constitution required
pursuant to Article II, Section 4, in
terms of the standard for finding a
President guilty.

The House did what it was supposed
to do. The House impeached this Presi-
dent, charged this President with two
Articles of Impeachment. One was the
obstruction of Congress. I like to think
of it as an obstruction of a congres-
sional investigation. The other was
abuse of power.

The Senate did not find the President
guilty of either of the Articles of Im-
peachment, but the House still did its
job because the House has the duty, the
responsibility, and the obligation to
move forward, notwithstanding what
may be the case in the Senate. The
House doesn’t act based on what the
Senate is perceived to do or not do. The
House must act based upon the evi-
dence that is before it.

And the House did act. And the House
did impeach. And as a result, regard-
less as to the finding of the Senate, the
President is impeached forever. And it
will be forever written in history that
this President was impeached for high
crimes and misdemeanors.

Why is this so important? It is im-
portant because notwithstanding the
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finding in the Senate, the President
knows now that the House has the
courage to do its job. The House will
put the guardrails up. The President
knows that he cannot escape the House
because this is where the bar of justice
lies in terms of presenting Articles of
Impeachment such that they can go to
the Senate.

The President has to know now that
the House is the sword of Damocles.
For those who may not know, Damo-
cles was a courtier. He was a person
who would flatter the king, let the
king believe and tell the king that he
was great and that all of his subjects
loved him. The king, on one occasion,
decided to allow Damocles to occupy
the throne. But in so doing, he wanted
Damocles to understand that occu-
pying the throne carries with it more
than the accolades and all of the kind
words that were being said.

So he had a sword hung above Damo-
cles by a single hair from a horse’s tail.
As Damocles sat there, he understood
that, at any moment, the sword might
fall upon him and do him great harm.
To some extent, he was proud and
pleased to occupy the throne, but the
reality was he realized that it was not
the easy occupation that he thought it
to be. So he begged the king to release
him and allow him to remove himself
from under the sword that was hanging
over him.

The House is the sword of Damocles.
We hang there above the President so
that he will know that if he commits
impeachable acts that the House will
act.

Now, I understand that there will be
those who will say that the Senate
acted and found the President not
guilty. Yes, ‘“‘not guilty,” not ‘‘inno-
cent.” The Senate did not proclaim the
President innocent. They simply said
he is not guilty—a lot of difference be-
tween not guilty and innocent.

To be innocent means you have been
found to have done absolutely nothing
wrong, you are totally without blame,
and you are a person who can claim
that you have done absolutely nothing
wrong without any blame at all. Well,
“not guilty’”’ simply means that the
evidence presented, as they reviewed it,
they did not conclude that the Presi-
dent could be found guilty. So he was
found not guilty, but he was not pro-
claimed innocent by the Senate.

And the Senate cannot proclaim that
a President who has been found not
guilty cannot be impeached again. The
Senate deals with the question of a
trial, and there is some question as to
whether or not this was an appropriate
trial pursuant to the Constitution. But
the Senate deals with the trial. It is
the House that deals with impeach-
ment.

As such, the House found that the
President should have been impeached,
did impeach, but also, the law under
the Constitution allows the House to
impeach again if the President is found
to have engaged in impeachable of-
fenses. The House is not allowed simply
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one opportunity to impeach a reckless,
ruthless, lawless President. The House
can impeach each and every time the
President commits an impeachable act.
And if the President has committed an
impeachable act, the House can im-
peach.

There will be those who will say that
we are now calling for impeachment
again. This is not true. I will make it
perspicuously clear: Not the case. Not
calling for impeachment at this time,
but indicating that the rules, pursuant
to the Constitution, allow for impeach-
ment at any time the President com-
mits acts that are impeachable.

Madam Speaker, I must say if the
President does commit another im-
peachable act, I believe that this House
will uphold its responsibility, its duty,
and its obligation, as it has done.

I am proud to be associated with the
House and what it has done because I
am proud to say we have upheld the
Constitution. This is what we were re-
quired to do, to uphold the Constitu-
tion of the United States of America
and not allow a President to simply do
as he would without any restrictions
on him. I understand that the Presi-
dent has decided that, as the executive,
he can dictate the rules for a trial, the
rules for impeachment, but the House
did not allow him to do so, such that it
would retreat from its responsibility.

The House has said: Mr. President,
there are guardrails, and these guard-
rails we will not allow you to simply
ignore. The guardrails are such that
you will have to conform to the Con-
stitution.

I believe that what the Senate has
done has not benefited the country, but
I also know that what the House has
done was send a message that the
President is not beyond reproach, that
the House of Representatives still
stands here as a sentinel on duty to as-
sure this country that if the President
steps out of line and does something
that is impeachable, the House will in-
deed act upon what the President may
have done.

I believe in the separation of powers.
I believe that the executive branch has
certain powers. I believe that the judi-
cial branch has certain powers and that
the legislative branch has certain pow-
ers. But I know that only the House
has the power to impeach.

And I know that the President can-
not withhold witnesses, cannot with-
hold evidence from the House such that
it cannot move forward with the proper
investigation. I know that he cannot
do this with impunity. He can’t do it
with immunity of some sort. He is not
immune, and the House has dem-
onstrated this, that he is not immune.
Notwithstanding his behavior, the
House can still move forward with its
duty and responsibility as it did and
impeach.

It is also now clear that the House
does not have to find out a crime has
been committed, in the sense of a stat-
utory, codified offense. There does not
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have to be a crime that has been de-
fined in law such that it is penally pun-
ished. Not so. The Constitution doesn’t
require it.

In fact, Andrew Johnson was im-
peached in 1868 for offenses that were
not crimes, in the sense that they were
something defined by statute, some-
thing that has already been codified. It
wasn’t required then; it isn’t required
now.

Andrew Johnson was impeached on
Article X of the articles against him
for acts rooted in his bigotry and his
hatred. He was impeached, and the root
of it was he did not want the freed
slaves to enjoy the same rights as
other people in this country. He fought
the Freedmen’s Bureau. He did every-
thing that he could to prevent them
from having the same rights as others
in this country. The radical Repub-
licans impeached Andrew Johnson in
1868 for having utterances and state-
ments that were harmful. He demeaned
the House of Representatives. But it
was all rooted in his hate and racism,
and as a result, no crime, but he was
impeached.
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We now know that this can be done.

And this President has done some
things that are dreadful, some things
that I would not want to see a Presi-
dent do and that, in my opinion, are in
violation of the Constitution.

You don’t have to commit a statu-
tory offense to be found guilty of a
high crime and misdemeanor. We know
this now.

When we first started this journey,
we had to fight this battle to convince
people, and people have finally been
convinced. There are some outliers who
will contend that you have to commit
a crime in the sense that it is defined
and codified as a statute, but this is
not the case. All of the leading scholars
agree with the comments that I am
sharing with you tonight.

So we know now that, if the Presi-
dent inculcates bigotry into his poli-
cies, he can be impeached. For bigotry
in policies emanating from the Presi-
dency, he can be impeached.

We don’t have to have bigoted poli-
cies emanating from the President. We
don’t have to have this. There is no re-
quirement in this country that we
must suffer a President who presents
bigotry into public discourse. There is
no requirement.

We have an obligation in this coun-
try to defend all people. All of the peo-
ple in this country should have equal
protection under the law. We can’t
allow anyone in this country to present
circumstances or cause circumstances
to come into existence that may cause
harm to people.

When you say ugly things about peo-
ple and you tell police officers that you
don’t have to be nice when you are ar-
resting a person, you are inviting harm
to be caused to a certain person who
may be arrested.

Anybody who is arrested should still
be treated as a human being with cer-
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tain dignity and respect simply be-
cause that certain person is in the
care, custody, and control of the au-
thorities. The authorities have a duty
to respect the people that they arrest.

Well, you don’t invite persons to be-
have otherwise, which is something
this President has done.

So I want the persons within the
sound of my voice to know that I am
proud of what the House has done. The
President now knows that he can be
impeached, that we are the sword of
Damocles. The House has a duty and
responsibility to do what it did, and it
can do it again if the President com-
mits additional impeachable acts.

The President has said he could go
out on Fifth Avenue and shoot some-
one and do it with immunity.

He didn’t use those exact words.

Well, if he does, using his phrase-
ology of going out and doing this das-
tardly deed, he will be impeached. We
will not allow a President to do such a
thing.

And I, quite frankly, think it is inap-
propriate for him to joke about such a
thing. I say it only because I want peo-
ple to know that I take seriously the
possibility of the President doing
something else, not going out on Fifth
Avenue, but doing something else.

The President has demonstrated that
he is a recidivist, and he will engage in
recidivism; and when he does engage in
recidivism, we have a responsibility to
the Constitution to impeach him for
his misdeeds.

Finally, this: I love this country. It
means something to me to be a citizen
of this country. I respect the oppor-
tunity that I have to be a part of this
Congress.

I don’t want it said that, on my
watch, when we had a reckless, ruth-
less President, I failed to live up to my
responsibilities. I want it said that,
though I may have had to stand alone
at some point, it is better to stand
alone than not stand at all.

I want it said that I recognize the
fact that, if you tolerate bigotry, you
perpetuate it. And I want it said that I
did not tolerate it, and that I did all
that I could to bring a President who
engaged in bigotry and racism and
Islamophobia, homophobia, Xeno-
phobia, nativism, all of the invidious
phobias, anti-Semitism, that I did all
that I could to bring him to the bar of
justice in the House of Representa-
tives.

But I also would want the record to
show that I said tonight that I will do
all that I can, if he engages again, to
bring him before the bar of justice, and
that certain offenses that he has com-
mitted have not been brought to the
bar of justice and that it is never too
late, as long as he is in office, to bring
the President before the bar of justice.

This is where it all starts, right here
in the House of Representatives.

I am so proud of my colleagues who
voted to impeach this President. The
House can be proud of what it has done.

The President knows that here there
is courage and there is the courage to
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bring him to justice. He will forever be
an impeached President.

He may have been found not guilty,
but the impeachment is not eradicated,
it is not obliterated, it is not elimi-
nated by virtue of the fact that the
Senate chose not to find the President
guilty.

I happen to absolutely, totally, and
completely disagree with the Senate
and its findings. I think the Senate
made the wrong decision, but it made a
decision, and that decision will stand.

But I also know that that decision
can be appealed. The decision of the
Senate can be appealed, and it will be
appealed to a higher court, the court
that will convene in November. I be-
lieve that that court will have a dif-
ferent finding in November of this
year.

I love my country.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to refrain from en-

gaging in personalities toward the
President.
——
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, I move that the House do now ad-
journ.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 36 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Thursday, February 6, 2020, at 10 a.m.
for morning-hour debate.

———————

BUDGETARY EFFECTS OF PAYGO
LEGISLATION

Pursuant to the Statutory Pay-As-
You-Go Act of 2010 (PAYGO), Mr. YAR-
MUTH hereby submits, prior to the vote
on passage, for printing in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD, that H.R. 3830, the
Taxpayers Right-To-Know Act, as
amended, would have no significant ef-
fect on the deficit, and therefore, the
budgetary effects of such bill are esti-
mated as zero.

———————

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

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

3710. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor for Regulatory Affairs, Department of
the Treasury, Financial Stability Oversight
Council, transmitting the Council’s final in-
terpretive guidance — Authority To Require
Supervision and Regulation of Certain
Nonbank Financial Companies (RIN: 4030-
ZA00) received February 3, 2020, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec.
261; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.

3711. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Flutriafol; Pesticide Toler-
ances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2018-0297; FRIL-10004-03]
received February 3, 2019, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec.
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