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There was no objection. 

f 

ISSUES OF THE DAY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2019, the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. KING) is recognized for 60 minutes 
as the designee of the minority leader. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Madam Speaker, 
it is my honor to be recognized by you 
to address you here on the floor of the 
United States House of Representa-
tives. Recognizing the centuries of de-
bate that have taken place before our 
Speakers over the years, every time 
that anyone has this privilege to ad-
dress you and be heard by the Members 
of this House of Representatives and 
by, today, with our technology, all the 
people of the United States of America, 
it is an honor. And it is an honor that 
goes along with the vote card and with 
the endorsement of a majority of our 
constituents back in our various dis-
tricts. 

I would say, Madam Speaker, that 
too often we don’t think about how 
this mix works out; how our Founding 
Fathers had so much wisdom to put 
this together when it was 13 original 
colonies and there were far fewer seats 
in this House of Representatives than 
there are today; and yet, to put the 
mix together here so it is a voice from 
every corner of America. 

We started out with 13 original colo-
nies—and I should have probably 
memorized how many House seats 
there were in the beginning—but it 
grew to 435 and then they capped it, be-
cause as the country got bigger if we 
had used that population balance, we 
would have many more seats here in 
the House of Representatives. 

Some would say that 435 is unman-
ageable; in fact, all of us would have 
said that on one day or another. 

But the wisdom of it, the beauty of 
it, the genius of it is this: That 435 Con-
gressional districts in America, every 
corner of America is represented here, 
Madam Speaker, in front of you in the 
House of Representatives. 

Whether you go up to Alaska and you 
hear from the dean of the delegation, 
in fact, the dean of the House, DON 
YOUNG, who has been here longer than 
anybody else, and the wisdom that he 
brings from way up in the northwest 
country; or whether you go down into 
the southern tip of Florida, or up into 
Maine, or down into, let’s say, San 
Diego, right across the border from Ti-
juana, or out to Hawaii, or even Guam, 
for that matter, and the Marianas, you 
hear the voice of America here. 

I have listened to the debate here on 
this floor and in our committees for a 
long time; and what I hear, when I hear 
that debate come, you will hear geo-
graphical identifications going on. Peo-
ple will stand up for—a lot of times it 
is ‘‘ag’’ products that you can deter-
mine. We don’t do too many pineapples 
in Iowa. When I hear about that, I 
think, well, are we talking Hawaii? 
Yes, usually. 

When we are talking about cotton, 
that is the South. When it is corn, that 
is the Corn Belt. That is the ‘‘ag’’ side 
of this. 

But also, we have different weather 
circumstances. If you want to do a lit-
tle research, or if you want to find out 
what is going on in America, you walk 
down here on the floor, Madam Speak-
er, and go find somebody that rep-
resents the area that is affected. 

Whether it is weather; whether it is 
crops; whether it is current events; 
whether it is a natural disaster or a 
human-caused disaster, we get straight 
to it here. The quickest way you can 
find an expert is here in the House of 
Representatives. 

So I congratulate all of my col-
leagues for doing that job; for bringing 
the values of their constituents here 
and putting together that jigsaw puzzle 
of 435 voices with many, many, many 
more ideas than those voices. 

But I came here this afternoon, 
Madam Speaker, to address a couple of 
topics; and one of them I want to ad-
dress is the life and the contribution of 
Philip Haney. Philip Haney was a 
friend of mine. He was a friend of Mr. 
GOHMERT and others. 

Philip Haney was one of the originals 
to be hired on for the Department of 
Homeland Security. He became an ana-
lyst. He taught himself the Arabic lan-
guage, and he began tracking the flow 
of people into the United States out of 
those countries that, from which came 
those 19 who bombed us on September 
11 of 2001. 

Philip Haney’s expertise built a data-
base. That database tracks some-
thing—this is by my memory, Madam 
Speaker, so that is my disclaimer— 
about 800 individuals who were at least 
on the suspect list of those who might 
be positioning themselves to bring 
forth another attack on America. 

If we can remember what that was 
like in 2001, and think what it was like 
for Phil Haney, stepping up in a way 
that he had to educate himself in the 
Arabic language; he had to understand 
the culture; he had to understand the 
history; and then he had to track logis-
tics and other characteristics. 

He built a database, a database that 
was an indicator database on whether 
and if there might be another attack 
that was rooted in the ideology that 
took down the Twin Towers, and 
bombed the Pentagon, and put the 
plane down in Pennsylvania. Phil 
Haney was a patriot. 

When I first met Phil Haney, it was 
in a quiet, careful room over here just 
off the Capitol a little ways. I knew a 
little about his story, but when I first 
heard his story, he was concerned then 
that he would be a target by people. 
And he had a thumb drive with a lot of 
data on it—I don’t know how many 
gigs it was—hanging on a lanyard 
around his neck. He kept that with 
him. 

I understood that that information 
was also deposited in a remote location 
or two or more, so there was a redun-

dancy. If anything happened to Phil 
Haney, that data would be accessible to 
the people whom he trusted, I imagine, 
the most. So that was his insurance 
policy that he wouldn’t be killed. 

Then, over the years, Phil Haney— 
and I am going to say 7 or 8 years of 
this very active—Phil Haney wrote a 
book called, ‘‘See Something, Say 
Nothing.’’ Those were the orders he got 
out of the administration at the time, 
Madam Speaker. 

Yet, Phil Haney had developed the 
research and the database that he said, 
in the last few years of his life, might 
have, could have—and I will say, those 
were the words he used—might have 
and could have prevented the mass 
killings, the one in San Bernardino and 
the one in Orlando that were per-
petrated by, I will say, Islamic radical 
hatred. 

But that information was scrubbed. 
It was scrubbed from the Department 
of Homeland Security by order from on 
high; how high up in the administra-
tion, at this point I don’t know that we 
do know. We do know that the former 
director of the FBI, Robert Mueller, or-
dered that also to be the case for all of 
the documents in the FBI, so that 
there was nothing derogatory about 
Islam anywhere in all those research 
documents. 

That is part of the work that Phil 
Haney was doing. Phil Haney was then 
tracking people with his access to the 
database, but also his ability to track 
credit card numbers, phone calls, and 
those things, so that he could see who 
was talking to whom; where they were 
traveling; where they were gathering; 
and that data informed him. But the 
order came down, scrub all of that out 
of your database. 

He never said publicly that he 
downloaded that information before 
the scrub came down, but he didn’t 
deny it either. He was a directly honest 
man, and whatever Phil Haney said, 
you could always believe. 

But the administration came in, his 
bosses, and essentially, took over his 
computer and scrubbed the hard drive 
of the records that they said he should 
not be following, because, I guess, it is 
under a presumption that if you follow 
people that are, I will say, associated 
with criminals, that somehow that re-
flects a prejudice against their reli-
gion. 

We know that the people that 
bombed the Twin Towers, and the Pen-
tagon, and put that plane down in 
Pennsylvania were all of the same reli-
gion. But they were a sect of the reli-
gion. They were radical Islamists, and 
Phil Haney was the bulwark against 
that. 

Madam Speaker, I say this because a 
week ago today, Phil Haney died. He 
was found dead along the road out in a 
rural area in California, with a gunshot 
wound in his chest which, I imagine, 
was very close to where that thumb 
drive hung from the lanyard around his 
neck. That was how he kept that data 
with him at all times. 
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Phil Haney did carry for his own de-

fense. When there were people that 
would come and talk to him just one- 
on-one, he often said to them, you are 
taking a risk talking to me because 
you could become a target too. 

He had said to friends as recently as 
2 weeks before his death, if there is an 
announcement, if I am dead and there 
is a suicide letter, it will be a fake. And 
he often said, I would never commit 
suicide. 

I think the law enforcement people 
regret that within the first 24 hours the 
story came out that it was a suicide. 
That has been retracted since then. 
And I am talking with people that are 
in direct contact with the investiga-
tors, and that includes the FBI and 
local sheriff’s department. 

They tell me that the investigation 
and the death of our friend, Phil 
Haney, our patriotic friend, that inves-
tigation, Madam Speaker, starts with 
the presumption that it is a homicide 
and works its way through looking for 
everything. And it will be a very deep 
and careful investigation, forensics of 
all kinds. 

I wrote a whole series of questions 
down, and the response I got back was, 
you will have answers to all of these 
and many more. Well, I expect those 
answers. We insist that we get those 
answers and I do expect that we will 
get them. 

But I can’t be convinced that Phil 
Haney committed suicide. I knew him 
too well. I have talked to at least a 
dozen of his close friends since that pe-
riod of time that also said the same 
thing. The instant the news hit them, 
they knew that Phil had already—he 
had already prepared us to know that 
he would never commit suicide. 

He was a very deep and devoted 
Christian man. He had lost his wife a 
little over a year ago, found a new love, 
and was scheduled—I call it sched-
uled—to be married in April of this 
year, just a little over a month from 
now. 

He had everything to live for. He was 
finishing another book. The informa-
tion, the data didn’t get a complete 
dump at all in his first book, which I 
said was ‘‘See Something, Say Noth-
ing.’’ And the second book was close to 
being finished. 

He was preparing for his wedding. He 
had joy in his heart. He had energy. He 
had ambition. And even those that 
speculated that he might have gotten a 
health notice that was discouraging, 
Phil Haney would have used—if he had 
a terminal notice, if the doctor had 
said you have got 2 weeks to live, or a 
month to live, or 6 months to live, or a 
day to live, Phil Haney would have 
used every moment he could to com-
plete his work, and finish the book, and 
make sure that all of that information 
and data was in the right hands, and 
that the people that had it in their 
hands would know what it meant and 
what to do with it, and who would best 
put their eyes on it to continue the 
work that he had dedicated and, I be-
lieve, now gave his life for. 

b 1245 

I want to, while I am standing here 
on the floor, Madam Speaker, say that 
I don’t believe Phil Haney committed 
suicide. 

I expect we are going to get a thor-
ough investigation. The evidence that 
is coming to me indicates that he was 
murdered. We don’t know that yet. But 
the next step along the way is, if so, we 
need to find his killer. 

So I honor Phil Haney and his life. 
He was a noble, noble patriot. He knew 
that he was using the days of his life— 
he didn’t know if it was going to be the 
last days, but he was concerned it 
would be, and it turned out to be the 
last days of his life—stepping up to de-
fend America, to defend the rule of law, 
to protect our 330 million people here. 
And that is what cost him his life, in 
my view, Madam Speaker. 

So I honor Phil Haney. And to honor 
his memory, we also need to follow 
through on a full and thorough inves-
tigation, and then if the evidence war-
rants it, and I expect it will, the inves-
tigation that turns up the killer or 
killers. 

My prayers are for the family of Phil 
Haney, for his daughter, for his fiancee, 
and for all of those who loved a man 
who was a noble individual, a noble, pa-
triotic American. 

Speaking of those folks who really do 
step up and make a difference in the 
world—Phil Haney is one of them that 
is on my heart this week. There is an-
other one who stepped up to make a 
great big difference that is on my mind 
this week also, and that is Nigel 
Farage of the United Kingdom. 

He joined us for a breakfast yester-
day morning at the Conservative Op-
portunity Society. I host that break-
fast usually every Wednesday morning 
at 8 o’clock over in the Capitol Hill 
Club. 

It is off the record, Madam Speaker, 
so I am going to be careful about what 
I say. I will only repeat the things that 
I have already heard Nigel Farage say 
out publicly, but there is nothing that 
he would be embarrassed about at all. 
It was a terrific delivery. 

But the background of Nigel Farage 
is this: He started out in the trading 
business—I will say commodities trad-
ing business—worked his way through 
there for a number of years. He got in-
volved in politics, and he was elected 
to go to the European Parliament. He 
went there with the belief that the 
United Kingdom needed to pull out of 
the European Union. 

He formed a party called the UKIP. 
The UKIP party was the most conserv-
ative party over in the United King-
dom, and their objective was to pull 
the United Kingdom out of the Euro-
pean Union. 

Some of the discussions that we had 
was what percentage of the GDP of the 
United Kingdom went to the European 
Union and how much say they had in 
the laws that were being passed. 

What it comes down to is, the Euro-
pean Union will pass a law, impose it 

back on its member states, the U.K. 
being one of them, one of the lead 
member states, and they don’t have the 
ability to ever repeal that. 

Once they are subjected to the rule of 
Brussels, they are stuck with the rule 
of Brussels. The only way out of that is 
to pull out of the EU altogether, the 
way I understand this. 

So I have in front of me here my 
notes from almost 5 years ago when I 
invited Nigel Farage to come before 
the Conservative Opportunity Society. 
That was July 15, 2015. 

He gave a tremendous presentation. I 
was already convinced, which was why 
I invited him, but I believe everybody 
around that table was convinced that 
it is in the best interests of the United 
Kingdom, the best interests of the 
United States, for the United Kingdom 
to pull out of the European Union. 

Some of the frustrations I have had 
in trying to negotiate in trade with the 
European Union come up against the 
barriers that they have. Most of those 
barriers do have to do with agriculture, 
Madam Speaker. 

For example, we have come a long 
way with our technology and the ge-
netically modified organisms that we 
have. We have, for years and years, 
raised Roundup Ready soybeans. When 
I grew up, we had walking beans, and 
we would try to put a little water at 
each end of the field and go through 
there and pull the weeds most of the 
time. Sometimes we cut them with a 
hook, but most of the time, we pulled 
them. So we went down, and we would 
weed our rows to one end, pivot around, 
weed the rows back to the other end. 

About every young kid that was 
there, all the way up to whoever could 
walk, was in the field pulling weeds out 
of the beans until a Ph.D. scientist dis-
covered that there was a genetic char-
acteristic that was resistant to Round-
up, and Roundup being a better—I will 
say an environmentally better product 
to kill weeds with than the 2,4–D that 
we had been using at the time. 

So they spliced this gene from an-
other plant into the soybean plant and 
came up with a plant called Roundup 
Ready soybeans. That meant that you 
could plant your beans across the field, 
your soybeans, and go through and 
spray a light dusting of Roundup 
across that. 

It would kill all the weeds, and the 
beans would thrive. You would see vast 
fields without a single weed in them, 
and nobody had to walk and pull those 
weeds. 

They got a little more sophisticated, 
I might add. After a while, when they 
got tired of walking, they put a bar 
across in the front of the tractor with 
seats on it, and then—my wife has done 
a lot of this—sat there in the Sun with 
a spray gun and just spray each weed 
that comes along in the rows that you 
are responsible for. That was another 
way. 

Well, we know they got a lot of spray 
on their feet and on their legs. And it 
seems to be healthy enough in my 
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neighborhood, but it never was really 
comfortable with that. 

In any case, that all went away when 
we came up with a genetically modified 
organism, Roundup Ready soybeans. 
Now, that has gone into other crops as 
well. 

Well, the folks in the European 
Union think that somehow that could 
be a carcinogen. I have argued with 
them over there, over and over again, 
show me your evidence on how it could 
be a carcinogen; show me some science; 
explain to me, at least your theory, on 
how it could be a carcinogen. And they 
say: Well, you have to prove to us it is 
not. 

How do you prove a negative? That is 
one of those age-old questions that phi-
losophers have kicked back and forth 
for a long time: How to you prove a 
negative? 

I put that pressure back on them, and 
I said: Well, you have to have 60 years 
of humans, and they have to be con-
trolled specimens so that the only vari-
able is one set of humans are eating 
Roundup Ready soybeans and the other 
set are not. And otherwise, their diets, 
their exercise, their environment are 
all the same. After 60 years of that, we 
can evaluate their medical records, see 
who is dead, who is alive, who has can-
cer, and who doesn’t. Then, we can de-
termine if it is safe—60 years. 

That is an unwinnable argument, 
with that standard put up, and I said 
so. This was a 4.5-hour debate with a 
Dutch scientist, by the way. Then I 
said: There has to be a better way, an-
other way. You are locking our product 
out of your countries, the entire Euro-
pean Union, 500 million people locking 
our agriculture products out and lock-
ing them out from the rest of the 
world, too, with trade protectionism. 

His answer was: Well, just label it, 
then, so that everybody knows what is 
there. 

I said: I am happy. Let’s label it. We 
have a deal. 

He said: No, we will label it. We will 
label it for you. 

I said: I know your label. It is skull 
and crossbones. You want to label it as 
something that nobody should eat. 

We have been consuming this product 
for a long, long time, and I don’t know 
that we could feed the world if we 
didn’t use the science. 

I have long had a couple of ears of 
corn in my man cave. One of them is an 
ear of corn that came from an 1848 
open-pollinated variety that came over 
across the prairie in a covered wagon 
that was planted there. No sophisti-
cated hybrid of any kind; it was the old 
corn. And that ear is pretty nice. It is 
about that long, and it has 24 rows of 
kernels around it. The next ear that is 
stabbed above it is one from the 2015 
crop that has 18 rows of kernels around 
it. 

The old one, from 1848, that looks 
even better than the one from 2015, 
yielded only between 15 and 25 bushels 
to the acre. The newer ear of corn, 
stabbed above it, yielded 232 bushels to 

the acre, 10 times the production be-
cause of the science that we brought to 
this. 

It isn’t just the genetics. It is the 
technology, the mechanical tech-
nology, too, and it is management. But 
you put that all together—and, of 
course, fertilization as well and weed 
control—we have gone 10 times—we 
have multiplied the corn yield by a fac-
tor of 10. 

Science has been a great big part of 
that, and the European Union is lock-
ing out a lot of the science that is feed-
ing a lot of the rest of the world. 

So, I want into that marketplace. I 
want to tear down those trade protec-
tion barriers and let our American pro-
ducers market into the European 
Union. That is one of the biggest rea-
sons that I have been a strong sup-
porter of Brexit. I promoted it wher-
ever I could go, dropped into the U.K. a 
few times to do so as well. 

Another one of the barriers is geo-
graphic indicators, like parmesan 
cheese. We are not supposed to label 
anything parmesan cheese because 
there is a place in Italy called Parma 
where they started making cheese that 
is or is similar to that which we call 
parmesan cheese. That is one of the ge-
ographic indicators. There are many, 
all put up, in my view, to protect the 
producers in the European Union from 
the trade competition outside. 

Nigel Farage sees that. He has seen 
that for a long time, not so much for 
the interest in our agriculture, but the 
interest of the constraints that come 
down on the member states of the Eu-
ropean Union and how their sov-
ereignty is sacrificed to Brussels and 
how Brussels then lords it over the 
members of the European Union. Nigel 
Farage started that effort, and he has 
been at it nearly 30 years. 

When he came to the United States 
and gave the speech on July 15, 2015, he 
made some excellent and strong points. 
He is far more versed on it than I am, 
and he always will be. 

But here is just a current piece of it 
then in 2015. We have a referendum in 
18 months. He says that UKIP has com-
pletely changed the debate. UKIP will 
either be—this is just so important, I 
think, to contemplate, Madam Speak-
er. He said UKIP—meaning the vote, 
the Brexit vote—will either be a foot-
note in history, or we will have done 
something the schoolchildren will read 
about. 

I wrote that down in red ink in that 
time nearly 5 years ago: We will have 
done something that will either be a 
footnote in history, or we will have 
done something that the school-
children will read about. 

Something happened that the school-
children will read about. That is cer-
tain. That was the Brexit vote that 
took place 3.5 years ago on June 23, 
2016. 

I happened to be in London at that 
time. I didn’t go there for that purpose. 
It was happenstance. I actually had a 
meeting scheduled on June 24 with 

Theresa May, who was then Home Sec-
retary. I went into that meeting with 
her. It lasted probably 30 minutes or a 
little more. 

They had just gotten the vote in, ac-
tually, at 3 o’clock in the morning, 
June 24, which is the time that they 
concluded that the Brexit vote was all 
in, all done, and the British had voted 
to pull themselves out of the European 
Union. I am there maybe 12 hours 
later, maybe a little less. 

Theresa May was a very nice lady, 
but I will say she seemed a little dis-
tracted. She didn’t know that she was 
a candidate or was going to be a can-
didate for Prime Minister. She didn’t 
know in about 3 weeks she would be 
the Prime Minister. 

But we talked about trade. We talked 
about the things of common interest. 
We went to the agenda that I came 
there to talk about, and I walked out 
of there thinking I knew that she had 
a chance to become the Prime Min-
ister. I was very impressed with her. I 
know that I said to people at the time: 
I hope she can become another Mar-
garet Thatcher. 

I tried to help. I also know, Madam 
Speaker, that then-President Barack 
Obama at that time, on, say, June 24, 
2016, had said that prior to the Brexit 
vote—and I believe in an attempt to 
alter the results that may otherwise 
come—said if the British vote to pull 
out of the EU, if they vote Brexit, they 
will go to the back of the queue in 
trade negotiations. 

That day, June 24, 2016, I said to The-
resa May: You voted to pull out of EU. 
I want to see you go to the front of the 
queue on trade negotiations. 

She agreed with me. At that point— 
you know, often you talk to people, 
and you think maybe they are not lis-
tening or something more important 
replaces that piece in their memory. 
The following February, then-Prime 
Minister Theresa May came to the 
United States, and I believe we met in 
Philadelphia. She walked across the 
room over to me and reminded me of 
what I had said that day, the day after 
the Brexit vote—actually, technically, 
the day of the Brexit conclusion. She 
said: Do you remember what you said 
to me? 

I said: Yes. I said that I want to see 
the United Kingdom go to the front of 
the queue on trade negotiations, not 
the back of the queue. 

She said: Yes, and we want to go to 
the front of the queue. 

Well, the 2016 election had taken 
place by then. Donald Trump had been 
inaugurated as President just the 
month before, so we were able to start 
that discussion but not able to have 
formal trade negotiations because the 
U.K. was still in that constellation of 
European Union nation-states. 

They didn’t formally get themselves 
out. It was just a vote that said to get 
out. I don’t believe that Theresa May 
ever believed that it was the right 
thing to do, for the U.K. to pull out of 
the EU. 
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Three years went by, more than 3 

years went by, 3.5 years went by. 
Through that period of time, it looked 
like Nigel Farage had won at the begin-
ning, when the vote came down. They 
more or less just packaged up the UKIP 
party, because it had served its func-
tion. 

Wouldn’t that be a great thing to see 
here in the United States? We have 
these nongovernment organizations 
that came to work here to get certain 
things done, and once they accom-
plished them, if they would just sack 
up their bats and go home and say we 
got done what we came here to do? 
They tend to find another mission in 
order to keep themselves viable. 

Nigel Farage didn’t do that. He said: 
Okay, we are going home. We got the 
job done. We voted; we won the elec-
tion; and we are coming out of the Eu-
ropean Union. 

b 1300 

But it didn’t work that way because 
Theresa May kept trying to bring a 
proposal for a conclusion that satisfied 
all of the parties involved. That meant 
you had to satisfy Jean-Paul Jonker; 
you had to satisfy the majority vote in 
the European Union Parliament; and 
you had to satisfy a majority of the 
people in the United Kingdom. 

They got kicked back and forth, back 
and forth, several proposals, and they 
were rejected time and again; but, in 
the end, the frustration grew, and 
Nigel Farage concluded that he had to 
go back to work again. 

So he went back to work and, this 
time, formed another party, and that is 
called the Brexit Party. They elected 
people again to office in the United 
Kingdom and brought the votes up to 
the point where they could be success-
ful, and they swept in and they were 
successful. Nigel Farage put his sup-
port behind Boris Johnson because 
Boris’ commitment was to complete 
the departure of the U.K. from the EU. 

So, with all of that, it actually did 
happen, Madam Speaker, and it hap-
pened on the last day of January this 
year. So it is just about a month ago 
today that the U.K. was formally sev-
ered from the European Union. 

And I will say that, just observing 
this, Nigel Farage was the key player 
in actually removing two British 
Prime Ministers from office. The sec-
ond one, of course, was Theresa May, 
whom I personally like but I just don’t 
believe was committed enough or 
strong enough to accomplish that 
which Boris Johnson did accomplish 
just about a month ago today. 

So now we are at a place where we 
can get serious about trade negotia-
tions with the United Kingdom. I am 
one who favors a strong trade agree-
ment with them that perhaps has bene-
fits that are leaning toward the United 
Kingdom so that they can get a good 
jump start in the severing that has 
taken place in their relationship with 
Brussels and something that would 
phase down, perhaps, over 5 years. 

And whenever there is a trade agree-
ment, like any business transaction, it 
has to be beneficial to both parties. If 
we trade dollars, Madam Speaker, I 
would hope that you would have a rea-
son to do that that pleases and benefits 
you, and I would have a reason to do 
that that pleases and benefits me. That 
is business. And if it is billions of dol-
lars, if it is even trillions of dollars, 
those exchanges need to be profitable 
to both parties. 

But I am happy if we can help the 
United Kingdom have a smooth glide 
path out of the European Union and as-
cend in a successful economy. 

I just cannot congratulate Nigel 
Farage enough for the personal accom-
plishment that he has led. And he has 
said carefully and, I will say, repet-
itively: But you are only leading is all 
you are doing. You have got to have 
the people. You got to have the work-
ers. You have got to have the volun-
teers. 

And they came to the streets of the 
United Kingdom, and they walked the 
streets, and they put door hangers on, 
and they made phone calls, and they 
mobilized that country. In mobilizing 
the country, they were able to bring 
forth the vote that separated the 
United Kingdom. 

So when I look at extraordinary fig-
ures in history, extraordinary figures 
like, let’s say, Winston Churchill or 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt, who was a 
terrific wartime President, and then 
also Dwight Eisenhower, who was also 
a terrific wartime general—we could go 
through Patton. We could go on and on 
about the leaders. 

But how many people in civilian life 
start on a mission because they have a 
conviction, and that conviction drives 
them through three decades, three dec-
ades of being humiliated or being joked 
about, being snickered about behind 
his back, but standing up always and 
delivering the clarity of the facts and 
the patriotism that is necessary for 
that success with the departure from 
the EU by the U.K.? 

Nigel Farage is an extraordinary in-
dividual in history. I have had the 
privilege of meeting some extraor-
dinary individuals in history, and Mar-
garet Thatcher is among them. I am 
extraordinarily impressed with her, 
Ronald Reagan, Pope John Paul, and, 
to a lesser degree, Gorbachev. But that 
network brought about the fall of the 
wall, and this is the beginning of how a 
rearrangement across Europe is taking 
place. 

I will say, also, it is tough for Poland 
to be under the yoke of the European 
Union. It is tough for Hungary to be 
under the yoke of the European Union. 
It is tough for Italy. It is tough for 
Greece to try to match up and be com-
patible with Germany, for example. 

When I see these small countries that 
need a trade agreement and they have 
to get all the other countries to agree 
on that trade agreement and the men-
tality is ‘‘we are going to have protec-
tionism,’’ then you are not going to get 

to a trade agreement if you have pro-
tectionism. 

Also, a couple of days ago, I sat down 
with just an extraordinary group of 
conservative leaders within the Euro-
pean Parliament, scattered across 
eight or nine or so of the countries out 
of the European Union, and I see the 
vision that they see, and it is a vision 
that moves toward they want govern-
ments that represent we, the people. 

They are tired of elitists. They are 
tired of globalists. They are tired of 
being constrained by regulators and 
taxers that are just, I will say, taking 
care of expanding their empires. They 
want we, the people to have the say, 
and they want government to benefit 
we, the people. And, boy, does that fit 
with me, Madam Speaker. 

I am quite pleased that we get to cel-
ebrate a tremendous victory for an in-
dividual that, for over the course of 
three decades, kept the ideal in place 
and, when they got to the vote 31⁄2 
years ago and they more or less moth- 
balled the part of the UKIP party be-
cause they accomplished what they set 
about doing, then they found out after-
wards, a year-and-a-half or so later, 
came to the conclusion that it wasn’t 
going to happen under Theresa May, 
started up a new party, the Brexit 
Party, won the elections necessary 
there, and threw the support behind 
Boris Johnson because Boris Johnson 
said, months ago: I will get the U.K. 
out by January 31 of 2020. 

He followed through on his word. 
Nigel Farage followed through on his 
word. And I would say that we have 
brethren now across the Atlantic 
Ocean that have raised their head up 
now for freedom and for the voice of 
we, the people. 

And I remarked in our private con-
versation, as we were talking about 
Winston Churchill, the breadth around 
the world that the English language 
has gone. 

Madam Speaker, years and years ago, 
when I read Winston Churchill’s book, 
‘‘A History of the English-Speaking 
Peoples,’’ I read through that book 
carefully, kind of forward and back and 
studied it, and I would think about 
what I had read the night before at my 
work during the day. 

You have to understand, I had a job 
that wasn’t intellectually stimulating 
at the time. So I would digest what 
Churchill had written and thought 
about what it meant. 

But when I finally finished the book, 
I remember laying it on my chest and 
looking up at the ceiling and think-
ing—Churchill didn’t write this in ‘‘A 
History of the English-Speaking Peo-
ples,’’ but the conclusion is clearly 
there if you think about it when you 
read though the book. 

The English language traveled all 
around the world, and wherever the 
English language went, it was accom-
panied by freedom. And it was also ac-
companied by free enterprise and a 
structure of government and a rule of 
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law; and with all of that came an orga-
nization that brought about a work 
ethic. 

The British were able to take their 
language around the world and bring 
with it the values that came out of 
that island that has contributed so 
much to the well-being of this planet. 
We are the little brothers, so to speak, 
of that. 

And so, because America was founded 
on those values, founded on that lan-
guage and founded on free enterprise 
capitalism, Judeo-Christian values, the 
rule of law, old English common law, it 
was like a giant petri dish just laid 
here waiting to spring forth this God- 
given liberty that we enjoy in this 
country today. 

When I go down to Jamestown and 
walk into that church right on the 
shore where they landed there in 1607, 
you walk inside that old church—it is 
actually built a little bit outside of the 
original foundation that was put in 
place then—there is a sign, a plaque on 
the wall. If you stand and look at that 
wall, you are looking out—if there had 
been a window instead of a plaque, you 
would be looking across the Atlantic 
Ocean toward England. And it says: 
Here, on this land, in 1607, English 
common law came to the New World. 

That common law exists within our 
country today. That foundation of 
common law is not only rooted in our 
Constitution and our Declaration, it is 
traceable back to England. It is trace-
able back to the Magna Carta. It is 
traceable back to Rome and traced 
back to Greece, and it is traced back to 
Moses himself. 

That is the legacy that was brought 
to this country: Judeo-Christian values 
rooted in the rule of law. And, in fact, 
some of that that came out of Roman 
law is the right to face your accusers 
and the principle that you are innocent 
until proven guilty. 

And there is another principle, too. If 
they don’t have a law to prosecute you 
under, then you have made no viola-
tion. They must cite the law. And, in 
some of my Biblical readings, I reflect 
upon that. 

When Jesus stood before Caiaphas, 
the high priest, and he was asked: Did 
you really say these things—I will par-
aphrase here a little bit, Madam 
Speaker. Did you say these things? Did 
you preach these things? 

And Jesus said: I taught openly in 
the synagogue. Everybody was there. 
All they had to do was listen to me. 
Ask them. They were there. They can 
tell you. 

And he pointed over at the Jews who 
were accusing him. And when that hap-
pened, the guards struck Jesus, and 
Jesus said—well, first, when he pointed 
over to the Jews, that was Jesus as-
serting his right to face his accusers. 

We all have that right in this coun-
try today to face our accusers. There is 
no anonymous accuser out there that 
has any validity, unless, of course, you 
are a hidden whistleblower that is lined 
up to try to remove the President of 
the United States. 

And there are a few other, I will say, 
unknown accusers. Some of them 
didn’t come forward very well when 
they were making accusations against 
Brett Kavanaugh. 

But, in the end, we have a principle 
in this country: Bring those people for-
ward. If you can’t stand up and, under 
oath, make an assertion, an allegation 
that is credible, that is supported by 
evidence, there is no charge that can be 
brought against an individual based on 
an anonymous assertion. 

Jesus had a right to face his accus-
ers. He asserted that right. And when 
he did, the guards struck Jesus because 
they believed his response was 
insulant, disrespectful. And Jesus said: 
If I have spoken wrongly, you must 
prove the wrong. But if I have spoken 
rightly, why do you punish me? Why do 
you strike me? 

That was Jesus asserting his right 
that he is innocent until proven guilty: 
If I have spoken wrongly, you must 
prove the wrong. 

That is America, too. The legacy 
goes back all the way from, actually, 
before Jesus into Roman law and all 
the way up to our times today, through 
English common law that landed just 
down the coastline here in 1607 with 
the pioneers that came in at that time, 
with the settlers that came in at that 
time. 

That is two of the principles. 
And the third one is the requirement 

that a violation must be cited in law, 
and that was St. Paul. He stood before 
Festus, the governor, and said: If I 
have offended thee for any reason for 
which I should be put to death, tell me 
what that is. Show me your rule. Show 
me your law. And if you have no law, 
you have no way to punish me for some 
law that doesn’t exist. 

Those principles are in our law 
today. They are not, Madam Speaker, 
necessarily in the rules of the Repub-
lican Conference, I can tell you that, as 
none of those things were allowed for 
me. I wasn’t presented any right to 
face my accusers. In fact, I don’t have 
an accuser, not one out of 330 million 
people. And there is no rule that I have 
been cited as violating or even think-
ing about circumventing, let alone vio-
late a law. 

It turns out that there have been four 
Members of Congress in all of history 
since 1789 that have been removed from 
their committees. Three of them are 
convicted Federal felons, and then 
there is me—no rule. 

b 1315 

Simply, it was an orchestrated media 
firestorm that got the political lynch 
mobs’ blood up, and they decided the 
best way to do that was to do what 
they did. And it has got to be rectified, 
Madam Speaker. We cannot have a 
standard in this country that says that 
one person in leadership, or even if 
that one person can demagogue the 
rest of them, can diminish or deny the 
representation of a duly-elected mem-
ber of Congress. But that is what has 

happened, and it must be rectified, and 
it must be rectified soon. 

Madam Speaker, I honor the life of 
Phil Haney. I honor the accomplish-
ments and the continuing life of Nigel 
Farage. I honor the rule of law, the his-
tory, and the legacy that we are as a 
country, and the values that must be 
protected, preserved, and maintained. 
It is so important that we identify, rec-
ognize, and refurbish the pillars of 
American exceptionalism, the legacy 
that comes from Western civilization 
rooted clear back to Moses and Mosaic 
Law through the Greeks and their age 
of reason and their rationale that laid 
the foundation for science and ulti-
mately for technology. 

I thank the Romans, as I said, for 
their rule of law but also the Repub-
lican form of government, which is 
guaranteed in our Constitution, that 
representative form of government be-
cause we the people can’t all get into 
one gathering like a Greek city-state 
and argue this out. We have to have 
people that speak for us. And the wis-
dom of this construction of our Con-
stitution puts this all together in the 
best balance that can be contrived. 

They always knew that there would 
be tension between the three branches 
of government, but they wrote that in 
such a way that that gray area would 
be struggled over, and if the executive 
branch got too powerful, then the 
House of Representatives starts all 
spending bills, so we constrain the ex-
ecutive branch through the appropria-
tion process. 

Then if we are too hot-blooded here 
in the House, which that hot- 
bloodedness is one of the reasons I am 
here today, the Senate with 6-year 
terms cools that in that saucer. So 
that wisdom is there. 

And if the judicial branch gets out of 
hand, then the confirmation process in 
the United States Senate slowly ratch-
ets that back. 

They had that balance put together 
in a beautiful way knowing that we are 
human beings and we are not always 
going to honor the intention that is in 
the Constitution, because we each have 
our political and our personal desires 
that distort that gray area in between 
the three branches of government. 

By the way, they didn’t see the judi-
cial branch of government as the most 
powerful branch of government; they 
saw it as the weakest of the three 
branches of government. And now has 
asserted itself—and this Congress has 
allowed them and so has the executive, 
to a degree, to be stronger than they 
were designed to be. 

But in the end, in these difficulties, 
when there is tension between these 
three branches of government between 
the executive and the legislative and 
the judicial branch of government, our 
Founding Fathers constructed it in 
such a way that the election changes 
things. The election changes we the 
people, and we the people change the 
course. 

For example, if the President gets 
out of hand, the executive branch gets 
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out of hand, the House of Representa-
tives reacts quickly. When they passed 
ObamaCare through the House of Rep-
resentatives and through the Senate, 
and some of it was admitted, even by 
those who voted for it, as by hook, 
crook, and legislative shenanigans, but 
when that happened, the American peo-
ple rose up. And in that 2010 election, 
they removed 62 seats over here and 
put 62 new seats over here with a new 
majority and a mandate to repeal 
ObamaCare. And the first steps that 
needed to be taken were to cut off all 
funding to implement or enforce 
ObamaCare. I led on that. I advocated 
for that. I fought for that for a decade, 
and now it is back before the court, the 
remnants of what is left. 

I offered, Madam Speaker, the full re-
peal of ObamaCare almost imme-
diately. I was writing that repeal while 
Barack Obama was signing the bill, and 
I brought the discharge petition nearly 
immediately as well, and we got almost 
every Republican to sign on it in 2010. 
Since that time, at least four times, 
the full 100 percent rip-it-out-by-the- 
roots repeal of ObamaCare has passed 
the House of Representatives. And 
some 80 to 84 times parts of ObamaCare 
that are part of the bill that I drafted 
has passed the House of Representa-
tives. Multiple times it has been passed 
through the Senate and signed by the 
President that has gotten rid of the in-
dividual mandate, for example, and a 
number of other components of a bad 
bill. 

The American people rose up. They 
changed the majorities here in the 
House of Representatives. They gave 
the authority to put the brakes on 
ObamaCare over here to the House. We 
didn’t put the brakes on it well enough. 
We should have shut off all funding to 
implement or enforce ObamaCare and 
done that in January or February of 
2011, and when we didn’t, people began 
to wonder if we were really serious 
about repealing ObamaCare. 

Over time there were struggles and, I 
will say, plenty of them. We had a gov-
ernment shutdown in October of 2013 
that was also rooted in trying to shut 
off the funding to implement or enforce 
ObamaCare. That failed. Subsequent to 
that, we had Speaker Ryan write a bill 
that was a replacement for ObamaCare 
and a partial repeal, which was adver-
tised as a full repeal of ObamaCare. Re-
peal and replace. It was a tactical error 
in my view, Madam Speaker. We should 
have simply repealed ObamaCare as a 
standalone piece of legislation and 
then went to work to put the fixes in, 
not with a complicated bill that today 
nobody can explain from memory. I 
mean, nobody. Not even the author can 
explain it from memory without hav-
ing to go back to the paperwork and 
get boned up on it. But we needed to 
bring those changes in healthcare and 
health insurance policy that were log-
ical, that were clear, that were like 
rifle shots. 

For example, sell insurance across 
State lines. Make those amendments to 

the McCarran-Ferguson Act so that the 
States would not be able to set up 
quasi-monopolies with insurance com-
panies at the behest of those companies 
within their own States. So that in 
Iowa I could buy a health insurance 
policy from Arizona, or Kentucky, or 
Mississippi, or wherever it might be. 
Insurance across State lines. 

The reimportation of prescription 
drugs, Madam Speaker, to cut the cost 
of drugs by simply bringing them back 
into the United States at the prices 
that they are being sold for in our 
neighboring Canada, for example. That 
is two things. 

The third one is full, 100 percent de-
ductibility of everybody’s health insur-
ance premium. That is an essential 
piece. When we had the mandate in 
place, there were 20.9 million people in 
this country that were compelled to 
buy health insurance by law with after- 
tax dollars, which is roughly double 
the cost of what you are going to pay 
with before-tax dollars. 

And so employers could write off the 
health insurance policies. If you are a 
corporation, you can write that off. If 
you are a sole proprietorship and you 
hadn’t incorporated, you were buying 
your health insurance with after-tax 
dollars. 

So let’s say you make $100,000 a year, 
and you pay your taxes, and now you 
have got $50,000 left. That adds sales 
tax, property tax, gas tax, and income 
tax, State and Federal. Those kind of 
taxes and more adds up to roughly 50 
percent. So you make $100,000 a year, 
you have got $50,000 left over, and you 
have got a $24,000 premium that you 
have to pay on your health insurance 
mandated in the past by ObamaCare. 
So there is $24,000 gone. And we know 
what is left if you are doing the math, 
Madam Speaker. You have $26,000 left 
to feed your family, send your kids to 
college, buy a new car, pay the mort-
gage, and all of the bills that come in. 
That took too much money out of peo-
ple’s pocket. They needed to be able to 
deduct that so that it could be a busi-
ness expense to them as it is to the 
competition that the sole proprietor-
ships had. 

So the family farm, the mom-and-pop 
operations, the little restaurant run by 
mom, dad, and the kids, they were pun-
ished. And if you look back over the 
last decade or a little more, we are 
hard-pressed to go find those little 
mom-and-pop restaurants anymore, 
those little gas stations anymore, 
those family farms. The acres have 
grown, the numbers of farms have 
shrunk, and the mom and dad that are 
on the farm working together as a fam-
ily and raising their kids with a work 
ethic and a faith ethic and a family 
unity ethic don’t exist very much ei-
ther, because one of those two almost 
has to go to town and get a job where 
the health insurance for the family is 
provided. They can’t afford to pay it 
out of the proceeds sitting out on the 
farm because it is not deductible. The 
premiums are not deductible under 

normal business structure unless you 
incorporate and become a chapter S or 
a C corporation. 

So those are some of the things that 
went wrong here. But the drive to get 
it right is set up for the balance be-
tween the three branches of govern-
ment. The House of Representatives 
didn’t get as far as we should have 
gone, but the American people gave us 
a mandate to do that. We didn’t do all 
that they called upon us to do. And so 
they called some of us back home 
again, replaced those seats, and set the 
majority back over here. 

Now we are in the second year of that 
majority. We will find out in November 
of this year how pleased the American 
people are with the progress that ei-
ther has or hasn’t been made, depend-
ing upon your opinion. It goes back and 
forth in the House of Representatives. 
It goes back and forth in the Senate. 

If the Supreme Court gets out of line, 
the Senate can shut down and change 
and refuse to confirm appointments to 
all the Federal courts, but also to the 
Supreme Court of the United States. 
And it is possible, although I believe it 
has never happened, that if the House 
has reached a very high level of dis-
agreement with the Supreme Court, 
the House could shut funding down in 
the Supreme Court. 

In fact, I had this discussion, Madam 
Speaker, with Justice Scalia during 
the vigorous times of his glorious life, 
and I said to him, As I read the Con-
stitution, since the Constitution re-
quires there be a Supreme Court, the 
Congress can reduce the Supreme 
Court down to the Chief Justice at his 
own card table with his own candle, no 
staff. And when I presented that to 
Justice Scalia in a Conservative Oppor-
tunity breakfast of about 40 people, 
and I did that more or less to tweak 
him a little bit and see how the glint in 
his eye would work. And his response 
back to my constitutional analysis 
was, I would argue that you could do 
all of that, but you could only reduce it 
down to three justices, not one, be-
cause otherwise there wouldn’t be any 
reason for a Chief Justice. And my an-
swer was, Well, there has always been 
too many chiefs and not enough Indi-
ans. The man had a tremendous sense 
of humor, a robust way of living life, 
and he wrote his opinions in a delight-
ful, entertaining way for the very pur-
pose that law students would read 
them and remember them. He has im-
pacted our jurisprudence and will, I 
think, for centuries. I love the man, 
Justice Scalia. 

But in the end, Congress does have 
that authority whether to reduce that 
Supreme Court down, and so if we did 
that, it would send a signal, and if you 
coupled that with appointments to the 
court, you can see how the judicial 
branch of government would be turned 
around, not by the House of Represent-
atives or the United States Senate, but 
in the end, as our Founding Fathers en-
visioned it, by we the people. 

We the people make the final deci-
sions in this. We the people will go to 
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the polls and the primaries coming out. 
We the people, we will hear very quick-
ly from South Carolina and then on 
Super Tuesday we the people will send 
a directive on who is most likely to be 
the nominee in each of the parties. 

Then as we get to November after the 
conventions and the formal nomina-
tions of our Presidential candidates 
and after the primaries in the States so 
the nominees for each of the seats, all 
of them up here in the House of Rep-
resentatives and the one-third of them 
that are up over there in the United 
States Senate, Madam Speaker, go to 
the polls in November and make that 
selection. And please believe, that se-
lection is the voice of we the people. 
And when we the people have spoken, 
we have a right to demand that this 
Congress follow through on the man-
dates as we perceive them. They aren’t 
always clear is why I say, ‘‘as we per-
ceive them.’’ 

But it was really clear that our job 
was to repeal ObamaCare. We didn’t 
get that done. And part of that is a dis-
appointment that brought about the 
change of majority in the House of 
Representatives. 

So I have great reverence for the pil-
lars of American exceptionalism. Most 
of them are within the Bill of Rights. 

Think of it this way, Madam Speak-
er: Ronald Reagan spoke about the 
shining city on the Hill, and as he 
spoke about that, I could never quite 
get that image in my mind. It didn’t 
quite settle. How do you build a shin-
ing city on the Hill? It became a moun-
tain, as I looked at it in my mind’s eye. 
It is tough to do the construction of 
that and build a city out there with all 
those variables involved. So I have in-
stead constructed in my mind and my 
imagination a shining city built on the 
pillars of American exceptionalism. 
And those pillars of American 
exceptionalism, most of them are al-
ready in the Bill of Rights. 

Think of a city out there that is built 
on these pillars, driven down to bed-
rock, the bedrock of human nature and 
by the hand of God. Freedom of speech 
is a pillar. Freedom of religion is a pil-
lar. Freedom of the press is another 
pillar. Freedom of assembly is another 
pillar. Those things frame the circle 
around the outside edge of this shining 
city built upon the pillars of American 
exceptionalism. No double jeopardy. 
Face a jury of your peers. The rule of 
law. Face a jury of your peers. And 
then the protection against unreason-
able search and seizure, that is there. 
Property rights that are built within 
it. The Fifth Amendment, nor shall pri-
vate property be taken for public use 
without just compensation, another 
pillar of American exceptionalism. 

b 1330 

You can put all of these together, 
and then you have a series of pillars 
around the perimeter. But one central 
pillar needs to be the rule of law. An-
other central pillar needs to be free en-
terprise capitalism. 

I have described the foundation that 
made America great. That foundation 
is under attack every day in our uni-
versities. For example, our universities 
are teaching socialism, which is a nice 
word for communism, Marxism, 
Maoism. That is being taught in uni-
versities across this country every day 
to our young children, impressionable, 
going off with the idea that they were 
going to get this profound education, 
and they are educated in something 
that is anathema to the history of the 
United States or to the success of the 
United States of America. 

I want to see the universities teach 
freedom, free enterprise, the rule of 
law, the pillars of American 
exceptionalism, the foundations of 
Western civilization that have built 
the First World. 

Lest there be any mistake about it, 
there is nothing about anything I said 
here that has anything to do with race. 

I have said this over and over again, 
Madam Speaker. It is not about race; it 
has never been about race. 

It is about culture. It is about civili-
zation. And we have to understand that 
there are things that we share in our 
history, a common history, a common 
effort, maybe a common enemy, but a 
common cause that pulls us together, a 
common language that ties us to-
gether. 

The most powerful unifying force 
known to all humanity throughout all 
history is the ability to speak in the 
same language and communicate with 
each other. That pulls us together. It 
doesn’t divide us apart. It pulls us to-
gether. 

It is good when we have more people 
who can speak multiple languages be-
cause we want to communicate with 
the maximum number of people and 
understand them, but you can do it 
quickly with common language, and 
that is a powerful force. 

A common defense, a common geog-
raphy, a common history, a common 
cause, a common set of likes and dis-
likes, a common set of even diets and 
clothing and the things we like about 
music and play, all the things that 
have to do with our culture and our 
movies and our sports, all of those 
things pull us together. And they are 
reflective of the American civilization, 
and they are precious. They are pre-
cious to us, and the rest of the world 
wants to grasp them and retain them 
and hold them as well. 

It is not about race. It has never been 
about race. It is about culture. It is 
about civilization. It is about enhanc-
ing this Western civilization, for which 
the United States of America is the 
flagship, is today the flagship for West-
ern civilization. 

We can welcome all peoples into this 
belief system that we have, and any 
baby that could be born and put into a 
crib in any place in the world can be 
lifted out of that crib, brought here, 
raised in America as an American, and 
they are as American as anybody else. 

I went over to do a naturalization 
ceremony with Emilio Gonzalez a num-

ber of years ago, who was a naturalized 
citizen from Cuba, and he was also the 
director at USCIS at the time. I gave a 
speech to about 70 to 90 new Ameri-
cans. He gave one, too. 

I liked his better than mine because 
there in the Old Executive Office Build-
ing, it was in the summertime and the 
windows were open, and he said: When 
this service is over, I want you to walk 
over to that window and look out that 
window, which looks out on the White 
House itself, the South Lawn and the 
west side of the White House. 

And he said: Look at that house next 
door and know that, from this day for-
ward, the person who lives in that 
house next door is no more American 
than you are. 

That is the spirit of the America that 
we are. Those are the values that we 
are built upon. 

There is a greatness ahead of us, but 
we have to stop bickering and stop di-
viding each other and pull ourselves to-
gether and understand this Constitu-
tion is a beautiful document. If prop-
erly executed, it will take good people 
as far as good people could ever go. 

We are setting the pace for the First 
World, and we would like to see the 
rest of the world come together and 
also become First World. 

We know the standards. We need to 
be proud of them, protect them, and re-
furbish the pillars of American 
exceptionalism. 

I will close with this, Madam Speak-
er. This is by memory, not in my notes. 
But I remember Nigel Farage saying: 
We have to have the courage to define 
and defend our civilization. 

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

f 

PUBLICATION OF COMMITTEE 
RULES 

REVISION TO THE RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE FOR 
THE 116TH CONGRESS 

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE, HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, February 26, 2020. 
Hon. NANCY PELOSI, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MADAM SPEAKER: Pursuant to Rule 
XI, Clause 2(a) of the Rules of the House of 
Representatives, I respectfully submit re-
vised rules of the 116th Congress for the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure for publication in the Congres-
sional Record. The Committee adopted a re-
vision to these rules by voice vote, with a 
quorum being present, at a Committee meet-
ing held on February 26, 2020. 

Sincerely, 
PETER A. DEFAZIO, 

Chairman. 
RULE I. GENERAL PROVISIONS 

(a) APPLICABILITY OF HOUSE RULES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Rules of the House 

are the rules of the Committee and its sub-
committees so far as applicable, except that 
a motion to recess from day to day, and a 
motion to dispense with the first reading (in 
full) of a bill or resolution, if printed copies 
are available, are non-debatable privileged 
motions in the Committee and its sub-
committees. 
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