H1530

ought to disagree with the Supreme
Court when they are wrong or when we
think they are wrong, but no threats.

This should be the last bastion of ci-
vility where we can come, we can dis-
agree, we can fuss at each other, we
can complain, and we can expose igno-
rance, but not threaten. There is no
place for that in the House or in the
Senate.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MALINOWSKI). Members are reminded to
refrain from engaging in personalities
toward Members of the Senate.

CONTINUATION OF THE NATIONAL
EMERGENCY WITH RESPECT TO
VENEZUELA—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 116-105)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the TUnited
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, referred
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs
and ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

Section 202(d) of the National Emer-
gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides
for the automatic termination of a na-
tional emergency unless, within 90
days before the anniversary date of its
declaration, the President publishes in
the Federal Register and transmits to
the Congress a notice stating that the
emergency is to continue in effect be-
yond the anniversary date. In accord-
ance with this provision, I have sent to
the Federal Register for publication the
enclosed notice stating that the na-
tional emergency declared in Executive
Order 13692 of March 8, 2015, with re-
spect to the situation in Venezuela is
to continue in effect beyond March 8,
2020.

The situation in Venezuela continues
to pose an unusual and extraordinary
threat to the national security and for-
eign policy of the United States. For
this reason, I have determined that it
is necessary to continue the national
emergency declared in Executive Order
13692 with respect to the situation in
Venezuela.

DONALD J. TRUMP.
THE WHITE HOUSE, March 5, 2020.

———

A THREAT TO TWO OF OUR
SUPREME COURT JUSTICES

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

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the privilege to be recognized
to address you here on the floor of the
House of Representatives.

Having listened to the gentleman
ahead of me, Mr. LOUIE GOHMERT and
some of the discussion that he had, I
would pick up with the beginning here,
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Mr. Speaker, with one of the places
where he left off, and that is what hap-
pened before the United States Su-
preme Court yesterday and the state-
ments that were made by the minority
leader of the United States Senate.

I may have a bit of a different per-
spective than some in this House or
Senate or across this land, but here is
the language that was deemed offensive
from Senator SCHUMER. I watched the
video, and he was pointing. He pointed
at the United States Supreme Court,
and he used the names of two Supreme
Court Justices. He said this: “I want to
tell you, Gorsuch, I want to tell you,
Kavanaugh, you have released the
whirlwind, and you will pay the price.
You won’t know what hit you if you go
forward with these awful decisions.”
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That was stunning. It was stunning
to hear two Justices called out in that
fashion before the Supreme Court. And
I know that there was a crowd over
there that was happy to hear those
words. But as a constitutionalist and
former chairman of the Constitution
Subcommittee in the House of Rep-
resentatives, I am troubled by the ef-
fort to try to sway judges through
what appears to be verbal intimidation
before the Supreme Court.

I have stood on those same steps and
delivered any number of speeches, but I
always confine them to the constitu-
tional principles that were involved. I
wanted the Justices to hear my speech.
I didn’t want them to ever hear it as a
threat. I wanted them to hear it as a
rational approach in a way as if I were
actually arguing before that Supreme
Court, before that Bench.

They are all well-learned and very,
very capable people who are deeply
steeped in our Constitution and in case
law. They have their different philoso-
phies, and that is clear. We often see a
5-4 decision on the Court.

Mr. Speaker, I thought when I first
arrived in this town a number of years
ago, I looked forward to going over to
the Supreme Court to hear what I ex-
pected to be the profound constitu-
tional arguments before that Bench. So
I began going over there for some of
the important cases, with that expecta-
tion. I recall sitting there, listening to
an argument before the Court, and I
understood—actually, this would be
the Kelo decision before the Supreme
Court. The Kelo decision is the decision
that I believe amended the Constitu-
tion by the Supreme Court decision.

It was this. Let’s see, New London,
Connecticut. There was property there
that was owned and utilized by owners
who didn’t want to sell that property
to the developers. The local govern-
ment wanted that property in the
hands of the developers because they
would develop that property into, I be-
lieve, a shopping mall, and then the
taxes would be the revenue going into
local governments. So local govern-
ments had an incentive in encouraging
the development of the property, but
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the property owners sat there with a
constitutional guarantee in the Fifth
Amendment of the Constitution that
says: ‘‘nor shall private property be
taken for public use, without just com-
pensation.”

That was the guarantee that, first of
all, only governments could confiscate
property. They needed to maintain
that within their own possession, and
it has to be for a public use. It can’t be
for a private use. It was a private busi-
ness that they handed that property
over to in New London, Connecticut.

Mr. Speaker, when I listened to the
argument, I expected the argument
would go back to the very language of
the Fifth Amendment, and that would
be argued, perhaps, certainly, on both
sides. And I come down on the side of:
The Constitution means what it says,
and it means what it was understood to
mean at the time of ratification by the
people who voted to ratify it.

We can’t go back and assign different
definitions to words or simply say that
it is a living, breathing Constitution
that can adapt itself to changing
times. If that were the case, there
wouldn’t be a provision to amend this
Constitution provided by our Founding
Fathers. The Constitution is an
intergenerational, contractual guar-
antee between one generation of Amer-
icans to the next generation of Ameri-
cans.

So, I hoped to hear those—in fact, ex-
pected to hear—those arguments before
the United States Supreme Court.
What I heard instead were arguments
that were made to Justice O’Connor,
and I think they considered her to be
the swing vote. And she came down on,
I believe, the constitutional side of it
in the end. But there were just little
tweaks that had to do with her back-
ground.

She was raised on a ranch. I think it
is a B&B ranch down in southern Ari-
zona, and I think it goes across into
New Mexico, as I recall. I read her
books years ago. And some of the ranch
land that she grew up on was part of
the Gadsden Purchase that came in
right at the end of the U.S. and Mexi-
can war.

But growing up on a ranch, property
values matter, and property rights
matter, and water rights matter in
that part of the country. And her book
is replete with those Kkinds of nar-
ratives. It is a really interesting way
to get some insight into Justice O’Con-
nor. But she understood this case in a
way I didn’t know until later.

But I came down here to the floor,
and we brought a resolution in the
House of Representatives, a resolution
of disapproval to what was called the
Kelo decision. In that Kelo decision, it
upheld the decision of local govern-
ment in New London, Connecticut, to
confiscate private property, houses and
residences that had a deed, and to take
that land and compensate them for
what they deemed the value was—con-
demnation—and hand them over to the
private investors so they can take that
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