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So the bill is passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3765

Mr. RANGEL. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to withdraw my
name from H.R. 3765, the ADA Edu-
cation and Reform Act of 2015.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
McSALLY). Is there objection to the re-
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quest of the gentleman from New
York?
There was no objection.

———

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
when the House adjourns today, it ad-
journ to meet at 9 a.m. tomorrow.

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

There was no objection.

————
RECOGNIZING CHASE BUSBY

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

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Madam
Speaker, I rise today to recognize the
courageous Chase Busby from St. Si-
mons Island, Georgia—a 3-year-old bat-
tling leukemia.

After Chase showed symptoms of a
fairly common cold for about a month,
his parents, Chris and Cassie, took him
to the doctor for tests. Unfortunately,
those tests showed that he had an
acute type of childhood cancer found in
bone marrow.

Since that time, Chase has gone
through many more tests, medicines,
and painful procedures, including
chemotherapy. He is set to complete
his treatment in 2018.

In true south Georgia fashion, I am
proud to say that Chase’s local commu-
nity is rallying behind him. In his
honor, on September 23, Redfern Vil-
lage in St. Simons is hosting a block
party called ‘‘Redfern Goes Gold,” and
the proceeds will go to funding child-
hood cancer research.

With September being National
Childhood Cancer Awareness Month, I
rise today to wish Chase Busby all the
best in fighting this disease. Chase, we
are here to support you every step of
the way.
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CELEBRATING MS. MAE CORA
PETERSON’S 100TH BIRTHDAY

(Mr. VEASEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. VEASEY. Madam Speaker, I rise
today to honor the 100th birthday of
Ms. Mae Cora Peterson, a resident of
Fort Worth, Texas, in the Stop Six,
Carver Heights community.

Ms. Peterson was born on September
13, 1916, in Orangeburg, South Carolina,
during the Jim Crow era. Under-
standing the value of education during
the time of racial segregation, she at-
tended and graduated from South Caro-
lina State University. She went on to
earn her master’s degree from the Uni-
versity of Michigan. After graduation,
she volunteered with the YWCA and
was offered a full-time job in the city
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of her choice. She took on the position
of executive director at a segregated
branch in Fort Worth.

She continued her passion to serve
youth and later served as the dean of
girls and vice principal at Dunbar High
School, where she worked for 27 years.
In addition to her civic duties, Ms.
Peterson is also the oldest active living
member of the Delta Sigma Theta So-
rority, Inc.

Madam Speaker, I rise to give tribute
to my good friend, Ms. Mae Cora Peter-
son.

—————
NO LAMEDUCK VOTE ON TPP

(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Speaker, I rise
today to call on Congress to rule out
an end-of-the-year lameduck end-run
vote on the Trans-Pacific Partnership.

No other time in the Congress is less
accountable to the people who entrust
us to represent their interests than the
period between election and the swear-
ing in of a new Congress in January.
That is why it is called lameduck.

Retiring Members or those who lost
elections still have a say. And whose
interests are they more likely to rep-
resent?

Sometimes corporate interests weigh
in with tantalizing offers of high-dollar
remuneration on their retirement. Or
for those fresh off an election, a lame-
duck can present pressures from donors
who funded their campaigns.

In 2000, I watched this scenario play
out when the permanent normal trade
relations with China, unfortunately,
passed. For China’s PNTR vote, look at
Texas. The President secured at least
five Members’ votes by promising an
environmental cleanup of a military
factory, a study on job losses due to
imports, and finalized an EPA study
for a pipeline.

And what happened to those prom-
ises?

Nothing. In fact, the factory closed
with the district losing 5,000 jobs.

Madam Speaker, we have been told
time and again that free trade deals
create jobs, but they outsource our
jobs instead. Americans deserve a vote
from accountable, elected Representa-
tives. No lameduck TPP vote.

————
AMERICAN FREEDOMS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2015, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. GIBSON) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. GIBSON. Madam Speaker, this
evening I will be joined with three
other veterans, and among the four of
us are three airborne Ranger-qualified
veterans and one Navy SEAL. We will
be talking about our freedoms and this
exceptional way of life.

Madam Speaker, earlier this year, on
the Fourth of July, we celebrated 240
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years of our independence, celebrating
our freedoms.

Earlier this week in a series of som-
ber memorials, I was in some of my
towns across the 11 counties of the 19th
Congressional District of New York,
and we marked the 15th year since the
11th of September of 2001.

Madam Speaker, it has often been
the case in the human experience that
in adversity, character is revealed. I
would submit that the character of the
American soul was revealed on that
day. Courage in the face of danger.

At the World Trade Center, when so
many Americans were working their
way down the stairs, our first respond-
ers were on their way up to make sure
that no one was left behind. Remark-
able courage in the face of danger.

And I think about what it must have
been like on United Airlines Flight 93
when they had that revelation that the
country was under attack and that
their plane, which had been hijacked,
was destined for some target, likely in
the National Capital Region, and how
they summoned up the courage to at-
tack. Ordinary Americans doing ex-
traordinary things. Courage in the face
of danger. Part of the American soul,
part of our character. Also, I would
add, unity, unity of our country.

Very often we celebrate the diversity
in this country. And, in fact, we are
very proud of the fact that we have
freedom of thought, freedom of expres-
sion, and we celebrate that diversity.
But, Madam Speaker, we also at the
same time honor our unity, and that
was clearly on display on the 11th of
September and all the days after.

Then, finally, what I would add is
courage in the face of danger, unity,
love, and support. I saw that firsthand
again this week throughout my district
at these memorials. It certainly was
the case on the 11th of September.

When you think about what it means
to be an American and the freedoms
that we hold dear, this is a way of life
worth defending, and that is why I am
excited to be with my colleagues here
this evening to talk about that. Be-
cause oftentimes we don’t think about
this, it is no less true.

What we did in the 18th century was
truly radical. We changed the trajec-
tory of history with our Revolution.
Think about those summoning words
in the Declaration of Independence:

“WE hold these Truths to be self-evi-
dent, that all Men are created equal,
that they are endowed by their Creator
with certain unalienable Rights, that
among these are Life, Liberty, and the
Pursuit of Happiness—That to secure
these Rights, Governments are insti-
tuted among Men, deriving their just
Powers from the Consent of the Gov-
erned.”

We have a tendency to look back on
that and say, Well, of course. That was
utterly radical. The 18th century was
the era of the divine right of kings and
queens and aristocracies. The heads of
state of Europe, they gave us no
chance. They never thought this would
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work. They scoffed at us. They believed
that, ultimately, chaos would unfold
and that we would beg for the mon-
archy to come back. And, Madam
Speaker, we showed the world a hum-
ble nation, mostly farmers at the time;
and we showed the world that we could
not only survive, that we could thrive
and flourish and really go on to be, as
many have said, the greatest hope for
mankind.

Madam Speaker, that is why we are
here tonight. We all believe passion-
ately in this. We took an oath that said
we were ready to give our life for that,
and we are still fighting for that now,
as we serve in the United States Con-
gress.

And when we consider the kind of
government that we brought forward,
this was a government of the people, by
the people, for the people, a self-gov-
erning people. Philosophers had writ-
ten about it. We had some forms of
that in republics over the centuries.
But really what many had theorized,
we were really the first to put in full
practice.

And here I am talking explicitly
about an independent judiciary. Here-
tofore, they had been, you know, exten-
sions of the crown, extensions of the
executive branch.

James Madison and many of the
Founders came forward and they said—
and this is what was so revolutionary—
we are going to put the individual at
the center, the citizen at the center.
Before that time, government really
was the state, it was the king, it was
the queen. And we said we are going to
be self-governing.

Madam Speaker, to do that, we
brought forward a Constitution. And
that was, again, what was really, I
think, in the end, pivotal because we
had a contemporary.

Less than a decade later, France had
a revolution, but, unfortunately, ulti-
mately, they begged for the monarchy
to come back. Their revolution did not
succeed, but ours did. And it really was
the genius design of the Constitution
that diffused power, that celebrated
liberty, and put the citizen at the cen-
ter, the separation of powers, the
checks and balances, the auxiliary
checks that came with it. We are talk-
ing about Federalism.

We chose the word ‘‘state’” on pur-
pose. We could have chose ‘‘province.”
We could have chose any other word.
We chose the word ‘‘state’ because we
believed in that cosovereignty. And, of
course, undergirding all of that was the
idea of an empowered citizen, as I men-
tioned.

Some historians have said that when
you look at all of this, when you look
at Federalist Papers, when you look at
the Constitution, when you look at the
Bill of Rights, it has been argued that
these are some of the most summoning
words ever penned; and I agree with
that. But, Madam Speaker, this was
also very real.

What our Founders instantiated in
the Bill of Rights, everything they put
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there, had happened to us. I mean,
King George had abused the colonists.
He had abused us. And we said, No
more. We said that we shall have lib-
erty.

So when you look at the First
Amendment, for example, the king had
denied us the ability of freedom of
speech. He told us that we could not
have freedom of religion. He super-
imposed his religious views on all of
the colonists. He said that we couldn’t
meet in groups of more than three be-
cause he said we would be conspiring
against him. It turns out he was actu-
ally right about that.

Madam Speaker, he denied us the
right to petition our government. We
put together petitions. We sent it over-
seas to the king, anxiously waiting on
a response. The king didn’t even open
them. He wouldn’t open these peti-
tions. He said they didn’t have the
standing, they don’t have the right.

Our Founders said that all of our
citizens have the right to petition their
government; they have the right to as-
semble; they have the right to freedom
of speech, freedom of the press, free-
dom of religion. We hold these dear,
and we are very proud of this.

The Second Amendment. Madam
Speaker, we often learn that the Brits
marched on our guns; and that, in part,
is why the Second Amendment was put
there. Well, let’s remember this: sure,
it was the Brits, but that doesn’t even
make the point. That was our govern-
ment. The Brits at the time were es-
sentially our national government, and
they marched on our guns. The Found-
ers said, No more. Free citizens who
have rights and responsibilities have
the right to keep and bear arms.

The Third Amendment. Madam
Speaker, the king had quartered troops
in our homes. He did that without ask-
ing; didn’t pay us any money. Our
Founders said that is a violation; it is
a violation of the citizen; and that the
only time that a government can quar-
ter troops in a home is if Congress de-
clares that there is a state of war and
if citizens are reimbursed for that.

Madam Speaker, the Fourth Amend-
ment. The king routinely sent his
troops into our homes. He didn’t need
cause. They turned furniture upside
down. They could look for anything.
Our Founders said that would not hap-
pen again. They said that we have the
right—as citizens, we have the right to
be reasonably secure in ourselves, in
our belongings, and that the only way
the government could get access to
that is if they followed a process, due
process where they stood before a judge
and they showed probable cause for ac-
tion. Only then shall warrants be writ,
and those warrants shall have speci-
ficity in person, place, and thing. Cen-
tral to liberty.

Madam Speaker, the Fifth through
the Eighth Amendments have to do
with the rights of the accused. We have
the right to hear the charges against
us. We have the right to not be locked
up, indefinitely detained without
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charge. We have the right to counsel.
We have the right to not be forced to
testify against ourselves. We also won’t
have double jeopardy. If we are facing a
capital crime, it shall first go to a
grand jury. We have the right to speedy
and public trials by jury, and we have
the right to protection from unjust
punishment.

O 1830

Madam Speaker, the Ninth and
Tenth Amendments are an affirmation
of limited government because the
Founders said that anything that
wasn’t explicitly written in the docu-
ment would be left for the States or
the people.

Madam Speaker, this changed the
history of the world. This was an in-
credible moment when freedom was
born. And every generation since, serv-
icemen and -women have had to stand
up to protect those freedoms because
we believe in the idea of the citizen and
we believe in the idea of liberty.

Madam Speaker, I want to be clear.
There has been a lot of discussion in
this Chamber about the safety and se-
curity of our families and our commu-
nities. I want to state very clearly that
all of us veterans here, we believe deep-
ly in this. We love our families, we love
our friends, we love our communities,
and we want to assure their safety.
That is partly what inspired us to go
forward, to deploy, to fight our en-
emies: to ensure the protection of our
loved ones.

We don’t believe that by targeting
with law law-abiding citizens we are
going to be safer. We believe in back-
ground checks. Of course, we do. We
don’t want terrorists to get guns. In
fact, we endeavor to kill or capture ter-
rorists.

We believe this. We believe that any
public policy that is enacted needs to
actually solve the problem while at the
same time protecting our liberties, as-
suring us of the freedoms that we
fought for.

As we look across, what is evident is
that we have issues right now with
gangs and narcotraffickers, and so we
support action. In fact, we helped pass,
in this Chamber, legislation that ad-
dressed that. When we addressed the
opioid issue, we addressed education,
which is so important to cutting down
on opioid abuse. We addressed treat-
ment. We also addressed enforcement.

Federalism has many virtues, but it
has some challenges, too. There are
seams. There are seams that these
narcotraffickers and gangs can exploit,
and we helped address that.

Madam Speaker, these are construc-
tive actions that can help make us
safer. We fought to defend these free-
doms. We are still fighting to defend
these freedoms.

Madam Speaker, we are now going to
hear from a series of speakers. I want
to first bring up my friend from OKkla-
homa, STEVE RUSSELL. He represents
the Fifth District in Oklahoma. He
served in the United States Army for 21
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yvears. He commanded a battalion. His
battalion was actually the main effort
that captured Saddam Hussein back in
December of 2003 in Iraq. This is an in-
credible person. He is a warrior. He is
scholar. He is a statesman. He was
decorated with the Combat Infantry-
man Badge. His servicemen and
-women were awarded the Valorous
Unit Award, and he personally was
decorated for valor. He is also a small-
business owner, rifle manufacturing
business. He was a representative in
Oklahoma before he came here. I am
very honored to serve with him.

I yield to the gentleman from OKla-
homa (Mr. RUSSELL).

Mr. RUSSELL. Madam Speaker, I
thank my colleague and fellow warrior
from New York and my brother war-
riors who are joining me in this effort
today. It is an honor to have a sister
warrior who is also sitting in the chair
with us here tonight.

The right to keep and bear arms is as
fundamental to our freedom as any
other inalienable right we enjoy as
Americans. This right is God-given—as
much as the freedom of religion and to
exercise worship, the freedom to as-
semble and express, the freedom to own
property and protect our privacy.

As such, serious-minded individuals
must have serious deliberation on any
attempt to alter these fundamental
rights. In a time where Americans face
uncertain threats from terrorists at
home and abroad, most Americans
clearly understand why we must pre-
serve the right to defend ourselves, our
families, and our property.

For those who would refuse their
right to defend themselves, they cer-
tainly have the freedom to do so. They
do not have the freedom to make that
decision for others.

In terms of human behavior, our sur-
vival instincts are inherent. The Cre-
ator of the universe did not make
human beings with fangs, claws, quills,
odors, or poisons for their self-defense.
Instead, he gave them their intel-
ligence and, by extension, their hands
to fashion implements to protect their
lives.

While the Progressives are certainly
welcome to choose not to defend them-
selves, as is their right, it is not their
right to prohibit others from pro-
tecting their lives, liberty, and prop-
erty or the Bill of Rights of the Con-
stitution of the United States.

It was New Year’s Eve in Blanchard,
Oklahoma. Eighteen-year-old mother
Sarah McKinley, who was alone with
her 3-month-old son, heard a ruckus at
the door. Two men were outside trying
to break it down. Grabbing her baby
and barricading the door with her sofa,
she immediately called 911.

In the frantic and desperate situa-
tion, it became clear that law enforce-
ment would not arrive in time to pre-
vent the assault by armed intruders
with designs that can only be imag-
ined. She informed the dispatcher that
she had a shotgun and asked if it was
all right to shoot the intruders if they
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made it inside. Wisely, the dispatcher
told Sarah: I can’t tell you to do that,
but you do what you have to do to pro-
tect your baby.

Sarah already knew what she had to
do and hoped against hope that law en-
forcement, while responding quickly,
would arrive in time. When the armed
intruders broke down the door, 24-year-
old Justin Martin climbed over the
couch and was greeted with a shotgun
blast to the chest. While his accom-
plice ran for his life, Sarah had saved
hers and her son’s.

A year ago, 88-year-old Arlene Orms
was at home in Miami, Florida, when
an intruder kicked in her door. Orms
responded by retrieving a small .25-cal-
iber pistol and fired at the home in-
vader, prompting the criminal to flee.

Following the incident, Orms’ neigh-
bors expressed support for her actions,
with one telling a local media outlet:
“You have to do something ... You
have to do something to protect your-
self.”

Americans all across this land under-
stand inherently you have the right to
defend yourself, your property, your
loved ones, and your liberty.

Progressives can no more rewrite his-
tory than they can rewrite the Con-
stitution. From Madison, Hamilton,
Jefferson, and Adams, all the way to
the Supreme Court decisions with Hell-
er and McDonald, this inalienable right
has been affirmed in defense of its ar-
ticulation in the Bill of Rights.

While the President complains of
congressional inaction on the right to
keep and bear arms, we can no more
take action to deny this right that we
could deny a free press, free religious
expression, or property rights of indi-
viduals. Congress cannot become a ve-
hicle to destroy the Bill of Rights.

Madam Speaker, my fellow warriors
and I have nearly lost our lives like
you defending this Republic in our Na-
tion’s Armed Forces doing very hard
things. We stand as brothers in arms to
declare that we will stand in the way of
any Executive who will not uphold the
Constitution of the TUnited States,
plain and simple.

Still, the administration and progres-
sives press forward with passion and
conviction, convincing Americans that
the threat is so grievous, the injury so
great, that Americans must now act.
We are told that mass shootings are on
the rise and gun deaths are out of con-
trol and the worst possible environ-
ment exists among developed nations.

Before America signs up to eliminate
one of her inalienable rights, let’s de-
liberate with a sober mind on this
issue. The President and his party
would report outrage if conservatives
suggested that the First Amendment
must be scrapped because of out-
rageous libel, hate speech, religious
bigotry, and sit-ins warranted nec-
essary commonsense reforms so that
we could take away the first of our
enumerated freedoms embodied in the
Bill of Rights. There would be outrage
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over such a suggestion. Americans rec-
ognize that we must face the unpleas-
antness of its abuse to secure its invio-
lable status.

Not the same, some may say. We are
talking about outrageous loss of life
and injury, and it has to stop. Since
when did our security become sub-
stitute for our liberty? Americans for
240 years have rather sacrificed to se-
cure it.

My brother warriors with me here,
Madam Speaker, along with you and
your service, we stand in that group of
those who have defended and supported
the Constitution since we were very
young adults.

What about the facts? With more
than 33,000 gun homicides last year, the
question is asked: Don’t you think it is
time to do something about gun vio-
lence?

Well, here are the facts:

More than 60 percent of these homi-
cides are suicides. While tragic, it is
not the same.

Only 8,124 were with firearms of the
11,961 that were murders. That is 8,124,
not the 33,000 that you hear.

This is a 9 percent decline in gun
murders since 2010. Haven’t heard that
one, a 20 percent decline in gun mur-
ders since 2005. Again, you haven’t
heard that one. A 50 percent decline in
gun murders since 1995.

The laws seem to be working. With
shall-issue carry laws and good law-
making in States, we have seen a 50
percent diminishment in the problem.
That is called success. Why on earth
would people want to change that?

Here is another one that we see peo-
ple asking: People are being slaugh-
tered by these assault weapons. Don’t
you think it is time we ban them?

Assault weapons are fully automatic
and unavailable to the public. Semi-
automatic rifles make up the majority
of rifles owned in the United States.
Here is an interesting fact. Of those
8,124 murders with firearms in 2014, the
last full statistical year, only 248 were
with rifles of any kind—that would be
flintlocks; that would be semiauto-
matic rifles; that could be anything.
8,124—not the 33,000. Of those, 248 were
with rifles. Yet people think that: Oh,
my goodness. This is the problem. This
is what we have to ban. Statistically,
the facts are simply not there.

To put that in perspective, of other
murders in different categories, 435
people were murdered in 2014 with
clubs and hammers; 660 were murdered
in 2014 with hands, fists, and feet.

So let’s have the deliberative debate,
but let’s look at the facts. Don’t you
think a terrorist, if they can’t board a
plane, they ought not to be able to buy
a firearm. News flash: the terrorist
watch list has over 1 million names; 99
percent of them are foreigners. As the
only firearms manufacturer in Con-
gress, I can assure you in the 18 U.S.
Code and in the Bureau of Alcohol, To-
bacco, Firearms regulations that gov-
ern manufacturers and dealers, guess
what. They can’t purchase a firearm,
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not as a nonresident alien. Ain’t going
to happen. If we were to do that, we
would be committing a felony.

Of the less than 1 percent that might
be eligible, an even smaller fraction of
these are on separate no-fly lists. Yet
you don’t hear these facts. You are
hearing them tonight in the people’s
House.

[0 1845

All Federal prohibitors would trigger
an alert to the FBI on any firearms
transfer, even if they were eligible.

What about the gun show loophole?
Don’t you think businesses should be
forced to conduct background checks
at gun shows? I have a firearms busi-
ness. If we were to go to a gun show
and set up there, and we were to do a
firearms transfer under that license
without a NICS check and a 4473, we
would be committing a felony.

No firearms licensee can transfer a
firearm without a background check,
period. If so, a felony is committed
with stiff penalties. On-site business or
off-site transfer, it doesn’t matter. It is
irrelevant. These are the facts.

What about Internet gun sales, don’t
you think there should be a back-
ground check on those? Why, you can
just go on the Internet and they mail
you a firearm.

No licensee will transfer a firearm to
another location without sending it to
another licensee to make the transfer.
When people order our products, we
send them out to another Federal fire-
arms licensee. They do the background
checks. They do the transfer. If that
doesn’t happen, nothing is transferred.
To do so is to commit a felony other-
wise.

Further, no firearm can be trans-
ferred through the mail or a shipping
service unless by a licensee, and un-
less—the only exception—it is the
owner sending it back to the manufac-
turer to have some repair made or
something of that nature.

And so these are the facts that we see
and that we deal with. As we go into
this debate, we have to go into it with
deliberation. We often hear: Why aren’t
we having these issues? Why aren’t we
discussing this issue? Let’s have the
debate. Let’s go after the facts.

Serious people decline to trivialize
any right expressly addressed in the
Bill of Rights. A government that abro-
gates any of the Bill of Rights, with or
without majority approval, forever
acts illegitimately and loses the moral
right to govern this Republic. This is
the uncompromising understanding re-
flected in the warning that America’s
gun owners will not go gently into the
utopian woods.

While liberals and gun control advo-
cates will take such a statement as evi-
dence of their belief in the back-water,
violent, untrustworthy nature of the
armed American citizen, as gun own-
ers, veterans, combat veterans, defend-
ers of this Republic, we understand
that hope, that liberals hold equally
strong conviction with theirs about
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printing presses, Internet blogs, and
television cameras. We get that. It is
the same Bill of Rights, inalienable.

The Republic depends on the fervent
devotion to all of our rights, not selec-
tive rights. This is the oath we take,
and no President’s tears or progres-
sives’ passionate pleas will shake us
from the defense of the Constitution of
the United States.

Mr. GIBSON. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Oklahoma. I
want to thank him for providing real
illumination on important data and
also on law. I think too often we can
move off quickly without having a firm
understanding of what the current law
is, and so we really appreciate him
bringing clarity to that subject.

And also inherent in the gentleman’s
talk, this idea, this Bill of Rights, is
formed with the basis of a citizen that
has rights and responsibilities. We
know as citizens that we have a respon-
sibility to follow the law. And if we
don’t follow the law, we are fully held
to account for that. That is another
piece I think that is occasionally miss-
ing from all this. And certainly what is
missing, I believe, is the fact that all of
us here tonight and, indeed, Madam
Speaker, all of us acknowledge your
very distinguished career in the United
States military and, in so many ways,
how you were a trailblazer and how you
really are a role model for everyone.
We are so honored to serve with you.

We recognize the fact that for all of
us, we believe with every fiber in our
body that we are going to stand for
these rights, that the policy that we
bring forward is going to be based on
those rights, and also looking to solve
the problem which, as I pointed out,
when you actually look at the facts
and you listen to the data, you know
that where the problems are are these
narcotraffickers. You know, we have
issues with that, and we need to take
action with that. So when we focus our
policies in the area that is causing the
problem, we will actually begin to see
an even more safe and secure environ-
ment.

By the way, also the deterrence,
along with addressing the issue with
narcotraffickers and gangs, is the de-
terrent value itself of the Second
Amendment. So I want to thank Mr.
RUSSELL.

At this point, I want to bring up an-
other great American, RYAN ZINKE. He
is the at-large representative from
Montana. Congressman ZINKE spent 23
years in the United States military. He
was a United States Navy SEAL. In
fact, he commanded SEAL Team Six.
He was the commander of Joint Special
Operations Task Force in the Arabian
Peninsula, leading over 3,500 special op-
erators in Iraq. He also established the
Navy Special Warfare Advanced Train-
ing Command and served as the first
dean of the Naval Special Warfare
graduate school. He earned two Bronze
Stars during his service, and his serv-
ice continues now. His daughter was a
former U.S. Navy diver, and she is mar-
ried to a Navy SEAL.



H5490

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Montana (Mr. ZINKE), my
good friend.

Mr. ZINKE. Madam Speaker, when 1
was a Commander at SEAL Team Six,
I can tell you I was never the best
jumper, diver, explosives expert, but I
always knew who was. I was able to
surround myself with, I think, the
greatest team that this country could
muster.

I feel privileged and honored also in
Congress to be able to surround myself
with what I think are the greatest
team of patriots, both men and women
who have served our country and have
a great love for our Constitution.

Tonight’s discussion is about the
Constitution. All of us took an oath to
defend and support the Constitution
against all enemies, foreign and domes-
tic; and this time in our government’s
history, I don’t think there is more of
an important message to do that
today.

Our Constitution is about individual
rights granted to us not by the govern-
ment but by God, secured by the peo-
ple. What we find ourselves today is
not a Republican or Democrat issue.
This is an American issue, and it
strikes at the very heart of our coun-
try.

Across our great land, there is a
sense that America has lost her place.
There is a sense that tomorrow is not
going to be a better day, that Amer-
ica’s greatness has passed. I don’t share
that thought because I believe in the
people of America.

What I think has happened is this:
We always thought that our President
or elected officials would always have
our best interests at heart. And Amer-
ica went busy doing the things that are
required every day, moms were drop-
ping the kids off to school, we were
working, building small businesses,
mom-and-pop stores were out there
doing commerce, and we always
thought, again, that our officials, our
elected officials, would always do what
is right.

Well, there is a saying in the SEALs
that you have to earn your Trident
every day. In America, we have to earn
our freedoms every day. And earning
our freedoms is participating in our
elections, and it is holding our elected
officials accountable, making sure that
this great democracy, which is the
light of the world, maintains its place.

John F. Kennedy, in his inaugural
address, said that our great Nation
would pay any price and bear any bur-
den in the defense of freedom. That
sounding call was a call to all men and
women worldwide that the TUnited
States would be there in the defense of
our freedoms. There was a bond, a de-
mocracy, and a government by the peo-
ple and for the people that provided the
most opportunity for all of us. At the
heart of it is the defense of our indi-
vidual freedoms—our freedom  of
speech, religion, and our freedom to
bear arms. They are sacred. They are
sacred to Americans and the envy of
the world.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

So tonight, as we think about what is
important in our country, I say this: It
is time for America to stand. It is time
for us to rally. Our country is worth
fighting for. Our values are worth de-
fending. Our Nation requires all of us
to act. We all rise and fall on the same
tide. We all share the same experience
of being American.

With that, I am honored to be with
you tonight. Thank you, and God bless.

Mr. GIBSON. I want to thank the
gentleman. I want to thank him for
really putting in focus the fact that
these natural rights—Ilife, liberty, and
the pursuit of happiness—these natural
rights come from God, and that govern-
ments are instituted among men and
women to secure those rights, deriving
their just powers from the consent of
the governed.

As I mentioned earlier, what really
made us different from the rest of the
world, this exceptional Nation which
many people thought would never work
out, I want to thank the gentleman for
putting that in focus. I thank him for
his service to our Nation, thank him
for his leadership.

We are now going to hear from one of
our newest Members here in the House,
WARREN DAVIDSON, who represents the
Eighth District in Ohio. He is no
stranger to service. He is certainly no
stranger to hard work. He graduated
from the United States Military Acad-
emy in 1995, and he spent 11 years in
the United States Army. He served in
some of our most elite units. He served
in the 75th Ranger Regiment, the 101th
Airborne Division, and right here in
Washington, D.C. with the Old Guard.

After 11 years having defended these
freedoms, he went back home, and he
began to work in his family business.
Then later, he branched out on his own
and started his own small business in
manufacturing, something very impor-
tant to an independent nation. We are
very proud of his service. We are glad
he is here with us now, and we know we
see great things in his future.

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. DAVIDSON).

Mr. DAVIDSON. Madam Speaker, it
is an honor to be here with my col-
leagues. It is a different way to support
and defend the Constitution than I ever
expected to have. I began my service
here much like, well, everyone else. We
all start the same way. We swear an
oath to support and defend the Con-
stitution against all enemies, foreign
and domestic. And that was the first
time that I swore it, or any of us here
tonight.

In 1988, at the climax of the cold war,
I enlisted in the infantry. I was hon-
ored to serve in Germany after Ronald
Reagan had uttered the famous words,
“Mr. Gorbachev, tear down this wall.”
I was honored to be there at a time
when many people in the world worried
that Ronald Reagan, with his intense
rhetoric, would somehow cause world
war III, that maybe he was pushing too
far, too hard, or asking too much.

I was honored to be there when East
Germans tore down their own wall.
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Word had gotten past the Iron Curtain
and penetrated the lies they had been
told, and they knew what we had here.
They tore down their own wall, and, for
once, the oppressor did not stop them.

O 1900

I was honored that Thanksgiving to
meet East Berliners who could not be-
lieve what they were seeing. They were
seeing stores with goods on the shelves,
open at night.

They asked: Is it like this every-
where?

I thought they were talking about
how big Berlin was, but they were just
in shock because they had not experi-
enced what we had.

And what did we have?

We had the birth of plenty. We had
the world’s best markets—and still
do—for goods, for services, for capital,
for intellectual property, for innova-
tion. We are the world’s land of oppor-
tunity, and they were hungry for it.

Ronald Reagan, much earlier in his
career, had a famous speech: ‘““A time
for choosing.” I would encourage ev-
eryone one who has not watched it, to
watch it, and everyone who has not
watched it in a while, to watch it
again. Reagan said—back then, famous
words—‘‘Freedom is never more than
one generation away from extinction.”

Sadly, that is more true today than
perhaps at any time since he uttered
those words then.

No one knows the divide between
freedom and oppression better than
servicemen and -women. They fight our
Nation’s wars. They risk their lives to
defend our Constitution. Sadly, the
threat to our Constitution is not just
from foreign enemies. Sometimes,
sadly, it is right here in the Halls of
Congress.

In my short 3 months here, I have
seen attempted infringements on the
First, Second, Third, Fourth, Fifth,
Sixth, Ninth, and Tenth Amendments.
That is hard to believe.

Just this past summer, we had Mem-
bers of Congress obstructing the peo-
ple’s work here, staging a sit-in on the
House floor to subvert our Second
Amendment with a radical gun control
agenda. It is an agenda that seeks to
deprive us of the very rights our
Founding Fathers sought to preserve
with the Constitution and the Bill of
Rights.

Anyone could do a plain reading of
the Constitution and see that the right
to bear arms is named right there, to
be applied at the individual level. The
rest of the Bill of Rights is certainly
talking about rights at the individual
level, and the Second Amendment is no
exception.

Justice Scalia wrote it in the Heller
decision, ‘‘Nowhere else in the Con-
stitution does a ‘right’ attributed to
the people refer to anything other than
an individual right.”

““The people” refers to all members of
the political community, not an un-
specified subset. We start, therefore,
with a strong presumption that the
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Second Amendment right is exercised
individually and belongs to all Ameri-
cans.

You see, for more than 100 years, the
14th Amendment has been used to link
the rest of the Bill of Rights to the
State. Somehow, the same folks that
are onboard with applying the First
Amendment to States, whether it is
free speech, voting rights, or freedom
of religion, in some cases, they are re-
luctant to let the same be true for the
Second Amendment.

When they want a uniform view of
things that aren’t even addressed in
our Constitution, like marriage, they
are not willing to apply the same logic
to our Constitution with something
that is very plainly stated: The right
to keep and bear arms shall not be in-
fringed.

I take that right very seriously.
Those of us who served in the military
know all too well what a society looks
like when freedoms are squashed. We
have seen these places and met the peo-
ple who have lived under tyranny.

Our Founding Fathers knew the bat-
tle between freedom and tyranny too
well, many sacrificing their lives in the
struggle to establish this Nation. It is
not an accident that they enshrine that
right to keep and bear arms squarely
right after the right to speech and free-
doms of religion. It is so essential to
stave off oppressors that we cannot be
truly free without it.

After these men sacrificed life and
limb, let us not besmirch their legacy
by subjecting it to an agenda which
would seek to attack away this free-
dom one firearm or one freedom at a
time.

The threats are real. It is hard to
imagine. It is not just rhetoric. Those
words, ‘‘freedom is never more than
one generation away from extinction,”
sound like political rhetoric, but it is
just so real and we have to take it very
seriously. It is an honor to be here to
talk about it.

Mr. GIBSON. Madam Speaker, I want
to thank my colleagues, and I really
want to express what a privilege it is
to serve in this House. I believe in this
country and this exceptional way of
life. Not that we don’t have warts and
challenges—we certainly have those—
but there is nothing that we can’t solve
together.

We also need to recognize that what
we did in the 18th century that allowed
for the most freedom and the oppor-
tunity in the history of mankind is not
a birth right. It is not a foregone con-
clusion. Every generation has to defend
it. They have to defend it from threats
from abroad and also be vigilant for
unintentional or perhaps intentional
encroachment here at home.

Our colleagues here believe deeply in
protecting this exceptional way of life.
As I stated earlier, we love our family,
we love our friends, we love our com-
munities. We want to ensure that they
are safe. We are ready to work with our
colleagues on that. As we do, we need
to keep forefront this exceptional way
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of life which the first generation of
Americans fought to provide for us and
that every successive generation has
fought to preserve and that we also
take commonsense approaches that are
based on data and that are focused on
actually solving the problem.

We identified some of those problems
tonight and areas where we think we
can find some common ground. I men-
tioned one of them we already have in
terms of the law enforcement and
cracking down on the narcotraffickers.

Madam Speaker, we are here tonight
because we also wanted to make it very
clear that—while there are passions
and emotions in every direction, we
wanted to make it very clear that what
we hold so dear, this exceptional way
of life, the liberties, the Bill of Rights,
the Constitution, this is something we
will defend. We have defended it and we
continue to defend it. May God bless
this country.

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

———
PROGRESSIVE CAUCUS: TPP

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2015, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. POCAN) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. POCAN. Madam Speaker, I am
here on behalf of the Progressive Cau-
cus, which is in charge of this hour. We
are here today to talk about the Trans-
Pacific Partnership and trade.

The people in the Progressive Caucus
have been some of the leaders in the
movement to make sure that we have
trade deals that protect American jobs
and lift our wages here in the United
States.

We want to make sure that there are
environmental protections across the
globe. We want to make sure our food
is safe and our prescription drugs are
affordable. We want to make sure there
are human rights in countries that do
trade with the United States. And we
want to make sure we are addressing
issues like currency manipulation. All
of those issues are important when you
want to advance trade.

No one in this room is against trade.
We are all for increasing our ability to
have more exports and to have imports
into this country, but you have to have
trade deals that work on behalf of the
American worker. And all too often,
past trade deals have cost us jobs here
in the United States. They have made
our wages continue to be depressed.

That is not a good trade deal, in the
minds of the members of the Progres-
sive Caucus. That is why we are here at
this hour to talk specifically about
what is good trade, why we are skep-
tical of the Trans-Pacific Partnership,
and why we especially don’t want to
see a vote during the lameduck session
after the election in November. With
people who are no longer going to be
serving in Congress, taking that vote
at that time would be an especially bad
idea.
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Today is a national call-in day of ac-
tion on the Trans-Pacific Partnership.
There are over 90 public interest groups
that have been calling our offices. I
heard my staff picking up the phone
over and over again, responding to peo-
ple who want to make sure that we
have trade deals that take care of all
those things that we talked about, all
the things that members of the Pro-
gressive Caucus have been leaders in
this Congress and trying to advocate
for.

In conjunction with the tens of thou-
sands of people who have called Con-
gress today to urge their Members not
only to not support the Trans-Pacific
Partnership, because it is really not a
trade deal, there are parts about a
trade—this is a rewriting of corporate
rules that could have huge ramifica-
tions.

Forty percent of the world’s gross do-
mestic product is involved in this one
large deal. We want to make sure we
get it right, not just fast. That is why
we are joining with these groups today
to make sure that people know what is
in the Trans-Pacific Partnership and
why it is vitally important that we
don’t take this up during a lameduck
session.

As I said, not only do we have Mem-
bers who will no longer be serving here
who might even be looking for jobs
with some of the very industries advo-
cating for the Trans-Pacific Partner-
ship because it will benefit their bot-
tom line, but also we have two Presi-
dential candidates in the main two par-
ties who both oppose the Trans-Pacific
Partnership.

This should be something that, with
as much enormous respect I have for
President Obama, we should allow the
next President to be able to address
trade, especially when a deal like this
has so much controversy and so many
questions about it.

So we are here. During the next hour
we are going to hear from various
members of the Progressive Caucus. It
is my honor to yield to one of my col-
leagues from the great State of Cali-
fornia. The 17th District of California
is very lucky to have a representative
who has been such an outspoken advo-
cate for middle-class families not just
in California, but across the country.

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HONDA),
my colleague from the 17th District of
California.

Mr. HONDA. Madam Speaker, I rise
today to voice my opposition to TPP,
an unfair trade deal that will hurt our
Nation’s workers, our environment,
and give corporations dangerous new
rights.

Through an alarming expansion of
the Investor-State Dispute Settlement
process, the ISDS, TPP will give cor-
porations a legal weapon to enforce
their agendas on sovereign nations.
Corporations have already used ISDS
to bring over 700 lawsuits against more
than 100 governments around the
world.
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