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NOMINATION OF LISA S. DISBROW 

TO BE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF THE AIR FORCE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the clerk will re-
port the Disbrow nomination. 

The assistant bill clerk read the 
nomination of Lisa S. Disbrow, of Vir-
ginia, to be an Assistant Secretary of 
the Air Force. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. REID. Would it be appropriate at 
this time to yield back the 2 minutes of 
time? I ask unanimous consent to do 
that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the nomination of 
Lisa S. Disbrow, of Virginia, to be an 
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force? 

The nomination was confirmed. 
f 

NOMINATION OF VICTOR M. 
MENDEZ TO BE DEPUTY SEC-
RETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the Mendez nomina-
tion. 

The assistant bill clerk read the 
nomination of Victor M. Mendez, of Ar-
izona, to be Deputy Secretary of Trans-
portation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to the nomination of Victor M. 
Mendez to be Deputy Secretary of 
Transportation? 

The nomination was confirmed. 
f 

NOMINATION OF PETER M. 
ROGOFF TO BE UNDER SEC-
RETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 
FOR POLICY 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the Rogoff nomina-
tion. 

The assistant bill clerk read the 
nomination of Peter M. Rogoff, of Vir-
ginia, to be Under Secretary of Trans-
portation for Policy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to the nomination of Peter M. 
Rogoff, of Virginia, to be Under Sec-
retary of Transportation for Policy? 

The nomination was confirmed. 

f 

NOMINATION OF BRUCE ANDREWS 
TO BE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF 
COMMERCE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the Andrews nomina-
tion. 

The assistant bill clerk read the 
nomination of Bruce Andrews, of New 
York, to be Deputy Secretary of Com-
merce. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to the nomination of Bruce 
Andrews to be Deputy Secretary of 
Commerce? 

The nomination was confirmed. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the motions to re-
consider are considered made and laid 
upon the table, and the President will 
be immediately notified of the Senate’s 
action with respect to each of these 
nominations. 

f 

NOMINATION OF PAMELA HARRIS 
TO BE UNITED STATES CIRCUIT 
JUDGE FOR THE FOURTH CIR-
CUIT—Continued 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin. 

WILDFIRE MANAGEMENT 
Ms. BALDWIN. Madam President, we 

have an opportunity to address an 
issue of concern to foresting commu-
nities in Wisconsin and across the Na-
tion in the emergency supplemental 
appropriations bill now pending before 
Congress. 

The supplemental addresses a num-
ber of very urgent issues. The issue of 
unaccompanied minors who are cross-
ing our southern border has rightly re-
ceived much attention and there is, in-
deed, a crisis. I believe Congress must 
pass a supplemental appropriations bill 
to help address this humanitarian cri-
sis. 

This afternoon I wish to call atten-
tion to another emergency that Con-
gress must address: extreme wildfires 
and the dysfunctional way the Federal 
Government manages our firefighting 
operations. 

Devastating wildfires are raging in 
Washington and Oregon States, and 
many other States have felt the heart-
breaking impact of major forest fire 
destruction. As I presided earlier 
today, I heard the two Senators from 
Washington State come to the floor 
and talk about the devastation the 
wildfires in their State are causing and 
the bravery of citizens who are facing 
these destructive fires. It is why I am 
pleased Appropriations Committee 
Chairwoman MIKULSKI has drafted an 
emergency supplemental appropria-
tions bill that includes $615 million for 
wildfire suppression. I thank her for 
her tremendous leadership in putting 
together a strong bill, and I urge Con-
gress to take up and pass this legisla-
tion without delay to provide much 
needed support to these suffering com-
munities. 

But it is not just Western States that 
feel the impact of wildfires. In fact, a 
State such as Wisconsin is hurt very 
significantly by a broken budget proc-
ess called fire borrowing. It forces the 
U.S. Forest Service to take funding in-
tended to manage our forests and in-
stead use it for wildfire suppression. In 
fact, fire borrowing is a misnomer. The 
money is never paid back. This cripples 
the U.S. Forest Service and diverts 
critical funding from my home State 
and many others. 

In Wisconsin, over 50,000 people are 
employed in the forest products indus-
try, from jobs in forestry and logging 
to paper makers in the State’s many 

mills. The industry pays over $3 billion 
in wages into the State’s economy and 
ships products worth over $17 billion 
each year. 

Unfortunately, fire borrowing has led 
to long project delays that are impact-
ing this vital industry and jeopardizing 
the jobs which it supports. 

The practice of fire borrowing has in-
creased in recent years, triggered when 
we have a bad fire season and the For-
est Service runs out of funds available 
for firefighting. When the firefighting 
funding is gone, the agency transfers 
funds from other parts of its budget 
and borrows them to pay for the fire 
suppression. When these funds are di-
verted, agency work is simply put on 
hold. 

No business owner would select a 
supplier who couldn’t provide a clear 
delivery schedule or who would rou-
tinely delay delivery of products for 
undetermined amounts of time. 
Loggers and other local businesses that 
partner with the Forest Service have 
to deal with just such uncertainty be-
cause of fire borrowing. Government 
can work better than this. 

Fortunately, the Senate emergency 
supplemental appropriations bill would 
solve this broken process by treating 
the largest fires as other natural disas-
ters such as hurricanes or tornadoes, 
and it would stabilize the rest of the 
Forest Service budget so that other es-
sential work, ranging from timber 
sales to the management of forest 
health, can be completed on schedule. 

Furthermore, the proposal is fiscally 
responsible, because it would help re-
duce long-term costs by allowing for 
increased fire prevention activities and 
because it would not increase the 
amount that Congress can spend on 
natural disasters. 

Ending fire borrowing has strong bi-
partisan support. In fact, over 120 
Members of the House and Senate, and 
more than 200 groups ranging from the 
timber industry to conservation 
groups, to the National Rifle Associa-
tion, support the Wildfire Disaster 
Funding Act—the bipartisan bill that 
contains the fire borrowing fix included 
in the supplemental. The consensus is 
we need to get this fix done this year. 

While there is strong bipartisan sup-
port for ending fire borrowing, it is un-
clear if the House of Representatives is 
going to support this fix in the supple-
mental appropriations bill that is being 
considered now. In fact, my friend, the 
House Budget Committee chairman 
PAUL RYAN, has consistently stood in 
the way of bipartisan solutions offered 
in both the House and the Senate. He 
has ignored the fact that the current 
budget structure is flawed and has re-
sulted in the Forest Service taking the 
forest management funding Wiscon-
sin’s forests rely upon and instead 
using it to fight wildfires. 

As his Republican House colleague 
Representative MIKE SIMPSON recently 
pointed out: 

Unfortunately, continuing the status quo, 
as Chairman Ryan advocates, prevents us 
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from reducing the cost and severity of future 
fires by forcing agencies to rob the money 
that Congress has appropriated for these pri-
orities to pay for increasingly unpredictable 
and costly suppression needs. 

I urge my friend and fellow Wiscon-
sinite to join us and support ending fire 
borrowing. 

I thank Chairwoman MIKULSKI and 
subcommittee Chairman REED for in-
cluding this important provision in the 
supplemental bill. I wish to also thank 
Senators WYDEN and CRAPO for their 
tireless leadership in the fight to end 
fire borrowing. 

The proposal included in the emer-
gency appropriations supplemental is a 
fiscally responsible solution to a dev-
astating problem with wide-ranging 
impacts. It will help us respond to 
wildfires and it will support businesses 
and thousands of jobs in the timber in-
dustry in Wisconsin as well as through-
out the country. 

I urge my colleagues in the Senate 
and in the House to come together to 
solve this problem once and for all. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada. 
UNREST IN ISRAEL 

Mr. HELLER. Madam President, last 
week the Washington Post ran an opin-
ion piece titled ‘‘Moral clarity in 
Gaza.’’ The thesis of the article states 
that Israel is not interested in cross- 
border violence; rather, the goal of the 
current military action is to establish 
peace. I believe the writer correctly 
suggests that Israel has been left with 
no choice but to act in order to defend 
herself from the terrorist organization 
Hamas. 

The piece also made the important 
conclusion that Hamas wants to pro-
voke a fight with Israel and that this 
group is willing to sacrifice their own 
people in order to win international 
support and ultimately undermine 
Israel’s legitimacy and right to defend 
itself. 

There is no question regarding 
Israel’s legitimacy, and there is also no 
question regarding Israel’s right to de-
fend itself. The international commu-
nity has affirmed this principle. Fur-
ther, this body affirmed Israel’s right 
to defend itself when the Senate re-
cently passed Senator GRAHAM’s reso-
lution on this matter. 

As a cosponsor, I believe this resolu-
tion speaks in clear terms: The Senate 
stands with Israel’s right to defend 
itself, and it demands that Hamas im-
mediately—immediately—stop attack-
ing Israel. 

While the Senate has made its posi-
tion on this issue clear, Israel has been 
forced to take matters into its own 
hands. As we speak, Israeli defense 
forces are engaged in Operation Protec-
tive Edge, working to identify and de-
stroy the infrastructure Hamas has 
used to execute attacks and move artil-
lery underneath Gaza City. 

Recent reports have stated that the 
IDF has destroyed more than 20 tun-
nels and identified many more as 

ground troops moved from building to 
building. They are utilizing air, 
ground, and sea to strike designated 
targets and provide support as IDF 
works its way through Gaza City. 

The fighting will likely continue and 
more casualties on both sides will in-
crease until either a cease-fire can be 
negotiated or Israel believes the tunnel 
system has been successfully negated. 

I believe Israel has been left with no 
choice but to defend herself. Israel has 
faced a barrage of rocket attacks from 
Gaza Strip, and according to Secretary 
of State Kerry Hamas has attempted to 
sedate and kidnap Israelis through the 
network of tunnels used to stage cross- 
border raids. 

Prime Minister Netanyahu cannot 
tolerate rocket attacks and cannot tol-
erate kidnappings aimed at Israelis. 
Their right to defend themselves is 
without question. But through the 
process, innocent Palestinians are 
being killed. This tragic loss of inno-
cent life must not go unnoticed, but we 
must acknowledge Hamas’s role in 
risking the lives of their own through 
their own actions. 

Hamas stores and launches rockets 
from heavily populated areas. They do 
this because they know it will draw re-
turn fire from Israel, and even if some 
Palestinians are killed, the coverage 
aired worldwide will be favorable to 
Hamas and therefore well worth the 
loss. Hamas is sacrificing its own to 
win a media war against Israel. In con-
trast, in the lead-up to military action, 
Israel dropped thousands of leaflets ex-
plaining to Palestinians where they 
can go to be safe. 

There is no clearer picture of right 
versus wrong than Israel fighting to 
protect its citizens against a terrorist 
operation operating underground and 
using Palestinians they live with as 
human shields. 

Hamas is a terrorist organization 
willing to let women and children die if 
there is a possibility it advances inter-
national sympathy for them and under-
scores Israel in any way. 

The footage of innocent Palestinians 
dying in Gaza is tragic, but the blame 
is not at the foot of Israel; it is on 
Hamas. 

Over the next weeks and months, the 
military action in Gaza may escalate. 
If a cease-fire is not negotiated, the 
United States cannot turn its back on 
Israel. We must continue to stand with 
them and allow them to eradicate this 
terrorist threat and shut down these 
underground tunnels. It is their right 
as a nation, and the United States 
must stand with them. 

I thank the Presiding Officer and 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah. 

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I wish 
to compliment the distinguished Sen-
ator from Nevada for his very cogent 
remarks. They are true, and I appre-
ciate his leadership on this matter. 

BRING JOBS HOME ACT 
Madam President, the Senate is cur-

rently debating the so-called Bring 

Jobs Home Act—a bill supposedly 
aimed at preserving and creating jobs 
in the United States. However, as I 
noted here on the floor yesterday, the 
Bring Jobs Home Act is little more 
than political posturing and election- 
year messaging. It really does get old. 
We have gone through that over and 
over while we do not do what we ought 
to do for this country. 

The Senate Democrats want to por-
tray the Republicans as the party of 
outsourcing, which is a joke. So they 
have crafted a bill that will do nothing 
to actually address the problem of out-
sourcing but will provide them with a 
few days’ worth of talking points on 
the subject. We went through precisely 
this same exercise in 2012. We voted on 
the exact same bill during the last 
election cycle. It was meaningless 
then, and it is meaningless now. 

As I said, I went over this yesterday. 
I talked at some length about the 
shortcomings of this bill, and I do not 
want to rehash all of that again today. 
Instead, I would like to take a few min-
utes to talk about some things we 
could be doing to create and protect 
American jobs. I have filed some 
amendments to this bill that I think 
would actually do something along 
those lines. If we get a chance to offer 
amendments to this bill—which is, of 
course, doubtful under the way the 
Senate is currently being run—I think 
these are the types of amendments we 
should consider. 

One of my amendments is a four-part 
tax amendment that would help busi-
nesses create jobs in the United States. 
If enacted, it would provide additional 
cash flow for businesses that would 
allow them to hire workers, increase 
wages, and invest in plant and equip-
ment in the United States, among 
other things. It would do so by making 
four separate temporary tax provisions 
permanent. 

The first of these provisions relates 
to section 179, small business expens-
ing. My amendment would perma-
nently increase the amount of equip-
ment, certain real property, and soft-
ware a business can deduct in a year to 
$500,000 and index that amount to infla-
tion. That makes sense. 

The second provision would make 
bonus depreciation permanent, allow-
ing businesses to permanently deduct 
50 percent of the cost of qualified prop-
erty in the first year that property is 
placed in service. 

My amendment would also make the 
research and development tax credit 
permanent, increasing the alternative 
simplified credit to 20 percent and 
eliminating the traditional research 
and development credit test. 

Finally, the amendment would per-
manently provide for a full exclusion of 
capital gains income derived from the 
sale of stock of certain small sub-
chapter C corporations held on a long- 
term basis. 

All of these would be tremendous 
amendments and would really create 
jobs. They ought to be allowed on this 
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bill. Together, these four provisions 
would provide much needed certainty 
for job-creating businesses and allow 
companies to more effectively plan for 
the future. 

If we are going to amend the Tax 
Code in the name of creating jobs, this 
is a far better approach, as it removes 
uncertainty and simplifies elements of 
the code. The Bring Jobs Home Act 
would actually do the opposite. 

I have also filed two health-related 
amendments to this bill. 

The first of these amendments would 
repeal the medical device tax that was 
included as part of the so-called Afford-
able Care Act. ObamaCare’s $24 billion 
tax on lifesaving and life-improving 
medical devices is reducing U.S. em-
ployment. 

A recent study by industry group 
AdvaMed estimated that the tax has 
cost as many as 165,000 jobs. That is 
165,000 American jobs eliminated by 
this misguided tax. Ten percent of re-
spondents to that survey have relo-
cated manufacturing outside of the 
country or expanded manufacturing 
abroad rather than in the United 
States. 

This would help solve the inversion 
problem, but our colleagues on the 
other side will not do anything about 
it. Yet they are trying to blame the 
Republicans for the inversion? Give me 
a break. 

The tax is also curbing American in-
novation. Thirty percent of AdvaMed 
survey respondents have reduced their 
investments in research and develop-
ment—30 percent. 

If we really want to keep companies 
from moving American jobs offshore, 
this is a far better approach. It is far 
more substantial, and, as the survey 
data shows, it will have an immediate, 
real-world impact on jobs in the United 
States. 

It is bipartisan. Republicans and 
Democrats support repeal of the med-
ical device tax. Last year 79 Senators 
on this floor—including 34 Democrats— 
voted to repeal the tax. It really is a 
no-brainer. I hope we can finally get a 
vote on it. But sooner or later, we are 
going to get a vote on it, and it is 
going to be on a bill that will pass both 
Houses. 

My other health care amendment 
would repeal ObamaCare’s job-killing 
employer mandate. As we all know, the 
so-called Affordable Care Act requires 
employers with 50 or more employees 
to provide health coverage to their 
workers or pay a $2,000 tax per em-
ployee. This deters business growth as 
it discourages small businesses from 
hiring more than 50 employees and has 
led many employers to cut workers’ 
hours to keep from going over the man-
date’s threshold. How stupid can we be? 
Even the administration has acknowl-
edged that the employer mandate is 
harmful. They have already delayed it 
several times in hopes of delaying its 
harmful impact during an election 
year. Isn’t that nice? 

If we really want to keep people in 
their jobs and encourage businesses to 

hire more American workers, repealing 
the employer mandate would go a long 
way. 

My last amendment would advance 
U.S. trade policy by renewing trade 
promotion authority. Specifically, the 
amendment contains the text of the Bi-
partisan Congressional Trade Priorities 
Act of 2014, a bill I introduced in Janu-
ary along with Chairman CAMP of the 
House Ways and Means Committee and 
former chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee, Senator Max Baucus of Mon-
tana. 

This bill establishes 21st-century 
congressional negotiating objectives 
and rules for the administration to fol-
low when engaged in trade talks, in-
cluding strict requirements for con-
gressional consultations and access to 
information. If the administration fol-
lows these rules, the bill provides spe-
cial procedures to more quickly move a 
negotiated deal through Congress. 

Renewing TPA, which expired in 2007, 
is necessary to successfully conclude 
ongoing trade negotiations, such as the 
Trans-Pacific Partnership, the TPP, 
negotiations as well as free-trade 
agreement talks with the European 
Union, often referred as T-TIP, involv-
ing 28 nations, including ours. These 
are two landmark trade deals with the 
potential to greatly boost U.S. exports 
and create jobs here. 

The TPP countries—which represent 
many of the fastest growing economies 
in the world—accounted for 40 percent 
of total U.S. goods exports in 2012. 
Think of the jobs that would be cre-
ated. 

Another, the EU, the European 
Union, purchased close to $460 billion— 
with a ‘‘b’’—in U.S. goods and services 
that same year, supporting 2.4 million 
American jobs. 

In addition, the United States is ne-
gotiating the Trade in Services Agree-
ment, or TISA, with 50 countries, cov-
ering about 50 percent of global GDP 
and over 70 percent of global services 
trade. This agreement would create 
many opportunities for U.S. jobs in 
this critical sector. 

It is vital that we get these trade 
agreements over the finish line, and 
the only way we are going to be able to 
do that is to renew trade promotion au-
thority. My amendment provides a rea-
sonable, bipartisan path forward on re-
newing TPA and would do far more to 
create jobs and grow our economy than 
the legislation before us today, which 
is minuscule in effort. As with other 
amendments, I hope we can vote on 
this TPA amendment. 

Of course, I am not the only Senator 
who has offered reasonable job-creating 
amendments to the Bring Jobs Home 
Act. Numerous amendments have al-
ready been offered, and I am sure more 
are on the way—or should I say filed 
because we have been prohibited from 
really offering amendments on these 
bills and really having a robust debate 
for a long time now because of the ac-
tions of the current leadership of the 
Senate. The Senate is hardly operating 

as the Senate always has in the past; 
that is, in an effective, let’s-be-positive 
way. 

Sadly, if the recent past is any indi-
cation, there will not be any votes on 
amendments to this bill. The Bring 
Jobs Home Act is not designed to cre-
ate jobs. It is not even designed to pass 
the Senate. Once again, the entire pur-
pose of this bill is to give Democrats 
some political talking points as the 
August recess approaches. Having an 
open and fair debate on amendments 
would distract from this partisan goal. 
We understand that everything is par-
tisan around here. Everything is polit-
ical right now. But my gosh, when are 
we going to start acting as the Senate? 

That being the case, it is doubtful 
that any amendments are going to be 
considered on this legislation, which is, 
of course, a crying shame. The stated 
purpose of this bill is to create and pro-
tect American jobs. The Republicans 
have amendments that would do just 
that and more. I mentioned a few such 
amendments that would have a far 
greater impact on American workers 
and businesses than the bill before us 
today—most of which are bipartisan 
amendments. 

That is what is amazing to me. This 
is just a game that is being played. It 
is really an irritating game to me. If 
we are serious about the idea of cre-
ating jobs in the United States, let’s 
have a real debate about it. Let’s dis-
cuss some alternative approaches. I 
know my friends on the other side will 
have great ideas on some of these, if 
they would be allowed to act like legis-
lators for a change. 

Let’s talk about the real problems 
that are hampering job growth. Let’s 
set votes on some of the ideas we have 
proposed. I hope we can do that this 
time around. But of course I am not 
under any illusions that the Demo-
cratic leadership here in the Senate is 
about to change course and let this 
body function the way it is supposed 
to. They are not about to let the Sen-
ate be the Senate. They are not about 
to let both sides have a full-fledged op-
portunity to improve these bills. They 
are not about to allow full and fair de-
bate on both sides. 

To me, it is mind-boggling in the 
case of this bill. I hope I am wrong. I 
hope we can get amendments up that 
would make this bill a real bill about 
jobs, instead of just politics. But, 
sadly, I do not think I am wrong. My 
experience has been that politics is tri-
umphant around here and getting the 
people’s work done is secondary. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. WAR-

REN.) The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con-

sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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CHILD REFUGEE CRISIS 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, the 
child refugee crisis on America’s bor-
der is a human tragedy. 

Two weeks ago in Chicago I met 70 of 
these children. It was a meeting I 
won’t forget. These are children, some 
are infants. How they ever made it to 
the United States is nothing short of a 
miracle, and many who tried didn’t. 

Those who made it—some of them— 
come scarred from the journey—young 
women who were assaulted, children 
who were beaten. Some lost their lives 
on the way, but these were the sur-
vivors. They made it. They were in a 
transitional shelter in Chicago that 
has been there for 19 years, and 70 of 
them were getting physical exams and 
meals. As one person there said, for the 
first time in their lives, many of them, 
were free to be children. 

These children are in the United 
States and they are testing us. It is a 
test for the United States as to wheth-
er we care. I believe we are a caring na-
tion. We proved it over and over. How 
many times in far-flung places in the 
world have we rallied—politically to 
stand behind 300 girls who were kid-
napped in Nigeria, to be there during 
the Haitian earthquake to make sure 
the families and children would at 
least have shelter, medicine, and food. 
The list goes on and on for this caring 
nation. 

But this is different. This is not 
about a problem over there. This is 
about a challenge here. What President 
Obama has said to us is we must rise to 
this challenge. As we have in so many 
places in this world, we must rise to 
the challenges at home. When it comes 
to these children, we can be humane 
and caring and do the right thing. 

He sent us a bill to pay for the serv-
ices they need. It is expensive. Some 
people argue it is too expensive. Well, 
we can argue about the exact amount 
of money, but I hope we aren’t arguing 
about the value and the principle that 
is being tested. I hope we are not argu-
ing about whether the United States is 
a caring and compassionate nation. 

I just left a meeting with the Presi-
dents from the three Central American 
countries which are responsible for 80 
percent of these refugees: El Salvador, 
Honduras, and Guatemala. Yesterday 
we met with their Ambassadors. 

It is easy to understand what is hap-
pening. It is easy to understand when 
the economies are so poor in this area 
that families cannot feed their chil-
dren. It is easy to understand when the 
drug gangs are so powerful that these 
children are being threatened, ex-
ploited, raped, and killed. It is only 
then that in desperation some member 
of the family says: There is only one 
chance. We send you to the United 
States—putting these children in the 
hands of coyotes and smugglers who 
take them on a journey that doesn’t 
last hours but days and is 2,000 miles. 
Imagine. Imagine a mother taking her 
child to the freight train—this 12-year- 
old boy—watching him climb up the 

ladder on the side and hang on. She 
says: You will be there in 4 days. 

Can you imagine that. Can you imag-
ine the family in Honduras, who before 
they send their young girl on this jour-
ney with the coyote, giving her birth 
control pills in anticipation that she 
will likely be sexually assaulted during 
the course of that journey? How des-
perate must that family be? That is the 
reality of this human child refugee cri-
sis that we face. 

The President has said we need to do 
several things. First, we need to tell 
these countries: Don’t send these chil-
dren. It is too dangerous, and when 
they have arrived, they have no special 
legal rights to be citizens or to stay. 
We need to get that message through 
loudly and clearly: Do not send your 
children. The countries involved—Hon-
duras, El Salvador, and Guatemala— 
are joining us now in getting that mes-
sage out. 

Secondly, we need to start appre-
hending and prosecuting these coyotes, 
these smugglers. They extort from 
these families 1 year of wages to try to 
bring children into this country. 

Some of these children are teen-
agers—most of them are—but many of 
them are babies and infants. 

Five women walked into the dining 
room at the shelter carrying newborn 
babies. All of these women are from 
Honduras and all are victims of rape. 
They had gone on these buses for 8 days 
to bring these newborn infants to a 
safer place so that they might survive. 

I am heartened by the fact that reli-
gious groups all around the United 
States have rallied behind these chil-
dren. I am proud the Catholic Church— 
which I associate with; occasionally 
they associate with me—I am proud 
the Catholic Church and the bishops 
have spoken. Evangelicals are one of 
the first groups to come forward and 
say: We have to do something for these 
children. 

Even some of the most conservative 
political commentators have said: 
First, America, show your heart that 
you care for these children. 

That is what the President is asking 
us to do. 

So let us take care, when we consider 
the supplemental appropriations bill, 
that we don’t lose sight of our values. 
To those who politically disagree and 
sometimes even despise the President, 
I urge them not to try to show how 
tough they are with this President at 
the expense of these small children. 
Let’s show how big we are as a nation 
first. The political debate can be saved 
for another day. 

I support this legislation. I think it 
is the right thing to do. 

I want history to write this chapter 
about America, and I want it to be a 
chapter of which we are proud. I want 
a future generation to look back to 
this year and say that in this year, 
when the United States was presented 
with this border crisis with children, 
America showed its heart; America 
stood and did what was right for these 

children, as we have so many times in 
the past. 

IRON DOME 
There are other parts of this bill. One 

of them is a section I have worked on 
in my capacity as chairman of the De-
fense Appropriations Subcommittee. 
This is called Iron Dome, and it is 
much different than a debate about 
children or refugees. 

Over the past 3 weeks, more than 
2,000 rockets have been fired from Gaza 
into Israel. According to press reports, 
civilian casualties have been limited— 
maybe even only 2 out of 2,000 rockets. 
There are two reasons for the low num-
ber of injuries from this barrage. 

First, many of these rockets land in 
uninhabited areas. Second, these rock-
ets are headed for cities and towns, but 
these rockets are stopped and de-
stroyed before they strike their tar-
gets. The reason? The Iron Dome mis-
sile defense system, a joint effort by 
the United States and Israel to protect 
against just an attack. The United 
States and Israel have deep ties on this 
program. Of the 10 Iron Dome batteries 
that have been fielded, the United 
States provided funding for 8 of them. 
I am pleased we have because this sys-
tem has saved innocent lives. 

Our country has been asked for addi-
tional assistance to ensure that the 
Israeli stockpile of Iron Dome intercep-
tors is adequate to the challenge. We 
don’t know when this crisis will end. 
Secretary of Defense Chuck Hagel en-
dorsed an additional $225 million in 
funding for Iron Dome in a recent let-
ter. 

The requested funds are in addition 
to next year’s appropriations. It may 
be some time before the appropriations 
bills are enacted, and that is why the 
President has asked to include in this 
supplemental appropriation $225 mil-
lion to speed up the production of Iron 
Dome missiles. 

The Senate simply has too little 
time. There is next week, and then we 
are gone for 5 or 6 weeks, return for 
perhaps 2, and then we are gone until 
November. So we have to act and act 
now. 

This supplemental appropriations 
bill with the Iron Dome money needs 
to pass. I am going to be supporting it. 
This is an emergency which is front 
and center. 

The Ambassador from Israel to the 
United States came to see me last 
week. He said at one time two-thirds of 
the population of Israel was in bomb 
shelters during these attacks. It is a 
serious threat to them. 

Let me add too that all of us are 
praying this violence and war between 
Gaza and Israel will come to an end 
soon, that they will institute a cease- 
fire, sit at a table and resolve their dif-
ferences. 

But we cannot expect any country— 
not Israel, not the United States—any 
country—to sit and take 2,000 incoming 
rockets and not respond. This saves 
lives—the Iron Dome. 

But now we need to take the next 
step, bringing peace to this region so 
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that innocent people on both sides of 
the border are going to be spared. 

Hamas, a group which we have char-
acterized as terrorist since the late 
1990s, is leading this attack on Israel. 
This terrorist group is politically pop-
ular in some parts of Gaza. How do 
they protect their rocket launchers? 
They place them in homes, they put 
them in crowded areas, and they build 
tunnels under Gaza streets for their 
weapons and to escape when they are 
attacked. 

The latest report is they were build-
ing these tunnels under hospitals, 
knowing that Israel and other coun-
tries would spare these hospitals. 
Meanwhile, the hospitals are covering 
tunnels, which is just the source of 
much more violence in the area. 

CHILD REFUGEE CRISIS 
I wish to close on the issue about the 

child refugees. I see Senator PORTMAN 
of Ohio is on the floor. I will close and 
yield in a moment for him. 

One of the questions I asked of the 
Ambassadors from Honduras, El Sal-
vador, and Guatemala was this: We be-
lieve the children who come into the 
United States once given a chance to 
state why they are here—we believe 
that half of them or maybe more will 
be returned to their countries. 

I asked the Ambassadors from these 
countries: Can we have confidence that 
if these children, who have come to our 
border, are returned back to their 
countries, they will be safe. A simple 
question, Will they be safe. Do you 
have people, charities, agencies of gov-
ernment to guarantee that when they 
return, when they get off the plane or 
the bus, they will be safe? 

The Ambassador from Guatemala 
said: Yes, we do. The Ambassador from 
Honduras said: No, we don’t. The Am-
bassador from El Salvador said: Nei-
ther do we. 

Let us think about this for a mo-
ment. Let us reflect on this for a mo-
ment. Let us make sure we do every-
thing in our power to hand these chil-
dren over to a safe situation. 

Let us work with these countries to 
stop the flow into this country, but to 
make certain that when they return, 
they are returned to a safe setting. 

Can you believe that in Chicago a 
brother and a sister—a 6 year-old and a 
3-year-old brother and sister—came to 
one of these shelters? I could see from 
the bruises on their bodies they had 
been through something on their way 
here. It took 2 months before these 
children—the 6-year-old—finally talked 
about what she can remember from 
this horrendous journey. I won’t re-
count the details, but it is heart-
breaking to think that a child of 6 
years would have endured this experi-
ence. 

Let’s do right by these children. 
Let’s make sure at the end of the day 
America has proven again we are a car-
ing nation and that for those children 
who come to our shores, come to our 
borders, we will treat them humanely 
and compassionately, as we would want 

our own children to be treated if they 
were ever in such a desperate cir-
cumstance. 

Let’s set the politics aside. Let’s put 
these children front and center. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Ohio. 
BRING JOBS HOME ACT 

Mr. PORTMAN. Madam President, 
earlier today the Senate voted to pro-
ceed to debate on legislation called the 
Bring Jobs Home Act. It is about tax 
reform. It is about the tax system in 
this country. 

I am glad we are having the debate. I 
voted to proceed to the debate. I think 
it is important we talk about it. 

I had a reporter come to me earlier 
today who said: I hear that Democrats 
are going to talk about inversions. 
That means when a company of the 
United States goes overseas and buys a 
company—usually smaller than they 
are—and then inverts, they become a 
foreign corporation. 

They said: Are you concerned about 
that? 

I said: No. I think that is great. I 
think we need to talk about it. I think 
it is a hidden problem that no one is 
talking about, and I think it is terrific 
that we are talking about it. 

So I hope what will happen over the 
next week on the floor of the Senate is 
we will have an honest conversation 
about what is happening in our great 
country, where we have more and more 
American companies saying, because of 
the Tax Code they are saddled with, 
they cannot compete around the globe. 

So what do they do? Having a respon-
sibility to their shareholders, they go 
and find either a foreign company to 
become part of and become foreign—or 
they make themselves a foreign com-
pany by being acquired by a foreign 
company. Some of them are simply not 
growing because they can’t compete 
with other companies from other coun-
tries that are buying some of their as-
sets. 

A company recently came to me from 
Ohio, my home State, and said: We do 
work in Korea. We were in South 
Korea. We wanted to buy this sub-
sidiary there so we could expand what 
we are doing in Korea and push more of 
our product there, more of our exports 
there. We finished the negotiation with 
the Korean company, and a company 
from Germany stepped up and said: Do 
you know what. Whatever you guys 
have negotiated, we will take it, but we 
will pay 18 percent more. 

The reason the German company 
could pay 18 percent more is their 
after-tax profits were higher, because 
the German tax code treats the Ger-
man company better than the Amer-
ican Tax Code treats the American 
company. That is the reality, and it is 
happening. 

Over the last 5 years, they say there 
have been 35 American companies that 
have gone overseas through these in-
versions, but there are also a lot of 
American companies that have become 
foreign entities. 

I am a beer drinker, and it is hard to 
find an American company that can 
sell you a beer these days. Why? Be-
cause they are almost all foreign com-
panies. The two largest American beer 
companies each have about a 1.4-per-
cent market share—Sam Adams and 
Yuengling. Great beers, by the way. 
But this is sad to me. 

It doesn’t mean these companies 
have all left the United States. A lot of 
them still have production here, brew-
eries here, and so on. But by 
headquartering somewhere else for tax 
purposes we lose something as Ameri-
cans. We lose executive jobs over time, 
but we lose this intangible thing— 
which is, companies that are willing to 
invest in our communities—in home-
towns, like in my hometown, probably 
everything we are involved with on the 
charitable side, some local company 
has been involved with and helped 
with. A lot of them tend to be inter-
national companies that do a lot to 
help make our cities a better place to 
live and to work. But they do it partly 
because it is where their headquarters 
is. This is where their towns are. If 
they are not here—if they are in Dub-
lin, Ireland, or if they are in London, 
England, or if they are in Beijing or in 
Rio, Brazil, or somewhere else, they 
are not going to be making those in-
vestments. So this is a big deal. 

It is also a big deal because it is not 
just about the inversion. I see that as 
kind of the tip of the iceberg. It is also 
about all these companies that are los-
ing right now in foreign competition 
because, again, they can’t compete. 
They have to pay more in terms of 
taxes than their foreign competitors. 
So their foreign competitors can afford 
to broaden their market share, get 
more customers, can afford to buy a 
company when one comes up for acqui-
sition. 

I had a fellow come up recently from 
the Boston area. Boston does a lot of 
biopharmaceutical research, as the 
Presiding Officer knows. It is very ex-
citing what is going on there, and 
throughout our country. We are still 
doing top-notch research. They showed 
me the list of companies that have 
been purchased in the last 4 or 5 years. 
Unfortunately, the majority of those 
companies were purchased by a foreign 
company. It wasn’t by a U.S. company 
coming in and consolidating. It was by 
a company under different tax laws—a 
Swiss company, a French company, a 
German company, or a Japanese com-
pany—that had bought an American 
company, the majority of them—by far 
the majority. This is happening all 
over the country, and it is happening 
under our noses. 

We are sitting here in Washington, 
allowing this to happen because we are 
abdicating our responsibility to reform 
the Tax Code so that it is competitive. 

By the way, we are the only country 
that is not waking up to this. Every 
single one of the other developed coun-
tries in the world—the countries that 
are members of what is called the 
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OECD, which is all the developed coun-
tries—every single one of them is re-
forming their tax code, except us. 

In the 1980s, we established the rate 
we have now, which is 35 now—then it 
was 34 percent. When we add the State 
tax rates for the companies, it is about 
39 percent on average in America. We 
are the highest rate in the world. 

So at the time we set our rate in the 
mid-thirties, that was just below the 
average. It was done deliberately, and 
it was done as part of the 1986 tax re-
form. We said: Let’s set the business 
rate at something below the average so 
we can be competitive. 

But since that time, we have become 
the highest rate, and every single one 
of our developed country competitors— 
all of them—have reformed their tax 
code and lowered their rate. 

But they haven’t just lowered their 
rate to make us No. 1 in the world— 
which is not a No. 1 you want to be if 
you want to compete and develop 
jobs—they have also reformed their tax 
code to make it more competitive 
internationally. We haven’t done that. 
We have been bystanders in this effort 
to attract jobs and investment oppor-
tunities. 

We still have what is called the 
worldwide system, where we don’t tax 
income where it is earned. That has 
created a real problem. 

So I am glad we are having this de-
bate on the floor. I am glad there is an 
opportunity to talk about this. I must 
say that, unfortunately, the bill before 
us, the Bring Jobs Home Act, is not 
going to help because it doesn’t get at 
this underlying problem we have been 
talking about today. It does nothing 
about lowering the rate. It does noth-
ing about changing the international 
system of taxation. It tinkers around 
the edges with one issue, and that is to 
remove deductions and tax credits 
that, according to the authors of the 
bill, incentivizes companies to move 
overseas. 

There is a group here in Washington 
called the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation. They are nonpartisan, and they 
tell us in Congress what tax policy 
means, how much it costs, and what 
the effects are going to be. Here is 
what they say: 

Under present law, there are no targeted 
tax credits or disallowances of deductions re-
lated to relocating business units inside or 
outside the United States. 

So why are we having this debate? 
Why aren’t we debating the core 
issue—the real problem? I guess be-
cause this is the better political debate 
and it is easier to do. But it is not 
going to help. It would be nice if there 
were these targeted tax credits that 
some of the authors claim, because 
then we could get rid of those and that 
might help some. But, as the Joint 
Committee on Taxation has said, that 
doesn’t exist. 

Let’s take a look at the numbers. 
According to the Joint Committee on 

Taxation, the very small tweaks this 
legislation will make to the Tax Code 

by disallowing some of these deduc-
tions will amount to around $143 mil-
lion over 10 years. So they say $143 mil-
lion over 10 years, because even though 
there is no targeted allowance or tar-
geted tax credits, they think this legis-
lation will have some effect on the way 
the IRS will interpret it. By the way, it 
is left up to the IRS to interpret it, and 
it is a subjective decision by the IRS 
since it is not targeted. 

But let’s say that $143 million over 10 
years is the right number. That is what 
the Joint Committee says. So $143 mil-
lion over 10 years. Let me give one ex-
ample. 

There is a company in Ohio that is 
about a Fortune 200 or Fortune 300 
company. So it is a big company—not 
the biggest company, but it is a big 
company in Ohio. They decided a year 
or so ago to do an inversion. They 
bought a company that was one-quar-
ter their size overseas and they became 
a foreign company. Based on the public 
filings, we know this year that com-
pany will save $160 million on its taxes 
because it chose to become a foreign 
company. That is wrong. Our tax sys-
tem should be fair, it should be com-
petitive. It shouldn’t be driving these 
companies to do this on behalf of their 
shareholders and under their fiduciary 
responsibility. 

That is $160 million a year versus 
this bill that, even if it works as the 
folks are talking about, is intended to 
be a $143 million impact over 10 years. 
See what I mean about this not being a 
serious proposal? Let’s get at the core 
problem. 

The other problem is, if we continue 
to make it harder to be a U.S. com-
pany—whether it is to take away a tax 
credit, whether it is to take away a de-
duction, whether it is to do something 
else, to try to block inversion, what 
will happen? What happens every time 
we try to put up a wall to stop some-
thing but don’t deal with the under-
lying problem? These companies will 
continue to look overseas, and they 
will be targets for acquisition. 

We talked about the fact that there 
are no American beer companies any-
more, except ones that have less than 2 
percent market share. These companies 
didn’t invert. They were bought by for-
eign companies. That is happening 
right and left in America, and that is 
what would happen even more if we 
make it even more disadvantageous to 
be an American company because we 
are trying to block this. 

We have to get at the core issue. We 
can’t have the highest tax in the world, 
and we can’t have an international sys-
tem that is not competitive and hope 
to have these companies stay American 
companies. So let’s deal with the un-
derlying problem. 

Thirty-five companies over the past 5 
years have chosen to invert, but so 
many others have done other things to 
try to be competitive, including to sell 
to foreign companies, or not to grow, 
not to be able to compete with acquisi-
tions, because their after-tax profits 

are not as high as their foreign com-
petitors. 

It is not going to be easy to do tax re-
form. I understand that. It is never 
easy. That is not what we were hired to 
do, the easy things. We are on the floor 
right now debating this proposal called 
the Bring the Jobs Home Act, which I 
think is a misnomer, unfortunately. I 
guess that would be easy. It wouldn’t 
help, but it would seem easy. 

Tax reform is going to be hard, be-
cause we do have to lower the rate and 
broaden the base and get rid of some of 
these deductions and credits and ex-
emptions and so on that are out there. 
The Tax Code is now riddled with 
them. Everybody likes their special 
provisions. But it is an effort well 
worth undertaking, because it is about 
our economy, it is about our future, it 
is about our kids having jobs here. It is 
about keeping American companies 
here. We simply have to do it. 

By the way, Congress has done this 
before. We did it back in 1986. It was 
led by a Republican, Ronald Reagan, 
and a Democrat here in the Senate, 
Bill Bradley; and in the House, Dan 
Rostenkowski, Tip O’Neill. This was a 
bipartisan effort. It should be again. 
There is no reason it shouldn’t be bi-
partisan. 

The President has talked about it as 
a big problem right now in our econ-
omy, that our Tax Code is so ineffi-
cient, antiquated, needs to be updated. 
He has talked about lowering the rate, 
broadening the base. I agree with him, 
let’s do it. Unfortunately, we haven’t 
seen a proposal from the administra-
tion. 

We had a hearing on this recently 
and I asked the administration: Where 
is the proposal? 

They said: Well, we are interested in 
working with you. 

Great. I am, too. All of us are. 
Some Republicans, including DAVE 

CAMP, have put out very specific pro-
posals in the House Ways and Means 
Committee. 

We have to move forward on this. 
And we have done this before. We can 
do hard things. It is our job to do hard 
things. We did welfare reform a year 
before an election—actually, months 
before election day, with President 
Clinton, working with Republicans, in-
cluding Newt Gingrich. 

This seems to be the kind of thing 
that is harder and harder to do around 
here, and yet there is more and more 
urgency to do it. 

People call it corporate tax reform or 
business tax reform and think: It must 
be about the boardroom and about the 
executives. It is not. They will be fine 
either way. We don’t need to worry 
about them. We need to worry about 
the workers. CBO, the Congressional 
Budget Office, which is the group that 
analyzes legislation, has looked at this 
and said: Do you know who is hurt 
more by these high corporate taxes we 
have? It is the workers, of course. More 
than 70 percent of the burden, they 
said, is borne by the workers in the 
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form of lower pay, lower benefits, and 
fewer job opportunities. 

So we need to do this not because we 
are looking to help the boardroom but 
because we are looking to help the 
American worker at a time when it is 
already tough. 

Over the last 5 years, they say, aver-
age take-home pay has gone down 
about $3,500 for a typical family. So 
pay is not going up, it has gone down. 
Health care costs have gone up. In fact, 
they are skyrocketing. 

I talked to some folks in Ohio last 
weekend who asked: Why aren’t you 
doing more to get health care costs 
down? 

I said: Well, I didn’t support the 
ObamaCare proposal. It was promised 
that the costs would go down, and they 
are now going up. That is why we need 
real health care reform. 

This is a middle-class squeeze. Health 
care costs are up, and wages are down, 
now stagnant. This is an opportunity, 
not through a sideshow like we are 
going to see on the floor here talking 
about how to do these tweaks that 
aren’t going to make any difference, 
but to really get at the problem is the 
way to get payback. That is what the 
Congressional Budget Office tells us. 

Our Tax Code should draw companies 
to our shores, should bring investment 
here and bring jobs here instead of 
pushing companies away. All we are 
looking for is a level playing field. If 
Americans have a level playing field 
here, we will be able to be competitive, 
and we will be able to bring back jobs. 
We have the greatest innovators in the 
world, we have the greatest resources, 
and we have incredible infrastructure 
in this country. We have a lot of advan-
tages. Our energy advantage now, 
thanks to what we are doing now on 
private lands—we should do more on 
public lands, but what we are doing on 
private lands is really giving us an ad-
vantage in terms of a stable supply of 
relatively low-cost natural gas, par-
ticularly for manufacturing. We see 
this in Ohio. It is a great opportunity, 
but to take advantage of that oppor-
tunity, we have to reform and improve 
these basic institutions of our econ-
omy, including the Tax Code. 

By the way, it is not just the Tax 
Code, it is about regulatory relief to 
ensure that American companies are 
not being saddled, as they are now, 
with higher and higher costs and more 
and more regulations that make it 
harder for them to compete, make it 
harder for them to create jobs. 

It is also about being assured that we 
have a trade policy that actually works 
to expand exports. That is a huge issue 
in my home State of Ohio. We do a lot 
of exporting. We could do a whole lot 
more. Twenty-five percent of our fac-
tory jobs are now export trade jobs. 
One in every three acres planted in 
Ohio is now exported. We want to do 
more. That gets the prices up for farm-
ers. That is adding more jobs and cre-
ating more opportunity for good-pay-
ing jobs. These great jobs tend to pay 

more and have better benefits. We are 
sitting on the sidelines there too. 

Congress could move quickly to pro-
vide this President with the negoti-
ating authority every President since 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt has had. 
Since FDR, every President has also 
asked for it. This President has now 
asked for it. You heard him in his 
State of the Union earlier this year. He 
hadn’t asked for it earlier in his term, 
but now he has asked for it. Let’s pro-
vide it to him. Let’s give him the abil-
ity to knock down the barriers of trade 
for our workers, our service providers, 
and our farmers to get this economy 
moving, along with tax reform and reg-
ulatory reform. These are things that 
would actually make it better for the 
American people. 

On the regulatory side, I am offering 
amendments in the context of this leg-
islation, and they are bipartisan 
amendments. One has to do with ensur-
ing that we do allow companies to per-
mit something more quickly. Right 
now it can take years to permit a 
project in the United States of Amer-
ica. We have a bipartisan bill. Senator 
MCCASKILL and I are the two lead spon-
sors, but we have other Democrats and 
Republicans onboard saying this is just 
common sense. Let’s make one agency 
accountable. Let’s be sure there is a 
way for everybody to transparently 
look at a windshield and see what the 
status of the project is and move it for-
ward. Let’s reduce some of the legal li-
ability in some of these projects. 

What people tell me—whether it is 
the solar companies I talked to yester-
day or whether it is some of the oil and 
gas producers or whether it is some of 
the wind companies or whether it is 
the hydro people who brought this to 
my attention initially a few years 
ago—they cannot get foreign investors 
because it takes so long to permit 
something in America. 

We used to be at the top of the heap, 
by the way, and now in the annual 
ease-of-doing-business surveys that are 
done, America has fallen behind. Amer-
ica is now something like 34th in the 
world in terms of the ease of doing 
business on permitting because more 
and more regulations have been added. 
For an energy project, there are some-
times up to 34 Federal regulations. 
Usually it is one after the other be-
cause there is no coordination and ac-
countability. 

That is what this bill does. It is very 
simple. It is common sense. It already 
passed the House. It is the kind of bill 
that, if passed, would create jobs and 
good construction jobs, which is why 
the building trades support it. 

By the way, the labor unions, build-
ing trades, and others who support this 
kind of legislation do so because they 
figured out that America cannot be 
competitive unless we have these basic 
institutions of our economy—whether 
it is regulatory reform or whether it is 
a smarter energy policy or whether it 
is the ability to have a tax code that 
works, they want to be sure we are ex-

panding opportunities for their mem-
bers. So I appreciate the building 
trades stepping forward. 

The other one is simply to make sure 
regulations are accountable, make sure 
there is a cost-benefit analysis, make 
sure we use the least burdensome alter-
native in Washington, DC, to get to a 
policy that is passed by the Congress— 
commonsense stuff. Again, that has 
passed the House, too, with bipartisan 
support. 

I am offering these because I do 
think it is important for us to have 
this debate on tax reform, and I look 
forward to further debate on Monday 
and Tuesday of next week. I think this 
is a great opportunity for us to talk 
about the real problems. 

I am not going to support this solu-
tion because I don’t think it will help, 
but I welcome the debate, and I am 
glad we have proceeded to this debate. 
I am glad my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle are raising this issue. 

To the reporter who asked the ques-
tion I got today—Are you concerned 
that Democrats are talking about in-
versions?—no, I am really happy they 
are talking about it. We should all be 
talking about it—Republicans, Demo-
crats, Independents alike. As Ameri-
cans, we should be focused on this issue 
and the broader issue that by our com-
panies not being competitive, we are 
hurting American workers. If we don’t 
turn this around—not by show votes, 
not by something that looks good po-
litically but doesn’t make any dif-
ference, but by actually getting at the 
root of the problem—the highest rate 
in the developed world, an inter-
national system that doesn’t let us be 
competitive globally because people 
cannot move around their assets to 
find the best, most efficient use for 
them—those two issues, if addressed, 
will unlock all kinds of opportunities. 
That is the potential we have. There is 
a better day ahead, right around the 
corner, if we do some of these basic 
things. 

I was also asked today at a press con-
ference we do every week with Ohio re-
porters: How would you grade this Con-
gress? Are they doing the things they 
ought to be doing? 

I have to tell you there are small 
things that have been done, but, no, 
Congress is not doing the work of the 
people. And the work of the people at 
its core means that the laws, the Fed-
eral laws that this place alone—the 
House and the Senate and the Presi-
dent—have control over, those laws 
need to help the American people to be 
successful. It needs to be an environ-
ment for success, an environment for 
people to be able to say: Hey, my kids 
and grandkids could have it better 
than I have it because we see America 
on the upswing. 

That is not what we see today—the 
weakest economic recovery since the 
Great Depression. I talked about wages 
going down, not up. I talked about the 
higher cost of health care. I talked 
about the fact that we have now in this 
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country a lot of people who are dis-
couraged about the future. 

CNN did a poll recently, and nor-
mally when people are asked in a poll 
whether they think their kids or 
grandkids are better off, they say: Yes. 
That is the American dream. The next 
generation will be better off. 

That is what my grandparents be-
lieved, and that is what my parents be-
lieved. That is not what today’s gen-
eration believes. Sixty-three percent of 
the people said: No, I don’t believe that 
is going to happen. 

What is even more troubling is that 
63 percent of young people do not be-
lieve that. They don’t believe their 
lives are better off than their parents’. 
We can change that. 

I hope we get a vote on these amend-
ments I talked about. I hope we will 
have a good discussion and debate on 
these issues. We owe it to the people we 
represent to solve these big problems. 

I thank you for the time, Madam 
President, and I yield the floor. 

MOMENT OF SILENCE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
observe a moment of silence in remem-
bering Officer Jacob J. Chestnut and 
Detective John N. Gibson of the United 
States Capitol Police. 

(Moment of silence.) 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Florida. 
Mr. RUBIO. Madam President, I ask 

to be recognized as if in morning busi-
ness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection. 

ISRAELI-GAZA CONFLICT 

Mr. RUBIO. Thank you, Madam 
President. 

I come to the floor today to discuss 
the ongoing situation in Israel. We all 
watch with great concern the images of 
the loss of life, young children, inno-
cents who have lost their lives over the 
last few days, and also the men and 
women who served in the defense forces 
of Israel who have lost their lives in 
this operation. Our hearts also go out 
to the men and women who live in the 
nation of Israel who are living under 
the constant threat of rockets that are 
coming over from Gaza. 

I came to the Senate floor a week ago 
to express not simply my concerns 
with this but also my solidarity—and I 
believe that of almost everyone in this 
body—with our ally Israel, and I re-
ceived a response, a pretty heated let-
ter from the Palestinian Ambassador 
in Washington, DC. He expressed out-
rage that I and my colleagues had not 
expressed the same level of concern for 
Palestinians as we had for the Israelis. 
He particularly pointed to the case of 
the three murdered Israelis but said we 
had not expressed similar feelings for 
the young Palestinian who lost his life. 

I responded to his letter by pointing 
out a number of things. The first is 
that I believe that I and all my col-
leagues wish and pray and will do all 
we can to further the ideal that the 
Palestinian people could live peace-
fully side-by-side with their Israeli 
neighbors. It is a sentiment I expressed 
when I visited the Palestinian officials 
in the West Bank a year and a half ago. 

But I also expressed that there was a 
significant difference between the way 
Israel and the Palestinians reacted to 
these two horrible incidents. The Pal-
estinian Authority had to be basically 
nudged into expressing any sentiment 
about the three young people who were 
missing at the time. In fact, when the 
bodies were discovered, it led to street 
demonstrations. It led to celebrations 
on the streets of the West Bank and 
Gaza. 

In Israel, the discovery of the death 
of the young Palestinian led to strong 
statements by the Prime Minister and 
condemnation. It led to a phone call 
from the Prime Minister to the family 
of the Palestinian. It led to visits by 
Israelis to the family of the Pales-
tinian. It led to real outrage. There 
was a difference there, although both 
are horrible tragedies. 

But I think there is something now 
emerging that is not being talked 
about. We have all seen the images of 
people being killed, civilians who are 
losing their lives in Gaza, and some are 
beginning to say that this is all Israel’s 
fault, that this is Israel’s fault. In fact, 
earlier today—or maybe it was last 
night—the Prime Minister of Turkey 
said that what the Israelis are doing in 
Gaza is worse than what Adolf Hitler 
did to the Jews. It is, of course, a ridic-
ulous statement, but it gives an indica-
tion of where this is headed. 

There is a story here that is not 
being told and that the Palestinian 
Ambassador himself has ignored, as I 
point to in my response to him. The 
first thing he ignores is that we have 
never in the modern history of the 
world seen any organization use human 
shields like Hamas is using human 
shields today. In fact, the reality be-
hind it is unbelievable. 

I would like to read from some press 
accounts with regards to this. 

Washington Post correspondent Wil-
liam Booth, reporting from Gaza, wrote 
in an article on the 15th of July: 

At the Shifa Hospital in Gaza City, crowds 
gathered to throw shoes and eggs at the Pal-
estinian Authority’s health minister, who 
represents the crumbling ‘‘unity govern-
ment’’ in the West Bank city of Ramallah. 
The minister was turned away before he 
reached the hospital, which has become a de 
facto headquarters for Hamas leaders, who 
can be seen in the hallways and offices. 

Another report by the Washington 
Post on July 17 recounts: 

During the lull— 

I imagine in the action— 
a group of men at a mosque in northern Gaza 
said they had returned to clean up the green 
glass from windows shattered in the previous 
day’s bombardment. But they could be seen 
moving small rockets into the mosque. 

The Japanese Mainichi Daily’s cor-
respondent in Gaza reported on July 21: 

Hamas criticizes that ‘‘Israel massacres ci-
vilians.’’ On the other hand, it tries to use 
evacuating civilians and journalists by stop-
ping them and turning them into ‘‘human 
shields,’’ counteracting thoroughly with its 
guerilla tactics . . . 

It doesn’t end there. A Globe and 
Mail correspondent in Gaza, Patrick 
Martin, wrote on July 20: 

The presence of militant fighters in the 
Shejaia became clear Sunday afternoon 
when, under the cover of a humanitarian 
truce intended to allow both sides to remove 
the dead and wounded, several armed Pal-
estinians scurried from the scene. 

Some bore their weapons openly, slung 
over their shoulder, but at least two, dis-
guised as women, were seen walking off with 
weapons partly concealed under their robes. 
Another had his weapon wrapped in a baby 
blanket and held on his chest as if it were an 
infant. 

If you think that is bad, it gets 
worse. I obviously cannot play a video 
on the floor of the Senate, so instead I 
will read a statement from Hamas 
spokesperson Sami Abu Zuhri. This is a 
quote on television in Gaza: 

The people oppose the Israeli fighter 
planes with their bodies alone . . . I think 
this method has proven effective against the 
occupation. It also reflects the nature of our 
heroic and brave people, and we, the [Hamas] 
movement, call on our people to adopt this 
method in order to protect the Palestinian 
homes. 

The response to this is, Israel drops 
fliers and sends text messages and 
makes phone calls telling people—civil-
ians—we are going to undertake a mili-
tary operation, you should leave the 
area. What does Hamas do? I will tell 
you what they do. 

This is from the Facebook page of 
their Interior Ministry spokesperson: 

An important and urgent message: The 
[Hamas] Ministry of the Interior and Na-
tional Security calls on our honorable people 
in all parts of the [Gaza] Strip to ignore the 
warnings [to vacate areas near rocket 
launching sites before Israel bombs them] 
that are being disseminated by the Israeli 
occupation through manifestos and phone 
messages, as these are part of a psycho-
logical war meant to sow confusion on the 
[Palestinian] home front, in light of the 
[Israeli] enemy’s security failure and its con-
fusion and bewilderment. 

This next statement was on tele-
vision on July 14: 

We call on our Palestinian people, particu-
larly the residents of northwest Gaza, not to 
obey what is written in the pamphlets dis-
tributed by the Israeli occupation army. We 
call on them to remain in their homes and 
disregard the demands to leave, however se-
rious the threat may be. 
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This is evidence that Hamas is using 

its own people as human shields. 
It doesn’t stop there, Mr. Ambas-

sador. Ask yourself: Why did your or-
ganization—why did your govern-
ment—unify with this terrorist organi-
zation that uses its own people as a 
human shield? You didn’t mention that 
in your letter. You didn’t mention in 
your letter that you aligned yourself 
with an organization that calls for the 
destruction of the Jewish state. You 
left that out of your letter as well, Mr. 
Ambassador. 

What has been the international re-
action to this? Well, I already told you 
about what came out of Turkey. Just 
yesterday the so-called United Nations 
Human Rights Council—and I say so- 
called because it has such distin-
guished human rights beacons as Cuba 
and China on its membership—voted 
unanimously, except for the United 
States, to condemn Israel and to call 
for an investigation into war crimes 
against Israel. There is a 700-page docu-
ment that briefly mentions rockets and 
does not mention Hamas or human 
shields whatsoever. Meanwhile, this 
crisis continues. 

What do we see coming out of 
Hamas? Have they stopped what they 
are doing beyond the human shields? 
No. What we discovered—and what has 
been discovered now—is an intricate 
web of underground tunnels designed to 
bring killers into the Israeli territory. 
They attempted, by the way, to carry 
out a massacre at a kibbutz near the 
border with Gaza. Luckily they were 
intercepted by Israeli defense forces. 
They discovered tranquilizers in their 
possession, the purpose of which, of 
course, was to use them to abduct and 
kidnap Israelis and take them back to 
Gaza for ransom or worse. The rockets 
continue to rain down as well. 

You also didn’t mention in your let-
ter, Mr. Ambassador, the cease-fire, 
which, by the way, Israel agreed to 
even though it was extremely unpopu-
lar in Israel. Why? Because three times 
in the last 5 years they had to face 
this. 

I want you to imagine for a moment 
that you lived in a country with a 
neighbor that blitzed you three times 
in the last 5 years with rockets, trying 
to kill your children and destroy your 
cities and disrupt and paralyze your 
economy. There comes a point where 
you say enough is enough, we have to 
put an end to this. So you can just 
imagine how unpopular that cease-fire 
must have been among some elements 
of the cabinet and the unity govern-
ment in Israel, and certainly among 
the population. Yet the Prime Minister 
went ahead with it because they desire 
peace, and in just a few hours Hamas 
violated the cease-fire. 

So please don’t come to me and say 
that both sides are to blame here. That 
is not true. This crisis would end to-
morrow if Hamas would turn over its 
rockets and stop bombarding people. 
This would end tomorrow, by the way, 
if the Hamas commanders were not 

such cowards. I will tell you why they 
are cowards. While they are on TV ask-
ing these people to go to the rooftops 
of these buildings, you know where 
they are? They are hiding in their base-
ment command center, which, by the 
way, is located in the basement under-
neath a hospital. 

This would end tomorrow—the civil-
ian deaths could end tomorrow—if they 
stopped storing rockets in schools, in-
cluding a U.N. school. By the way, 
when the U.N. discovered these rock-
ets, do you know what they did with 
them? They turned them back over to 
Hamas. Don’t tell me both sides are to 
blame here because it is not true. It is 
not true. This is the result of one thing 
and one thing alone: Hamas has de-
cided to launch rockets against Israel, 
Hamas has decided to build this exten-
sive network of underground tunnels so 
that in a moment of conflict they can 
get these commandos into Israel and 
kill Israelis. 

What is Israel doing? What any coun-
try would do. Of course this is not an 
excellent example, but imagine for a 
moment if one of our neighboring coun-
tries decided to start hitting us with 
rockets. What would the United States 
do? Would we sit there and say: We 
really have to be restrained and hold 
back here? We would not tolerate that. 
Imagine that every night and every 
morning sirens were going off in your 
city because rockets were on their way 
in and you spent the better part of the 
day running in and out of shelters and 
taking cover. What would you say? You 
would say: Take care of this problem 
once and for all. 

Why would we ever ask Israel to do 
anything less than we would do if we 
were in the same situation? And that is 
what they are doing. 

In the process of taking care of the 
situation, tragically, civilians are 
dying, and do you know why? Because 
Hamas is deliberately putting them in 
the way. I just read the quotes. Hamas 
is asking their people to do what their 
leaders won’t do. They are asking their 
own people to get in harm’s way and 
act as human shields because they 
want these images to be spread around 
the world. They are willing to sacrifice 
their own people to win a PR war. 

I think it is absolutely outrageous 
that some in the press corps domesti-
cally and most of the press corps inter-
nationally are falling for this game. So 
please don’t tell me that both sides are 
to blame here, and please don’t tell me 
this was caused by Israel. 

In my time here in the Senate, I had 
the opportunity to visit multiple coun-
tries. I have never met a people more 
desirous of peace than the people in 
Israel. But peace cannot mean your de-
struction, and that is what they are 
facing here—an enemy force that wants 
to destroy them and wipe them out as 
a country. It is impossible to reach any 
sort of peace agreement with an orga-
nization like that. That is what Israel 
is facing here. 

Mr. Ambassador, I ask that you go 
back to your government and ask them 

to separate completely from Hamas, 
condemn what Hamas is doing to your 
own people—condemn the use of human 
shields. That is what I ask you to do. 
Stop writing letters to Senators and 
being angry at us when, by the way— 
although we should not be doing it be-
cause the law says no money should be 
going toward any organization linked 
with Hamas—the United States has 
been helping you to stand up your se-
curity forces in the West Bank through 
our taxpayer money. Don’t write let-
ters to the U.S. Congress complaining 
to us about what Israel is doing when 
the people you just created a unity 
government with are launching rockets 
against civilians in Israel and using its 
own people as human shields. 

I think you need to take responsi-
bility for your own people and your 
own part of the world. If you truly 
want peace, peace begins with laying 
down your arms and stopping these at-
tacks and condemning those who are 
conducting these attacks and using in-
nocent civilians as human shields. If 
you want peace, that is what you 
should spend your time doing and not 
trying to rally public support around 
the world for the idea that Israel is re-
sponsible for war crimes. 

From our perspective, I hope the 
United States continues to be firmly 
on the side of Israel because there is no 
moral equivalency here. What is hap-
pening between Israel and Hamas is to-
tally 100 percent the fault of Hamas. 
There is no moral equivalency here. All 
of the blame lies on Hamas. 

For this crisis to end, Hamas must 
either be eliminated as an organization 
or they must lay down their weapons 
and adhere to the true precepts of 
peace, which is the desire to live peace-
fully side by side with our neighbors in 
Israel. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MAR-

KEY). The Senator from Alabama. 
BORDER SECURITY 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, we are 
dealing with a very disturbing crisis on 
our borders. The situation that has de-
veloped is unbelievable. It is unbeliev-
able how rapidly it has developed, but 
it has, indeed, been building up for 
more than a year. It is a direct and pre-
dictable result of the President’s poli-
cies and not enforcing the laws of the 
United States when it comes to immi-
gration. It is a very sad day, and it can 
only end when the President stops sus-
pending laws and starts enforcing laws. 

The President is the chief law en-
forcement officer in America. Every 
Border Patrol officer, every ICE offi-
cer, every Coast Guard officer, every 
military officer, every Department of 
Justice employee, and FBI employee 
works for him. He supervises them and 
directs them. He has been directing 
them not to enforce the law rather 
than to enforce the law. The evidence 
of that is undeniable. 

The law enforcement officers—the 
ICE officers, Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement officers—sued their super-
visor directly appointed by President 
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Obama for blocking them from ful-
filling their oath to enforce the laws of 
the United States of America. There is 
a Federal court case that is still ongo-
ing, and the judge found, at least at 
one point in his order, that the Presi-
dent has no right to direct officers not 
to comply with the law. 

We now know that we are facing an 
exceedingly grave threat of an unbe-
lievable expansion of his unilateral Ex-
ecutive orders of amnesty that go be-
yond anything we have ever seen in 
this country and which threatens the 
very constitutional framework of our 
Republic and the very ability of this 
Nation to even have borders, it seems 
to me, and certainly to create a lawful, 
equitable, consistent enforcement in 
our country. 

The respected newspaper National 
Journal, which is here in Washington, 
a nonpartisan and respected organiza-
tion, reported on July 3—and a lot of 
people have missed this, and we need to 
know what this is saying. We need to 
know what it means, and we need, as 
Members of Congress and this Senate, 
to resist it. We cannot allow it to hap-
pen. We will not allow it to happen. 
The American people, when they find 
out what is being discussed, will not 
allow it to happen, in my opinion. Con-
gress needs to be directed by the peo-
ple—I hate to say—to resist it. It says: 

Obama made it clear he would press his ex-
ecutive powers to the limit. He gave quiet 
credence to recommendations from La Raza 
and other immigration groups that between 
5 million to 6 million adult illegal immi-
grants could be spared deportation under a 
similar form of deferred adjudication he or-
dered for the so-called Dreamers in June 
2012. 

The DREAMers being the young peo-
ple. Five to 6 million would be given 
legal status in the United States of 
America when they have entered con-
trary to law or are in the country con-
trary to law and are not entitled to 
work in America. 

The article goes on to say: 
Obama has now ordered the Homeland Se-

curity and Justice departments to find exec-
utive authorities that could enlarge that 
non-prosecutorial umbrella by a factor of 10. 
Senior officials also tell me Obama wants to 
see what he can do with Executive power to 
provide temporary legal status to undocu-
mented adults. 

What we know is with the children’s 
group, they were provided with an ID 
card that at the top of it, in big print, 
says, ‘‘employee authorization card.’’ 
This is exactly what is being talked 
about here, what the President of the 
United States is saying. 

Remember, the Congress has been 
asked by activist groups and certain 
business interests to provide an am-
nesty for people who are here. The Con-
gress has declined to do so. It has been 
fully and openly debated and has not 
passed into law. That is the decision of 
the Congress. That is the decision we 
have made—the duly elected body that 
passes laws. As such, they not having 
been given amnesty, the President of 
the United States is not entitled to do 

so. By declaration of duly passed law, 
people aren’t entitled to come to 
America unlawfully, to come to Amer-
ica and stay unlawfully. They are not 
entitled to do that. How simple is this? 
They are not entitled to be able to take 
jobs if they do. They are not entitled to 
certain government benefits if they 
come illegally. Of course they are not. 
Of course they are not able to work and 
take jobs and get benefits if they came 
into the country illegally. 

So when this first got talked about in 
more general terms, 22 Members of the 
Senate wrote President Obama and 
questioned what we are hearing. The 
Senators wrote this: 

These policies have operated as an effec-
tive repeal of duly enacted federal immigra-
tion law and exceed the bounds of the Execu-
tive Branch’s prosecutorial discretion. It is 
not the province of the Executive to nullify 
the laws that the people of the United 
States, through their elected representa-
tives, have chosen to enact. To the contrary, 
it is the duty of the Executive to take care 
that these laws are faithfully executed. Con-
gress has not passed laws permitting people 
to illegally enter the country or to ignore 
their visa expiration dates, so long as they 
do not have a felony conviction or other se-
vere offense on their record. Your actions 
demonstrate an astonishing disregard for the 
Constitution, the rule of law, and the rights 
of American citizens and legal residents. 

Our entire constitutional system— 

The letter goes on to say— 
is threatened when the Executive Branch 
suspends the law at its whim and our na-
tion’s sovereignty is imperiled when the 
commander-in-chief refuses to defend the in-
tegrity of its borders. 

You swore an oath— 

The letter says to the President— 
to preserve, protect and defend the Constitu-
tion of the United States. We therefore ask 
you to uphold that oath and to carry out the 
duties required by the Constitution and en-
trusted to you by the American people. 

The President is limited. He is not 
all-powerful. He is entrusted with cer-
tain limited powers by the people of 
the United States of America. 

Now we understand he intends to go 
even further. In the response we got 
back, he never addressed it at all, ex-
cept for his Secretary of Homeland Se-
curity, Mr. Jeh Johnson. He announced 
that, yes, he is indeed, at the order of 
the President of the United States, 
conducting a review of how many other 
people he can provide this amnesty for 
and work authorization for. 

So last week one of our able col-
leagues, Senator TED CRUZ—a former 
solicitor general for the attorney gen-
eral’s office in Texas who has argued 
cases in appellate courts in the coun-
try—identified this problem and pro-
posed I think a legislative fix that 
every Member of this body should sign. 
Some may say, Well, the President, I 
don’t think he is going to do this. OK. 
Why not bar him from doing it? Some 
say, I don’t think we should sign it. 
Why not? He basically said he has al-
ready done it with the younger group, 
and he said it is going to be a tenfold 
increase in the 5 million to 6 million 
people who are suggested to be legal-

ized by the President’s unilateral Exec-
utive order; represents about 10 times 
the number of people who have already 
been given lawful status, in effect, by 
the President’s unlawful Executive 
order. 

At this time perhaps it would be ap-
propriate, and I would appreciate it, if 
the Senator from Texas would explain 
his analysis of this issue and how his 
legislation would be effective in ensur-
ing that we don’t go down this illegal 
road any further. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas. 

Mr. CRUZ. Mr. President, I thank my 
friend, the junior Senator from Ala-
bama, for his very kind comments and 
for his relentless leadership in defense 
of the rule of law and standing against 
amnesty. 

What I wish to speak about this 
afternoon is the humanitarian crisis 
that is playing out on our southern 
border right now and the abdication of 
responsibility that is playing out in 
Washington, DC. 

A couple of weeks ago President 
Obama was in my home State of Texas. 
He found time to go to two Democratic 
Party fundraisers, to pal around with 
some Democratic Party fat cats, to col-
lect a whole bunch of checks. Yet 
somehow he didn’t have time to make 
it down to our southern border. 

The day before he was in Colorado 
and he found time to play a game of 
pool with the Governor there. I am 
glad he enjoyed himself playing pool. 
Yet somehow he didn’t have time to go 
visit Lackland Air Force Base and see 
the 1,200 children who are being held 
there who are paying the price for the 
failure of the Obama immigration pol-
icy. In the coming weeks he is headed 
to Martha’s Vineyard. He is, I am sure, 
going to enjoy himself paling around 
with swells. Yet the people held in de-
tention facilities up and down the bor-
der are not going to see the Com-
mander in Chief because he cannot be 
bothered to address the human suf-
fering. 

He was just in California, in Holly-
wood, where the producer of ‘‘Scandal’’ 
hosted him. That is kind of fitting be-
cause it is scandalous that the Presi-
dent has more time to be ‘‘Fundraiser 
in Chief’’ than he does to do his basic 
job as Commander in Chief in securing 
our borders. 

Let me tell my colleagues, while the 
President was running around col-
lecting checks from Democratic Party 
fat cats, I was back home in Texas. I 
was on the border this weekend down 
in McAllen. I sat down with the chief of 
the Border Patrol in McAllen. I sat 
down with the line officers of the Bor-
der Patrol in McAllen. I visited the de-
tention facilities that are being con-
structed to hold these children. I saw a 
remarkable facility. It used to be a gi-
gantic warehouse, and in 18 days the 
Border Patrol had to stand up a facil-
ity to house 1,000 children because that 
is the volume coming through there 
every couple of days. 
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The President is right in one regard. 

He has publicly stated we are seeing a 
humanitarian crisis, and that is cor-
rect, but it is a crisis of his own cre-
ation. This humanitarian crisis is the 
direct consequence of President 
Obama’s lawlessness. I will note he 
cannot even be bothered to cast his 
eyes on the people who are suffering 
because of it. 

If we want to know what is causing 
this crisis, a simple examination of the 
numbers will suffice. Just 3 years ago, 
in 2011, the number of unaccompanied 
children entering this country was 
roughly 6,000. Then, in June of 2012, 
just a few months before the election, 
President Obama unilaterally granted 
amnesty to some 800,000 people who 
were here illegally in this country who 
entered as children. He did so, presum-
ably, because he thought there would 
be a political benefit. It was a few 
months before an election and he 
thought there was good politics in ig-
noring the law and granting amnesty. 
But the foreseeable consequence of 
that amnesty—the predictable and the 
predicted consequence of that am-
nesty—if we tell people across the 
globe that if they enter as children, 
they get amnesty, suddenly we create 
an incredible incentive for more and 
more children to come and more and 
more children to come alone. 

This year, the Department of Home-
land Security estimates that 90,000 un-
accompanied children will enter this 
country illegally. Next year they esti-
mate 145,000. I want my colleagues to 
compare those numbers for a second. 
Three years ago, it was 6,000. Now it is 
90,000, and next year we expect 145,000. 
The direct and proximate cause was 
President Obama’s amnesty. 

There are some in this body who 
might not believe what a Member of 
the opposite party says on this. There 
is a whole lot of partisanship in Wash-
ington. It truly has shut down the abil-
ity of this body to deal with real chal-
lenges facing this country. 

If people don’t believe what a Mem-
ber of the opposite party says, perhaps 
they will believe the Border Patrol. 
Just a few weeks ago the Border Patrol 
conducted a confidential study that 
was given to members of the Senate 
Judiciary Committee by a whistle-
blower in the Border Patrol, where 
they interviewed over 200 people who 
had entered the country recently ille-
gally, and they asked them the ques-
tion: Why are you coming? Ninety-five 
percent said we are coming because we 
believe we will get amnesty; that if we 
just get here, we will be allowed to 
stay. 

The administration has been giving 
lots of supposed causes for this human-
itarian crisis. One of their favorites is 
the violence in Central America. It is 
true. Tragically, there is a great deal 
of violence in Central America and it 
has been increasing, but I would note 
violence is not new to the human con-
dition. There have always been coun-
tries across the globe that are racked 

by violence, racked by civil war, and 
we have always seen when violence 
rises, the immigration from a par-
ticular country goes up. We see legal 
immigration from that country go up 
and we see illegal immigration from 
that country go up. What we haven’t 
seen in the past is the explosion of chil-
dren. 

The violence in Central America is a 
reasonable cause to explain the in-
crease in immigrants from Central 
America, the increase in families com-
ing up to get away from the violence. 
What it doesn’t explain is this new phe-
nomenon: 90,000 unaccompanied chil-
dren. That is a new phenomenon. There 
is no reason violence would dictate 
saying, I am going to take my little 
boy, I am going to take my little girl, 
and send them alone. That instead is a 
direct response to what President 
Obama did by granting amnesty that 
was targeted to those who entered as 
kids. Why are kids entering? Because 
the President has said, if you enter as 
a kid, I will grant you amnesty. 

Several weeks ago I visited Lackland 
Air Force Base where roughly 1,200 of 
these children are being held. I visited 
with the senior officials there. It is 
worth understanding that there are 
many victims of the President’s refusal 
to enforce the law, but some of the 
most direct victims are these little 
boys and little girls because the 
coyotes who are bringing these chil-
dren in are not well-meaning social 
workers. They do not have beards and 
Birkenstocks, and they are not there 
out of love. These coyotes are hard-
ened, vicious transnational drug car-
tels, and these children are being sub-
jected to horrific physical and sexual 
abuse. 

When I was at Lackland Air Force 
Base, a senior official there described 
to me how these coyotes get custody of 
these kids to smuggle them illegally 
into this country, and then sometimes 
they will decide to hold the children 
for ransom, to get even more money 
from the families. If the families can-
not or will not pay, horribly, what 
these coyotes are doing is severing 
body parts of these children and send-
ing them back to the families. 

The senior official at Lackland de-
scribed coyotes putting machine guns 
to the back of the head of a little boy 
or a little girl and ordering them to cut 
off the fingers or the ears of another 
little boy or little girl. If the child re-
fuses, they shoot that child and move 
on to the next one. They described how 
on our end we are seeing children come 
into this country—some of whom have 
been horribly maimed by these violent 
coyotes and drug cartels, others of 
whom have enormous psychological 
damage—from a little boy or a little 
girl forced to commit such atrocities 
upon pain of death. 

I asked the officials at Lackland: 
How many of these children have been 
victimized? The answer: All of them. 
That was from the senior official at 
Lackland. By the way, one of the 

things we hear reports of is these fami-
lies with the girls, before they send 
them up, they give them birth control 
because the expectations are that the 
risks of sexual assault and rape are so 
high. That risk is being undertaken be-
cause of the promise of amnesty. 

When I was down in McAllen this 
weekend, I asked the line agents—I 
said: Listen. Every day you guys are on 
the river, you are in the helicopter, 
you are securing the border. Why are 
they coming? What has changed? Just 3 
years ago it was 6,000 kids. Now it is 
90,000. What has changed? Every single 
one of the Border Patrol agents gave 
the exact same answer. They said they 
are coming because they believe they 
will get amnesty. 

It is important to understand, by the 
way, the coyotes smuggle them across 
the border, and as soon as they get 
across the border, they actively look 
for the Border Patrol. They are not 
being captured. They are not being 
caught. They go look for someone in 
uniform. They may have ragged clothes 
falling off their back, they may not 
have food or water, but they have their 
papers. They have their papers with 
them. They cross the border illegally 
with a coyote and they endure the 
physical and sexual abuse and then 
they look for the Border Patrol to hand 
their papers to. Why? Because they be-
lieve once they get here and hand their 
papers over, they get amnesty. 

If we want to solve this crisis, there 
is one, and only one, way to solve this 
crisis; that is, to eliminate the promise 
of amnesty. I mentioned a few mo-
ments ago that I wanted to talk about 
this humanitarian crisis and talk 
about the abdication of responsibility 
because Washington has always been 
lousy at taking responsibility for the 
suffering our policies create. But the 
response of this President, and I am 
sorry to say the Democratic majority 
in this body, has been particularly cal-
lous. 

President Obama proposed a $3.7 bil-
lion supplemental plan. Mind you, he 
did not have time to visit the border, 
to visit the children, to see the suf-
fering, but he proposed yet more spend-
ing. The $3.7 billion supplemental is an 
HHS social services bill. It spends a 
whole bunch of money. By the way, to 
give you a sense of just how much $3.7 
billion is, for $3.7 billion we could pur-
chase a first-class airplane ticket for 
each one of these 90,000 children to re-
turn them home—first class—sitting in 
the front row of a commercial airline. 
After doing so, we could deposit $3.6 
billion back in the Federal Treasury. It 
is a massive amount of money he has 
asked for, and what is striking, less 
than 5 percent of it goes to border secu-
rity. 

Here is the cynical part. Here is the 
sad part. Nothing in the President’s 
proposal does anything to solve the un-
derlying problem. Nothing does any-
thing to eliminate the promise of am-
nesty. Nothing does anything to solve 
the problem. What the President is 
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saying is he is perfectly content for 
this crisis to continue in perpetuity. 
Under the President’s bill, next year 
we can expect 145,000—DHS expects—to 
come. We can expect tens of thousands 
or hundreds of thousands of little boys 
and little girls to be physically as-
saulted and sexually assaulted by 
coyotes. 

That is not humane. That is not com-
passionate. Any system that continues 
to have children in the custody of these 
vicious drug cartels is the very oppo-
site of humane and compassionate. As 
my friend the junior Senator from Ala-
bama pointed out, the magnet of am-
nesty has been significantly exacer-
bated in recent months. Why? Because 
President Obama, in a very high-profile 
way, met with far-left activists and 
made a promise. He said: I am going to 
study how to expand amnesty and to 
grant amnesty to another 5 or 6 million 
people here illegally. 

Let’s be clear. There is nothing— 
zero—in U.S. immigration law that 
gives the President the power to grant 
amnesty. It is open lawlessness and 
contempt for rule of law, but yet that 
promise is heard. That promise is heard 
throughout Central America. That 
promise is heard by those mothers and 
dads who make the heart-wrenching 
decision to hand their sons and daugh-
ters over to these coyotes. They do so 
because they love their kids and they 
believe, as terrible as the journey will 
be, that if they get here, they get a 
permiso, they get to stay in the ‘‘prom-
ised land.’’ That promise of amnesty is 
why this crisis has happened. 

So I have introduced legislation to 
solve the problem. Last week I intro-
duced a very simple bill that puts into 
law that President Obama has no au-
thority to grant any additional am-
nesty. It is a very simple bill. It pre-
vents the President from taking the 
DACA Program that he unilaterally 
and illegally implemented in 2012 and 
expanding it to cover any new immi-
grants. 

It is interesting. Representatives 
from the administration go on tele-
vision and they say: These children are 
not eligible for amnesty. If that is 
their position, the administration 
should support my bill. If that is their 
position, all this bill does is put into 
law what they say their position is; 
that these children are not eligible for 
amnesty. 

Have they supported the bill? They 
have not. Instead the majority leader 
of this body took it upon himself to go 
out and hold a press conference. What 
is the top priority for the majority 
leader of this body? To come after and 
attack the legislation I introduced, to 
personally come after the freshman 
Senator from Texas. The majority 
leader is welcome to impugn any Mem-
ber of this body. Sadly, that happens 
all too often. But yet nowhere in the 
majority leader’s comments was a word 
said about solving this problem. No-
where in the majority leader’s com-
ments was a word said about changing 

it so little boys and little girls are not 
physically and sexually assaulted so we 
do not have tens of thousands and hun-
dreds of thousands of kids coming ille-
gally into this country. 

Look, we all understand politics in 
this town. It is an election year. The 
election is a few months away. Scaring 
people and demagoguing, unfortu-
nately, is not new to Washington. But 
the cynicism that is reflected in Presi-
dent Obama’s and the majority leader’s 
approach to this issue is a new level for 
this town. 

This week I am introducing broader 
legislation that not only includes what 
was included last week—a prohibition 
on the President granting amnesty— 
but includes two other elements: a re-
form of the 2008 law to expedite the hu-
mane return of these children to their 
families and a provision to reimburse 
the cost for the States calling up the 
National Guard to secure their borders. 

I would like to say a word about the 
2008 law. That has actually been dis-
cussed a lot in this body. Indeed, the 
Obama administration has two talking 
points. If we ask the administration 
what has caused this crisis, the first 
one is violence in Central America. 
There is something convenient about 
that talking point because if it is vio-
lence in Central America, it is not 
President Obama’s fault. It is not any-
thing they have done. It is something 
else extrinsic. But the second talking 
point that sometimes the administra-
tion will say is that the cause of this 
crisis is the 2008 law. 

There is a reason they point to that. 
Because it seems there is nothing 
President Obama enjoys more than 
blaming everything bad on this planet 
on George W. Bush. The 2008 law was 
signed by George W. Bush. So if this 
crisis was caused by the 2008 law, then 
mirabile dictu, it is not this adminis-
tration’s fault. 

But John Adams famously said: 
Facts are stubborn things. If someone 
is going to make a claim that a crisis 
is caused by the 2008 law, they have to 
be willing to take at least a moment to 
look to the facts. 

The 2008 law was passed, 
unsurprisingly, in 2008. The number of 
children entering unaccompanied did 
not spike in 2008. It did not spike in 
2009. It did not spike in 2010. It did not 
spike in 2011. In 2011 it was roughly 
6,000. If the 2008 law were the cause of 
this crisis, we would have seen the 
numbers spike in 2008 or 2009 or 2010 or 
2011. No, they did not spike until 2012— 
June of 2012—when the President 
pulled out his pen and granted am-
nesty. That is the cause—the direct 
cause—the cause that the Border Pa-
trol tells us these immigrants are tell-
ing us is why they are coming. 

Once the crisis was created, the 2008 
law has had unintended consequences. 
The 2008 law allowed expedited removal 
for unaccompanied children from Mex-
ico and Canada—our immediate contig-
uous countries—but created slow, de-
layed, bureaucratized removal for chil-
dren from more distant countries. 

That did not create significant prob-
lems in 2008 or 2009 or 2010 or 2011 be-
cause we did not have a massive influx 
of kids from those countries. But once 
the President illegally granted am-
nesty and we started getting—as we are 
expected to this year—90,000 unaccom-
panied children—most of whom are 
from Central American countries—now 
we are seeing the 2008 law cause real 
problems because returning these chil-
dren home is delayed, often delayed in-
definitely. 

When I was in the McAllen meeting 
with the line Border Patrol agents, I 
asked them another question. I said: 
Listen. Washington is dysfunctional. 
Partisan politics rips the town apart. If 
you could ignore the politics, what do 
you say on the frontlines? How do we 
actually secure the borders? How do we 
solve this problem? Every single one of 
the Border Patrol agents answered the 
same way. They said: We have to send 
them home. 

We treat them humanely. We treat 
them compassionately—because that is 
who we are as Americans; those are our 
values—but humanely and compas-
sionately we need to expeditiously re-
turn them to their families back home. 
Why? Because if the children are al-
lowed to stay—and, mark my words, 
President Obama wants these children 
to stay and he wants to grant amnesty 
to the next children and the next chil-
dren, which means that promise of am-
nesty will cause tens of thousands and 
hundreds of thousands of children to 
continue to be physically assaulted and 
sexually assaulted in perpetuity. 

If we grant amnesty, all it will do is 
incite yet more kids to be victimized. 
The only way to solve this problem— 
this is coming from the Border Patrol 
agents—is to humanely and expedi-
tiously send them home, reunite them 
with their families. 

The legislation I am introducing this 
week changes the 2008 law so the poli-
cies for sending them home are the 
same as the policies for Mexico and 
Canada. We treat Mexico and Canada 
with great friendship and compassion. 
There is no reason the very same pro-
cedures cannot apply to children from 
Central America. 

The final element of this bill is deal-
ing with the real security crisis that is 
occurring. 

Just today the junior Senator from 
Alabama and I both heard a briefing 
from one of our senior military leaders 
on the national security threats caused 
by our porous borders, by the same 
avenues that are taking those kids in 
and that are also being used to smuggle 
vast quantities of drugs. The same cor-
ridors that are taking those kids in are 
also being used to smuggle in thou-
sands of aliens from special interest 
countries, from the Middle East, aliens 
from countries that face serious issues 
of radical Islamic terrorists. 

A number of our border Governors 
have stepped forward to respond to this 
crisis. I commend the Governor of my 
home State of Texas, Rick Perry, for 
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showing leadership and calling up the 
National Guard in Texas. It was the 
right thing to do. He should not have 
to do it. The Constitution gives that 
responsibility to the Federal Govern-
ment. The Governor should not have to 
step in and fill the breach. They are 
doing so because the President and the 
Federal Government are refusing to do 
their job. But I commend the Gov-
ernors for doing so. The legislation I 
am introducing simply provides that 
when a State steps up and does the job 
that is our responsibility, the Federal 
Government will reimburse the costs. 

In all likelihood, next week we are 
going to have a vote on a bill that is 
denominated a ‘‘border security’’ bill. 
It is a bill the majority leader wants us 
to vote on that is a version of the 
President’s HHS social services bill and 
spends a whole bunch of money and 
does nothing, zero, nada, to solve the 
problem. 

The majority leader knows that. The 
President knows that. The intention is 
to have it voted down. One of the in-
credible things about where we are 
right now is this Democratic Senate is 
a do-nothing Senate. We do not pass 
any legislation of consequence. There 
is a reason for that. The majority lead-
er has decided we are not going to pass 
any legislation of consequence. So in-
stead what do we have? We have a se-
ries of show votes, every one of which 
is designed to fail, every one of which 
the majority leader knows will fail, 
and every one of which is poll tested or 
focus-group tested to allow Democrats 
running for reelection to campaign 
based on those votes. 

It is not legislating. It is not doing 
the job the Senate was meant to do. 
This border security bill that we will 
likely vote on next week will do noth-
ing for border security. It is not de-
signed to. Even if it were to pass, it is 
not designed to. It is not designed to do 
anything to stop President Obama’s 
amnesty. It is not designed to do any-
thing to expedite reuniting these kids 
with their families back home. It is 
simply designed to be a fig leaf, to say: 
The Democrats have responded to this 
crisis. The evil, mean, nasty Repub-
licans did not go along. 

That is a political narrative that is 
not new. It is common in partisan poli-
tics. It just happens not to be true. Un-
fortunately, the Democratic majority 
in this body has demonstrated no inter-
est in actually solving this problem. 
You want to know just how cynical the 
majority leader’s strategy is? They 
have added to this border bill a provi-
sion that would replenish the Iron 
Dome missiles for the nation of Israel. 

I would note that has nothing to do 
with the crisis at our southern border. 
It is a policy that is unambiguously 
good. Every Member on the Republican 
side of this Chamber supports replen-
ishing the Iron Dome missiles that are 
right now keeping Israel safe from the 
Hamas terrorist rocket fire. So why 
has the majority leader stuck that 
onto a bill that he knows will fail and 
is designed to fail? 

Well, it is called partisan politics. 
Because when it fails, the talking 
points will come out. The majority 
leader will come out and say: The Re-
publicans do not want to solve the 
problem on the border. The Repub-
licans are unwilling to stand with our 
friend and ally Israel. Let me tell you 
right now, every Republican on this 
side of the Chamber would vote right 
now, this afternoon, to replenish the 
Iron Dome missiles. To be honest, we 
should be voting. You know, in most 
parts of the country, Thursday after-
noon, 4:30, people who actually have an 
honest job are still at work. Not in the 
Senate. The Senate people head on 
home. People are out campaigning. 
How about we actually have Senators 
show up on this floor more than one or 
two at a time and debate these issues? 
How about we actually see Senators 
stand, debate the issues, and resolve 
the problems? 

The majority leader went on tele-
vision and said: The border is secure. I 
find that an astonishing assertion. I 
recognized how from the perch of 
Washington, DC, it might seem that 
way. Perhaps the DC/Virginia border is 
secure. But I would invite the majority 
leader and I would invite any Member 
of the Chamber: Come down to Texas. 
Come to McAllen. Come visit the bor-
der. When I was in McAllen on Satur-
day, the Border Patrol agents told me 
the day before they had apprehended 
622 people. 

I went to the processing center. They 
had 10 holding centers with 600 or 700 
people there. One holding room had lit-
tle girls below age 14, unaccompanied. 
Another holding room had little boys 
under age 14, unaccompanied. The third 
holding room had girls ages 14 to 19, 
unaccompanied. The fourth room had 
boys ages 14 to 19, unaccompanied. The 
fifth and sixth rooms had family units, 
mothers and fathers and little bitty ba-
bies, including tiny infants needing 
diapers and formula. Then the final 
four holding areas held adults. 

That was one day. That was not a 
week. That was not a month. That was 
one day. Ninety thousand unaccom-
panied children are expected to enter 
the country this year. The majority 
leader of the Senate says the border is 
secure. I would invite the majority 
leader to say that to those little boys 
and little girls who have just been vic-
timized that the border is secure. That 
sure would surprise them. I would in-
vite the majority leader to say that to 
the farmers and ranchers and the citi-
zens in South Texas because that sure 
would surprise them. 

By the way, when you get outside of 
Washington this issue is not partisan. 
When you go down to South Texas and 
you visit with the elected leaders 
there, many of whom—most of whom— 
are elected Democrats and often His-
panic Democrats, and you ask: What is 
your top priority? Among Hispanic 
Democrats on the border, they say: 
Border security—because the border is 
so far from secure that their commu-
nities are paying the price. 

I would invite the majority leader to 
come to Brooks County, TX. In Brooks 
County, TX, hundreds of men, women, 
and children are found dead from cross-
ing illegally. I would invite the major-
ity leader to look, as I have, at the 
photographs of these bodies. Pregnant 
women are abandoned and left to die. 
Those are vicious cartels and coyotes. 
This is the face of amnesty. Ninety 
thousand children being victimized, 
being physically assaulted and sexually 
assaulted. This is the face of amnesty: 
Children held in detention centers with 
chain-link fences going up 18 feet, sepa-
rating them in separate pens. This is 
the face of amnesty. Our heart breaks 
for these kids. But if it really breaks 
for those kids, we should do something 
about it. The only way to stop this hu-
manitarian crisis is to stop President 
Obama’s amnesty. As long as the Presi-
dent continues to promise amnesty, 
these children will keep coming, and 
they will keep being victimized. 

Sadly, as long as Senate Democrats 
are unwilling to stand up to their 
President and say, let’s actually show 
some leadership and fix this problem, 
then the Senate will continue to be the 
Democratic do-nothing Senate. We will 
not solve those problems. We will fail 
in the fundamental obligation all of us 
owe to the men and women who elected 
us. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Texas because 
it, indeed, is the face of amnesty. He 
has documented for us, I think indis-
putably, that this surge of immigration 
was a result of the amnesty provided 
for these children by the President of 
the United States. I think that has 
been shown. I think we have never had 
a clearer analysis of it. 

I am reading now further in the Na-
tional Journal article about what the 
President plans to do next. The con-
cern we have is about the future. I am 
not making this up, colleagues. This is 
a very real action the President is con-
sidering, as I read from that chart on 
amnesty. He would execute, contrary 
to law, what would give legal status 
and work status to 5 to 6 million peo-
ple, 10 times the number that he has 
been provided for in this action. 

What did the National Journal re-
port? Well, I am quoting here. 

The President also told a group—This is 
the group of La Raza and other activist 
groups that are demanding amnesty and, 
really, open borders. He told them that 
Boehner, the Speaker of the House ‘‘urged 
him not to press ahead with executive ac-
tions because that would make legislating 
more difficult next year.’’ 

In other words, Speaker BOEHNER 
said: Do not use this executive am-
nesty in the future, Mr. President. So 
now the President is talking to the 
group, these activists that have been 
pushing him and demanding things. 
This is what the article says. 

Obama told the group, according to those 
present, his response to Boehner was: ‘Sorry 
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about that. I’m going to keep my promise 
and move forward with executive action 
soon.’ 

It makes the hair stand up on the 
back of my neck as a former Federal 
prosecutor in Federal court for almost 
15 years to have the President say this. 
The article went on to say: 

In the room, there was something of a col-
lective, electric gasp. The assembled immi-
gration-rights groups had been leaning hard 
on Obama for months to use executive action 
to sidestep Congress and privately mocked 
what they regarded as Pollyanna hopes that 
House Republicans would budge . . . Obama 
told the groups what they had been dying to 
hear—that he was going to condemn House 
Republicans for inaction and . . . provide 
legal status to millions of undocumented 
workers—all by himself. 

Mr. CRUZ. Would the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. SESSIONS. I would be pleased. 
Mr. CRUZ. The junior Senator from 

Alabama has just described President 
Obama’s stated intention to grant am-
nesty to an additional 5 to 6 million 
people here illegally in the months pre-
ceding this next election. As the junior 
Senator from Alabama is certainly 
aware, there are a number of Senators 
up for reelection, including a number 
of Democrats in bright red States 
where the constituents of those States, 
whether in Louisiana or Arkansas or 
North Carolina or many other States, 
do not support amnesty for another 5 
to 6 million people here illegally. 

The question I would ask my friend 
from Alabama: Is he aware of any Dem-
ocrat in this Chamber, including those 
Democrats running for reelection in 
conservative States where the citizens 
strongly oppose amnesty—is he aware 
of any Democrat in this Chamber who 
has had the courage to stand with him 
in standing up to President Obama and 
saying: Do not grant amnesty ille-
gally? Is he aware of any Democrat 
who has joined the two of us in our leg-
islation to prohibit President Obama 
from illegally granting amnesty to 5 to 
6 million people? 

Mr. SESSIONS. Well, I am not. One 
of the things I think the American peo-
ple do need to understand is when Ma-
jority Leader REID, in conjunction with 
the President of the United States, 
blocks even amendments up for a vote, 
where does he get his power? He gets 
his power from every Member of his 
conference. 

None of them are breaking in and 
saying: This is not right. 

Senator CRUZ’s bill would deal with 
this future danger, that the President 
might do this again. I think—and we 
have looked at it hard, our Judiciary 
staff—we both serve on that com-
mittee—and have said this will actu-
ally work to ensure that we don’t have 
another rogue action, unlawful, by the 
President of the United States, directly 
contrary to deciding the will of the 
American people and congressional ac-
tion. 

The President is happy that Congress 
doesn’t pass his law, and he says: They 
won’t act, so I will. 

But, colleagues, when we don’t act, 
we act. That is an act. It is a decision 
as sure as if we had passed a law. A de-
cision not to act is a decision. The 
President of the United States can’t 
simply go around and say: I can do 
anything I want because Congress 
won’t act. How ridiculous is that? A 
National Journal article calls this pol-
icy explosive, and I believe that is a di-
rect action. 

One more question. Senator CRUZ, I 
know, is a student of the Constitution, 
and Professor Turley at George Wash-
ington University has testified numer-
ous times before Congress. I think he 
considers himself a Democrat, a lib-
eral, but he is deeply concerned about 
the future of our Republic because of 
the President’s overreach and exceed-
ing the lawful powers given to the 
President. 

Is some other President going to ex-
pand it further and very soon Congress 
becomes nothing? I would ask if the 
Senator shares this concern, because 
he was very active in the attorney gen-
eral’s office in Texas. Professor Turley 
said: 

The President’s pledge to effectively gov-
ern alone is alarming, and what is most 
alarming is his ability to fulfill that pledge. 
When a president can govern alone, he can 
become a government unto himself, which is 
precisely the danger the framers sought to 
avoid . . . 

What we’re witnessing today is one of the 
greatest crises that members of this body 
will face. . . . It has reached a constitutional 
tipping point that threatens a fundamental 
change in how our country is governed. 

Does that cause the Senator concern 
and does he have any thoughts about 
that? 

Mr. CRUZ. Senator SESSIONS, it 
causes me great concern. One of the 
most troubling aspects of the Obama 
Presidency has been the persistent pat-
tern of lawlessness from this President. 
We have never seen a President who, if 
he disagrees with a particular law, so 
frequently and so brazenly refuses to 
enforce it, refuses to comply with it, 
and asserts the power to unilaterally 
change it. 

The President famously said: I have a 
pen and I have a phone, and he seems 
to confuse his pen and his phone for the 
constitutional process of lawmaking 
our country was built on. 

Rule of law does not mean you have 
a country with a whole lot of laws. 
Most countries have laws, and many 
totalitarian countries have a whole lot 
of laws. Rule of law means no man is 
above the law. It means that everyone, 
everyone, everyone, and especially the 
President, is bound by the law. 

President Obama openly defies his 
constitutional obligation under article 
2 of the Constitution to take care that 
the laws will be faithfully executed. 

I would note that Professor Turley, 
as the junior Senator from Alabama 
quoted, is a liberal Democrat who in 
2008 voted for President Obama. Pro-
fessor Turley also testified before the 
House that President Obama has be-
come the embodiment of the imperial 

President. Barack Obama has become 
the President Richard Nixon always 
wished he could be. 

Those are the words of a liberal 
Democratic constitutional law pro-
fessor who voted for Barack Obama. 

But my friend the junior Senator 
from Alabama is learned and experi-
enced in the ways of the Senate. He has 
seen lions of the Senate walk this 
floor. It is unprecedented to have a 
President so brazenly defy the rule of 
law, but I state what is equally unprec-
edented, to have the Senate lie down 
and meow like kitty cats. 

Abuse of power by the President is 
not a new phenomenon. Presidents of 
both parties have abused their power. 
That is a job, sadly, where that tend-
ency has been significant. But in the 
past, when Presidents have abused 
their power, Members of their own 
party stood and called them to account 
for it. When Richard Nixon abused his 
power, Members of both parties right-
fully decried his abuse of power, so 
much so that he was forced to resign. 

I can state when George W. Bush was 
President, he signed a two-paragraph 
order that purported to order the State 
courts to obey the World Court. I know 
this because I was at the time serving 
as the solicitor general of Texas, and it 
was our State courts that the Presi-
dent’s order purported to bind. 

George W. Bush is a good man. He is 
a former Governor of Texas, he is a Re-
publican, and he was a friend and is a 
friend. Yet I was proud that the State 
of Texas did not hesitate to stand up to 
that abuse of power. I went before the 
U.S. Supreme Court on behalf of the 
State of Texas and argued that Presi-
dent George W. Bush’s order was un-
constitutional, that no President has 
the authority to give up U.S. sov-
ereignty. I am pleased to say the U.S. 
Supreme Court agreed and struck down 
the President’s order by a vote of 6 to 
3. 

What is unprecedented today is that 
on the left side of the Chamber it is 
both literally and figuratively empty. 

We had, not too long ago, the Presi-
dent abuse his power with recess ap-
pointments. One of the important 
checks and balances the Constitution 
creates on Presidential authority is it 
gives this body, the Senate, the power 
of confirmation. President Obama ap-
parently didn’t like any checks and 
balances on his power, so he made a se-
ries of recess appointments when the 
Senate wasn’t in recess. It was brazen, 
it was naked. The President simply as-
serted: I say the Senate is in recess. 
Mind you, the Senate didn’t say we 
were in recess, but the President 
claimed the power to declare us in re-
cess when we weren’t. 

Do you want to know how extreme 
that was? Do you want to know how 
brazen that was? Do you want to know 
how extraordinary that was? 

Just a few weeks ago the Supreme 
Court unanimously struck it down as 
unconstitutional. 
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It is important to underscore that. 

There is a lot of coverage in the news-
paper that suggests we have liberal 
Justices, conservative Justices, and on 
any close issue it is going to be 5 to 4. 
This wasn’t 5 to 4, it wasn’t 6 to 3, it 
wasn’t 7 to 2, and it wasn’t even 8 to 1— 
9 to 0. Every Democratic appointee on 
the Court—both of President Obama’s 
appointees on the Court. They looked 
at the substantive issue and they said: 
This ain’t hard. The President doesn’t 
get to say when the Senate is in recess, 
the Senate gets to say when the Senate 
is in recess. And if the Senate isn’t in 
recess, the President has to respect the 
checks and balances of confirmation. 

So we have an easy, no-brainier 
layup of a constitutional law question 
about the President usurping the con-
stitutional prerogatives of the Senate, 
and how many Senate Democrats stood 
up to their party’s President? Not a 
single one. Not the majority leader of 
the Senate, who we would think might 
have some interest in the credibility of 
this institution and, I am sorry to say, 
not a lone Democratic Senator. It 
wasn’t that long ago there were lions 
of the Senate on the Democratic side 
who prided themselves on defending 
this institution: Robert Byrd, who 
stood for years defending this institu-
tion; Ted Kennedy. 

I would say to my friend the junior 
Senator from Alabama, what is truly 
unprecedented is that there are no Sen-
ate Democrats who say: Enough is 
enough. 

I am hopeful at some point we will 
see a Senate Democrat listen to their 
constituents, listen to the Constitu-
tion, and listen to the rule of law. 

I can assume the reason why Senate 
Democrats don’t do it and why our 
friends in the press often don’t report 
on this. I can assume their reasoning 
goes something such as: Well, I basi-
cally agree with the policies of Presi-
dent Obama. I like the policies. I agree 
with what he is doing, and he is our 
guy. We kind of have to back our guy. 

I am guessing that is a reason, but I 
will note, as the Scriptures say: There 
came a pharaoh who knew not Joseph 
and his children. 

President Barack Obama will not al-
ways be President of the United States. 
There will be another President. And 
even to my friends on the Democratic 
side of the aisle—I must say something 
shocking and terrifying to you—there 
will come another Republican Presi-
dent. 

If the President has the authority to 
do what President Obama is claiming, 
with ObamaCare—28 times—he simply 
unilaterally changed the text of the 
law, said: It doesn’t matter what the 
law says, I say it is something dif-
ferent. If the President has that power, 
a Republican President has that power 
too. 

So I would encourage all of my 
friends on the left who like these pol-
icy issues—well, imagine some of the 
policy issues you don’t like, whether 
on labor law or environmental law or 

tort reform or let’s take tax law. I will 
give an example. 

Imagine a subsequent Republican 
President who stood up and stated 
quite sensibly the economy might do 
much better if we move to a flat tax, so 
I am therefore instructing the IRS: Do 
not collect any tax above 20 percent. 

Now one might say, well, that sounds 
extreme. That sounds radical. As a pol-
icy matter, that would be a terrific pol-
icy. 

But could the President instruct the 
IRS not to enforce tax laws? Fifty-five 
Members of this body are already on 
record saying yes. Do you know why? 
Because when the President suspended 
the employer mandate for big business, 
the text for ObamaCare says the em-
ployer mandate kicks in on January 1, 
2014. The President said: I am sus-
pending that provision of law. I am 
granting my buddies in big business a 
waiver. That was a tax law. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Senator 
from Texas. 

I think what he is saying is reflected 
in what Professor Turley said. It is al-
most like a plea to his colleague, 
maybe his Democratic colleague, his 
friend. He said: ‘‘The President’s pledge 
to effectively govern alone is alarming, 
and what is most alarming is his abil-
ity to fulfill that pledge.’’ 

In other words, his ability to get 
away with it; that Congress acquiesces 
in it. Let me say this the President is 
not going to get away with a unilateral 
amnesty. We are going to take this to 
the American people, and at some 
point this Congress will be held to ac-
count if he does so. Remember, every 
Member is going to have to vote and be 
responsible for allowing a President to 
run roughshod over the law of this 
country, the people’s representatives, 
and, in effect, the people of the United 
States. 

His plan for amnesty, under the cir-
cumstances he advocated them, has 
been rejected. 

Congress is always available to con-
sider any issue and make any decision 
it chooses, but it has, under the cir-
cumstances driven in this body, been 
rejected. 

He has no power to go forward and 
beyond that, and we are not going to 
allow it to happen. It is wrong. Wheth-
er we agree or disagree about how am-
nesty should be given, it is wrong for 
the President to unilaterally execute 
such a policy, as Professor Turley said 
and as the Senator from Texas has 
said, the former solicitor general of the 
State of Texas. He understands it is 
law, and this matter is not over. We 
will continue to advocate. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 

HEITKAMP). The Senator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I thank 

the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. HARKIN per-

taining to the introduction of S. 2658 
are printed in today’s RECORD under 

‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island. 

CLIMATE CHANGE 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Thank you, 

Madam President. This is my 75th 
‘‘Time to Wake Up’’ speech, something 
of a minor benchmark, I suppose. I 
come here urging my colleagues to 
wake up to the threat of climate 
change. I do this every week we are in 
session, hoping someday a spark will 
hit tinder. But even as the evidence of 
climate change deepens, the dialogue 
in Washington remains one-sided. 

Climate change was once a bipartisan 
concern. In recent years something 
changed. I think I know what changed, 
and I will get to that. First, let’s remi-
nisce about the bipartisanship. As we 
take a look back in this body, we have 
Republican colleagues who once openly 
acknowledged the existence of carbon- 
driven climate change and who called 
for real legislative action to cut carbon 
emissions. Imagine that. It wasn’t that 
long ago. 

We have a former Republican Presi-
dential nominee amongst us who cam-
paigned for the Presidency on address-
ing climate change. We have Repub-
licans here who have spoken favorably 
about charging a fee on carbon, includ-
ing an original Republican cosponsor of 
a bipartisan Senate carbon-fee bill. We 
have a Republican colleague who co-
sponsored carbon fee legislation in the 
House and another who voted for the 
Waxman-Markey cap-and-trade bill 
when he was in the House. For years— 
for years—there was a steady, healthy 
heartbeat of Republican support for 
major U.S. legislation to address car-
bon pollution. 

Let me be specific. In 2003, Senator 
JOHN MCCAIN was the lead cosponsor of 
Democrat Joe Lieberman’s Climate 
Stewardship Act, which would have 
created a market-based emissions cap- 
and-trading program to reduce carbon 
dioxide and other heat-trapping pollut-
ants from the biggest U.S. sources. 

Here is what Senator MCCAIN said at 
the time: 

While we cannot say with 100 percent con-
fidence what will happen in the future, we do 
know the emission of greenhouse gases is not 
healthy for the environment. As many of the 
top scientists through the world have stated, 
the sooner we start to reduce these emis-
sions the better off we will be in the future. 

His Climate Stewardship Act actu-
ally got a vote. Imagine that. When it 
did not prevail, Senator MCCAIN re-
introduced the measure himself in the 
following Congress. Republican Sen-
ators Olympia Snowe of Maine and Lin-
coln Chafee of Rhode Island, my prede-
cessor, were among that bill’s cospon-
sors. Other Republicans got behind 
other cap-and-trade proposals. Senator 
TOM CARPER’s Clean Air Planning Act 
at one time or another counted Sen-
ator LAMAR ALEXANDER of Tennessee, 
Senator LINDSEY GRAHAM of South 
Carolina, and Senator SUSAN COLLINS 
of Maine among its supporters. 
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In 2007, Republican Senator Olympia 

Snowe was a lead cosponsor of then- 
Senator Kerry’s Global Warming Pollu-
tion Reduction Act. Senators MUR-
KOWSKI and Stevens from Alaska and 
Senator Specter of Pennsylvania, then 
a Republican, were original cosponsors 
of the Bingaman Low Carbon Economy 
Act. That same year Senator ALEX-
ANDER introduced the Clean Air/Cli-
mate Change Act of 2007. Each of these 
bills sought to reduce carbon emissions 
through a cap-and-trade mechanism. 

Said Senator ALEXANDER: 
It is also time to acknowledge that climate 

change is real. Human activity is a big part 
of the problem and it is up to us to act. 

That bipartisan heartbeat remained 
strong in 2009. Senator MARK KIRK of 
Illinois, while he served in the House of 
Representatives, was one of eight Re-
publicans to vote for the Waxman-Mar-
key cap-and-trade proposal. In that 
same year, 2009, Senator JEFF FLAKE of 
Arizona, then representing Arizona in 
the House, was an original cosponsor of 
the Raise Wages, Cut Carbon Act to re-
duce payroll taxes for employers and 
employees in exchange for equal rev-
enue from a carbon tax. On the House 
floor then-Representative FLAKE ar-
gued the virtues of this approach. He 
said: 

If we want to be honest about helping the 
environment, then just impose a carbon tax 
and make it revenue neutral. Give commen-
surate tax relief on the other side. Myself 
and another Republican colleague have in-
troduced that legislation to do just that. 
Let’s have an honest debate about whether 
or not we want to help the environment by 
actually having something that is revenue 
neutral where you tax consumption as op-
posed to income. 

It was a good idea then and it is still 
a good idea now. Senator FLAKE’s 
words were echoed that year in the 
Senate by Senator COLLINS, a lead co-
sponsor of the Carbon Limits and En-
ergy for America’s Renewal Act, Sen-
ator CANTWELL’s carbon fee bill. 

‘‘In the United States alone,’’ said 
Senator COLLINS, ‘‘emissions of the pri-
mary greenhouse gas carbon dioxide 
have risen more than 20 percent since 
1990. Clearly climate change is a 
daunting environmental challenge,’’ 
she said, ‘‘but we must develop solu-
tions that do not impose a heavy bur-
den on our economy, particularly dur-
ing these difficult economic times.’’ 

Madam President, 2009—think of it. 
There was once not too long ago a clear 
and forceful acknowledgment from 
leading Republican voices of the real 
danger posed by climate change and of 
Congress’s responsibility to act. 

What happened? Why did the steady 
heartbeat of Republican climate action 
suddenly flatline? 

I believe we lost the ability to ad-
dress climate change in a bipartisan 
way because of the evils of the Su-
preme Court’s Citizens United decision. 
Our present failure to address climate 
change is a symptom of things gone 
awry in our democracy due to Citizens 
United. That decision did not enhance 
speech in our democracy. It has al-
lowed bullying, wealthy special inter-
ests to suppress real debate. I have spo-

ken before on the Senate floor about 
the Supreme Court’s Citizens United 
decision, one of the most disgraceful 
decisions by any Supreme Court, des-
tined ultimately, I believe, to follow 
cases such as Lochner v. New York 
onto the ash heap of judicial infamy, 
but we are stuck with it for now. In a 
nutshell the Citizens United decision 
says this: Corporations are people. 
Money is speech. So there can be no 
limit to corporate money influencing 
American elections. 

If that doesn’t seem right, it is be-
cause it is not. Phony and improper 
fact-finding by the five conservative 
activists on the Supreme Court con-
cluded that corporate spending could 
not ever corrupt elections—just 
couldn’t do it. By some magic it is 
pure. That is a bad enough finding on 
its face, but they also didn’t get that 
limitless, untraceable political money 
doesn’t have to be spent to damage our 
democracy. 

Unlimited corporate spending in poli-
tics can corrupt not just through floods 
of anonymous attack advertisements, 
it can corrupt secretly and more dan-
gerously through the mere threat of 
that spending through private threats 
and promises. The Presiding Officer 
was the attorney general of her State, 
and she well knows how much mischief 
can be done in back rooms by threats 
and promises. That is what attorneys 
general see when they go out and in-
vestigate. 

As we are evaluating the effect of 
Citizens United on our climate change 
debate, let’s remember this: A lot of 
this special interest money has been 
spent against Republicans. I have had 
Republican friends tell me, ‘‘What are 
you complaining about? They are 
spending more against us than against 
you.’’ There have been times when that 
has been true. 

When the Koch brothers’ polluter 
money can come in and bombard you in 
a small primary election, that is pretty 
scary. When the paid-for rightwing at-
tack machine can be cranked up 
against you in your Republican pri-
mary, that is pretty scary too. What 
the polluters can do with political 
spending, they can threaten or promise 
to do in ways that the public will never 
see or know, but the candidate will 
know. The candidate will know for 
sure. 

So I wrote a friend-of-the-court brief 
to the Supreme Court with Senator 
JOHN MCCAIN to highlight for the Jus-
tices some of the failings and pitfalls of 
their shameful Citizens United deci-
sion. ‘‘The dominating influence of 
super PACs,’’ we wrote, ‘‘makes it all 
the easier for those seeking legislative 
favors and results to discreetly threat-
en such expenditures if Members of 
Congress do not accede to their de-
mands.’’ I think we were right. 

How does this bear on climate 
change? All that bipartisan activity I 
talked about preceded Citizens United. 
After that, polluter attacks funded by 
Citizens United money and the threat 
of those polluter attacks—perhaps 
promises not to make those attacks if 

you behave—cast a dark shadow over 
Republicans who might work with 
Democrats on curbing carbon pollu-
tion. Tens, perhaps even hundreds of 
millions of dark-money dollars are 
being spent by polluters and their front 
organizations, and God only knows 
what private threats and promises have 
been made. 

The timing is telling. Before Citizens 
United, there was an active heartbeat 
of Republican activity on climate 
change. Since then, the evidence has 
only become stronger. But after Citi-
zens United uncorked all that big, dark 
money and allowed it to cast its bul-
lying shadow of intimidation over our 
democracy, Republicans—other than 
those few who parrot the polluter party 
line that climate change is a big old 
hoax—have all walked back from any 
major climate legislation. 

We have Senators here who represent 
historic native villages that are now 
washing into the sea and needing relo-
cation because of climate change and 
sea-level rise. We have Senators here 
who represent great American coastal 
cities that are now overwashed by high 
tides because of climate change. We 
have Senators representing States 
swept by drought and wildfire. We have 
Senators whose home State forests by 
the hundreds of square miles are being 
killed by the marauding pine beetle. 
We have Senators whose home State 
glaciers are disappearing before their 
very eyes. We have Senators whose 
States are having to raise offshore 
bridges and highways before rising 
seas. We have Senators whose emblem-
atic home State species are dying off, 
such as the New Hampshire moose, for 
instance, swarmed by ticks by the tens 
of thousands that snows no longer kill. 
Yet none will work on a major climate 
bill. It is not safe to ever since Citizens 
United allowed the bullying, polluting 
special interests to bombard our elec-
tions, and threaten and promise to 
bombard our elections with their at-
tack ads. 

Despite all the dark money, despite 
the threats and intimidation, I still be-
lieve this can be a courageous time. We 
simply need conscientious Republicans 
and Democrats to work together in 
good faith on a common platform of 
facts and common sense to protect the 
American people and the American 
economy from the looming effects of 
climate change in our atmosphere, on 
our lands, and in our oceans. We simply 
need to shed the shackles of corrupting 
influence and rise to our duty. 

In courageous times, Americans have 
done far more than that. It is not ask-
ing much to ask this generation to 
stand up to a pack of polluters just be-
cause they have big checkbooks. In 
previous generations, Americans have 
put their very lives, fortunes, and sa-
cred honor at risk to serve the higher 
interests of this great Republic. We 
know it can be done because it has 
been done. 

We do not have to be the generation 
that failed at our duty. We are headed 
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down a road to infamy now, but it 
doesn’t have to be that way. We can 
leave a legacy that will echo down the 
corridors of history so that those who 
follow us will be proud of our efforts. 
But sitting here doing nothing, yield-
ing to the special interest bullies and 
their Citizens United money, pre-
tending that the problem isn’t real, 
will not accomplish that. 

As I have said before, 74 times, and as 
I say tonight for the 75th time, it is 
time for us to wake up. 

I thank the Presiding Officer. 
I yield the floor and note the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUPPORTING ISRAEL 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 

yesterday Secretary of Defense Chuck 
Hagel wrote to the majority leader 
seeking $225 million in additional U.S. 
funding for the production of Iron 
Dome components in Israel so they can 
maintain adequate stockpiles and de-
fend their population. Republicans are 
united in support of our ally Israel. We 
have legislation that would allow Con-
gress to meet the Secretary’s request, 
and we hope our friends on the other 
side will join us in coming to a sen-
sible, bipartisan solution that can be 
passed quickly. 

As most Senators know, the Iron 
Dome missile defense system has 
played a critical role in defending 
Israel’s population from rocket attacks 
launched by Hamas from within the 
Gaza Strip. 

While our friends in Egypt are work-
ing to bring Hamas to a cease-fire and 
end this mirage of rocket attacks—at-
tacks that indiscriminately target the 
civilian population of Israel—the Iron 
Dome system will remain critical to 
Israel’s security until a true cease-fire 
is achieved. It will remain vital after-
wards as well, because this defensive 
system helps blunt the impact of one of 
Hamas’s preferred tools of terror. 

By passing a bipartisan measure to 
meet the Secretary’s request, we can 
send a message to Hamas that its ter-
rorist tactics and its attempts to ter-
rorize Israel’s populace will not suc-
ceed. And we can help Israel defend its 
civilian population against indiscrimi-
nate attacks as it continues its cam-
paign—Operation Protective Edge—to 
destroy the often Iranian-supplied 
weapons stockpiled within Gaza, as 
well as to eliminate the tunnels that 
allow terrorists to infiltrate into Israel 
and smuggle arms into Gaza. 

BURMA 
Now, on a different matter in a dif-

ferent part of the world. For more than 
two decades I have been coming to the 
Senate floor to discuss the latest 
events in Burma. Typically, in the 

spring, I would introduce legislation to 
renew the import sanctions on the 
then-Burmese junta contained in the 
Burmese Freedom and Democracy Act. 
In addition to pressuring the junta, the 
annual renewal of the import sanctions 
provided a useful forum to focus public 
attention on Burma. 

After much deliberation, last sum-
mer Members of Congress chose not to 
renew these sanctions for another year 
as Burma had demonstrated progress 
toward implementing governmental re-
form. That said, Burma’s path to re-
form is far from complete. Much work 
remains to be done. As such, it is im-
portant to continue focusing attention 
on the country in a regular fashion. 
That is what I wish to do today, to 
highlight an important, immediate, in-
tuitive step that the country can take 
to reassure those who wish the country 
well, that it remains on the path to re-
form. 

In many ways the Burma of 2014 
scarcely resembles the nation that ex-
isted in 2003 when Congress first en-
acted the BFDA against the Burmese 
junta. Beginning about 3 years ago, 
Burma began to make significant 
strides forward in several key areas. 

Under President U Thein Sein, the 
Burmese Government began to insti-
tute reforms that surprised virtually 
all of the onlookers. In the following 
years, the government granted numer-
ous amnesties and political pardons to 
political prisoners and has released 
more than 1,100 political prisoners to 
date. 

As a result of the new government’s 
actions, Daw Aung San Suu Kyi, the 
Nobel Peace Prize laureate, was re-
leased from house arrest after spending 
15—15—of the previous 21 years in de-
tention. Since her release from House 
arrest, Daw Suu has been permitted to 
travel abroad. Moreover, a by-election 
was held in April 2012 and she was 
elected as a member of Parliament 
along with a number of her National 
League for Democracy colleagues. In 
fact, when she did travel abroad back 
in 2012, at my invitation she came to 
Louisville, KY. It was an incredible ex-
perience to have her in our State and 
in our country. 

In light of these democratic re-
forms—many of which I witnessed 
firsthand when I visited the country in 
January of 2012—I believe that to no 
small degree Burma has been a remark-
able story among many dark develop-
ments in the world today. 

However, even though the country 
has made incredible progress in a rel-
atively short period of time, to many 
Burma of late appears stalled amidst a 
score of pressing challenges. These in-
clude continued conflict between the 
government and ethnic minorities, gov-
ernmental restrictions on civil lib-
erties, and ongoing humanitarian 
issues in Rakhine State. All are serious 
concerns that command close atten-
tion. And related to all of these issues 
is the need for Burma to continue to 
bring the military under civilian con-

trol if it is to evolve into a more rep-
resentative government. 

With the by-election in Burma sched-
uled for late this year and a parliamen-
tary election scheduled for late 2015, 
reformers in the Burmese Government 
have an opportunity to regain their 
momentum. To my view, the time be-
tween now and the end of 2015 is piv-
otal—pivotal—for Burma. The elec-
tions will help demonstrate whether 
the country will continue on the re-
formist path. 

With that in mind, the Burmese Gov-
ernment should understand that the 
United States, and the Senate specifi-
cally, will watch very closely at how 
Burmese authorities conduct the 2015 
parliamentary elections as a critical 
marker of the sincerity and the sus-
tainability of democratic reform in 
Burma. 

President U Thein Sein has made 
public assurances that the upcoming 
parliamentary election will be ‘‘free 
and transparent.’’ However, his pledge 
has already been challenged by several 
campaign restrictions. 

One of those restrictions is a simple 
one. It involves who can be chosen for 
the most important civilian office in 
Burma: The Presidency. 

Burma has several requirements gov-
erning who can hold this highest office. 
Some of them make sense. For in-
stance, like the United States, Burma 
has a minimum age requirement for its 
highest office. Its President must be at 
least 45 years old. I suppose that helps 
assure that only someone with a fair 
amount of life experience can be Presi-
dent. 

In addition, the Burmese constitu-
tion stipulates that the President must 
be a citizen who is ‘‘well acquainted’’ 
with the country’s ‘‘political, adminis-
trative, economic, and military’’ af-
fairs, and is ‘‘loyal to the union and its 
citizens.’’ This requirement helps en-
sure that a president is knowledgeable 
about public affairs and has a vested 
interest in serving in Burma’s execu-
tive office. 

However, Burma’s constitution also 
includes a deeply disconcerting limita-
tion on Presidential eligibility. Section 
59 stipulates that the Burmese Presi-
dent may not be a foreign national and 
may not have any immediate family 
members who are foreign nationals. 

This limitation on the home nation 
of a candidate’s immediate family has 
no bearing on an individual’s fitness 
for office. This restriction prevents 
many, including Daw Suu herself, from 
even being considered for Burma’s 
highest office. Daw Suu, for example, 
would not be permitted to run because 
her deceased husband was, and her two 
sons are, British nationals. To think 
that the nationalities of family mem-
bers have relevance for fitness to hold 
office or allegiance to Burma is dubi-
ous at best. 

Not only is Daw Suu discriminated 
against but so are the Burmese who 
fled or were exiled from the country 
during the junta’s rule. Many of them 
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were out of Burma for years—not by 
choice, I would add—and during this 
time many became naturalized citizens 
in another country out of necessity. 
These men and women are also ineli-
gible to be President. 

Deciding who will be the next Bur-
mese President is obviously up to the 
people of Burma through their elected 
representatives and not up to the inter-
national community. But, at a min-
imum, I believe that otherwise quali-
fied candidates should be permitted to 
stand for office. 

More important than the provision’s 
unfairness for certain Presidential can-
didates is that this provision restricts 
the ability of the people of Burma, 
through their representatives, to have 
a choice in who can hold their highest 
office. This is profoundly undemo-
cratic, and it is profoundly undemo-
cratic at a time when Burma’s commit-
ment to democracy is actually open to 
question. 

It is notable that one apparent road-
block to amending the Presidential eli-
gibility requirement is the fact that 
the military holds de facto veto power 
over constitutional amendments. 
Under the constitution, the military 
controls a block of 25 percent of the 
parliamentary seats and in excess of a 
75-percent vote is required for a con-
stitutional amendment to go forward. 
The military controls 25 percent of the 
Parliament; they need over 75 percent 
of the Parliament to change the con-
stitution. It becomes clear what this is 
about. 

I understand the Burmese parliamen-
tary committee is in the process of fi-
nalizing plans for the implementation 
of constitutional reform, but I am con-
cerned that eligibility changes will ap-
parently not—not—include amending 
the narrow restrictions of the constitu-
tion that limit who can run for Presi-
dent. To me, it will be a missed oppor-
tunity if this provision is not revisited 
before the 2015 parliamentary elec-
tions. 

Modifying this provision is one way 
the Burmese Government can display 
to the world, in an immediate and 
clearly recognizable way, that it re-
mains fully committed to reform. Per-
mitting a broad array of candidates to 
run for President is an unmistakable 
symbol to the world—even to those 
who do not follow Burma closely—that 
Burmese reformers actually mean busi-
ness; otherwise, such a restriction will 
quite simply cast a pall over the legit-
imacy of the election in the eyes of the 
international community and certainly 
to Members of the U.S. Senate. 

While Congress did not renew the 
BFDA’s import ban last year and there 
is little appetite to renew the measure 
this year, several U.S. sanctions to-
ward Burma remain on the books. They 
include restrictions on the importation 
of jade and rubies into the United 
States and sanctions on individuals 
who continue to hinder reform efforts. 
It is hard to see how those provisions 
get lifted without there being progress 

on the constitutional eligibility issue 
and the closely related issue of the le-
gitimacy of the 2015 elections. 

As the 2015 elections approach, I urge 
the country’s leadership—its President, 
Parliament and military—to remain 
resolute in confronting the consider-
able obstacles to a more representative 
government that Burma faces. That is 
the only way the existing sanctions are 
going to get removed—the only way. 

I wanted to highlight the eligibility 
issue as an example of an important 
step Burma could take to continue its 
reformist momentum. Such a step is of 
course necessary but not sufficient. As 
I noted, undergirding many of Burma’s 
problems is the need to enhance civil-
ian control over the military. This con-
cern manifests itself in many ways, in-
cluding the need to clarify that the 
commander in chief serves under the 
President and the importance of re-
moving the military’s de facto veto au-
thority over constitutional amend-
ments. 

One tool the United States could use 
to help reform Burma’s armed forces is 
through military-to-military contacts. 
I believe that exposure to the most pro-
fessional military in the world—our 
own—will help Burma develop a force 
that is responsive to civilian control 
and to professional standards. Security 
assistance and professional military 
education are not simply rewards to 
partnering countries, as some view 
such programs. They are tools with 
which we advance our foreign policy 
objectives. Helping the Burmese mili-
tary to reform is in our interest but it 
cannot be done through mere exhor-
tation; it needs to be done through 
training and regular contact with the 
highest professional military stand-
ards. Only then, I believe, will the Bur-
mese military see that being under ci-
vilian control is not—not—inimical to 
its interests. 

This realization by the Burmese mili-
tary, coupled with a successful 2015 
election that is open to all otherwise 
qualified Presidential aspirants, will 
greatly enhance the cause for reform 
and peaceful reconciliation in Burma. 

Madam President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
SHAHEEN). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to a period of morning busi-
ness, with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

TRIBUTE TO JEREMY HOLBROOK 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 
I rise today to pay tribute to Jeremy 
Holbrook a Marine from my home 
State, the Commonwealth of Ken-
tucky. 

Jeremy hails from Magoffin County, 
and graduated from Magoffin County 
High School in 2004. The attacks of 
September 11, 2001, had a profound im-
pact on Jeremy, and inspired him to 
enlist in the Marine Corps after grad-
uating at the age of 18. 

After completing basic training, 
combat training, and tank school, Jer-
emy was deployed to Ramadi as a part 
of Operation Iraqi Freedom. Despite 
being wounded on this first tour, for 
which he received the Purple Heart, he 
remained determined to serve his coun-
try. Jeremy returned to Iraq for a sec-
ond tour, this time in Fallujah and, as 
in his previous tour, participated in 
counter-insurgency missions. 

Both Jeremy’s uncle and grandfather 
served in the U.S. Army, and for Jer-
emy it just made sense to continue 
that legacy of service. As he puts it— 
‘‘pretty much whenever I saw our Na-
tion needed people to defend our Na-
tion, I felt I needed to take the call, 
and that’s what I did.’’ 

Jeremy’s honorable service to this 
country is deserving of the praise of 
this body. Therefore, I ask that my 
Senate colleagues join me in honoring 
Jeremy Holbrook. 

The Salyersville Independent re-
cently published an article detailing 
Holbrook’s two tours in Iraq. I ask 
unanimous consent that the full article 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD as follows: 
[From the Salyersville Independent, July 3, 

2014] 
HOLBROOK INSPIRED BY 9/11 TO JOIN MARINES 

(By Heather Oney) 
The attacks of 9/11 inspired Jeremy Hol-

brook to join the Marines, which took him 
on two tours of Iraq. 

At 18 years old in 2004, Holbrook enlisted 
with the Marines, making his family sad, but 
proud, he said. Since his grandfather and 
uncle had both been in the Army, he said it 
just seemed like the right thing to do. 

‘‘Pretty much, whenever I saw our nation 
needed people to defend our nation, I felt I 
needed to take the call and that’s what I 
did,’’ Holbrook said. 

The Magoffin County High School grad 
went to boot camp at the Marine Corps Re-
cruit Depot Parris Island in South Carolina 
in July 2004, graduating from there in Octo-
ber 2004. He had his combat training at Camp 
Lejeune, North Carolina, then tank school in 
Fort Knox, Kentucky, assigned to the M1A1 
Abrams Tank Crew. He trained for Operation 
Iraqi Freedom at Twentynine Palms, Cali-
fornia. 

Holbrook did two combat tours in Iraq, the 
first time in Ramadi, Iraq, running counter- 
insurgency missions, and the second time to 
Fallujah, Iraq, where he continued counter- 
insurgency missions and route clearing. 

Based in an old Iraqi Army barracks, Hol-
brook said the living conditions were dingy 
and rundown, with no running water or toi-
lets. With temperatures climbing upward of 
150 degrees during the day and 110 degrees at 
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