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of gun owners get this. A lot of gun 
owners understand that this has gotten 
out of hand. 

There was a poll that was conducted 
just about 2 weeks ago of gun owners 
across the country. Eighty percent of 
them support requiring a background 
check before you buy a gun. That is 
pretty similar to the number you 
would find when you ask gun owners 
and nongun owners, but the gun owners 
in my State were frankly just as 
shocked and horrified at what hap-
pened in that classroom at Sandy Hook 
as my nongun owners were. 

Gun owners in this country increas-
ingly are not represented by the Na-
tional Rifle Association, the group 
Donald Trump is going to go talk to 
this week, because the National Rifle 
Association, which claims to be speak-
ing for gun owners, opposes back-
ground checks. They don’t want a sin-
gle additional gun sale to go through a 
background check. They are just fine 
with the fact that almost half of all 
guns sales in this country occur with-
out a background check, meaning 
criminals and people with serious men-
tal illness can get a gun so easily in 
this country that they don’t even have 
to make much of an effort. 

Eighty-six percent of gun owners in 
this poll support prohibiting anyone 
who is convicted of stalking or domes-
tic abuse from buying a gun. The NRA 
opposes that. Eighty-five percent of 
gun owners support prohibiting those 
who are on the Federal terror watch 
list or no fly list from buying a gun. 
The NRA opposes that. 

Eighty-eight percent of gun owners 
believe you should have a permit to 
carry a concealed handgun in a public 
place. The NRA opposes that. So it is 
no secret that 67 percent of gun owners 
feel the NRA used to be an organiza-
tion dedicated to gun safety, but it has 
been overtaken by lobbyists. Fifty per-
cent of gun owners feel the NRA does 
not represent their interests. 

When President Trump goes to talk 
to the NRA tomorrow, I hope he under-
stands they are not advocating for the 
views of gun owners in my State, they 
are not advocating for the gun owners 
in most all of your States. They are a 
radical political organization. They 
have to start answering for why they 
don’t square with the views of gun own-
ers. 

Finally, here is a story of American 
carnage. Keon Huff, Jr., was 15 years 
old when he was shot on March 17 of 
this year in Hartford, CT. Here is what 
Keon said to one of his mentors in the 
North End of Hartford. He said: ‘‘I’m 
either going to go on to college and 
play basketball or I’m going to die on 
the streets.’’ 

Can you imagine there are kids who 
think that in this country? Can you 
imagine there are kids in this country 
who think their choices are to go play 
basketball in college or die on the 
streets of Connecticut? Most Ameri-
cans cannot imagine a little kid saying 
that, but Keon thought that. He was 

right—because he was a great basket-
ball player. He lived at the North End 
YMCA. He devoted all of his energy to 
basketball. He wanted to be the next 
Michael Jordan. If you told him other-
wise, he just did not want to hear it. He 
was committed to playing basketball 
in college, but it was the other one 
that got him. He died in the hallway of 
his apartment complex when he was 
shot in the head on Friday, March 17. 
He died on the streets of Hartford. He 
did not end up going to college to play 
basketball. He is just one of 2,600 a 
month who die from guns, 31,000 a year, 
86 a day. 

A lot of gun owners in this country 
get that. They understand the flow of 
illegal weapons into our streets. They 
understand there are some weapons out 
there that are way too powerful that do 
those terrible things to bodies when 
the bullet enters. 

When Donald Trump talks to the 
NRA, I hope he takes them on and asks 
why they refuse to stand up for policies 
that will end this American carnage 
that the President talked about in his 
speech and why they will not start ac-
tually representing the views of Amer-
ican gun owners. 

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

LIVAN). The Senator from Wyoming. 
FOREIGN POLICY 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, peo-
ple around the country know the world 
continues to be a very dangerous place. 
It became more dangerous over the 
past 8 years. I believe that is particu-
larly related to what I saw as unwise 
and unsound policies by the Obama ad-
ministration, certainly when it comes 
to foreign policy. 

Every President’s foreign policy 
should secure America’s national inter-
ests and demonstrate America’s leader-
ship around the world. That was not 
the case under President Obama. The 
last President and his team followed a 
policy, what has been called strategic 
patience—strategic patience—when 
dealing with hostile countries all 
around the world: Iran, North Korea. 

Any time there was a belligerent, ag-
gressive, cunning dictator on the move, 
President Obama’s position was stra-
tegic patience. It was a terrible ap-
proach—a terrible approach for us in 
dealing with reckless regimes. 

I always thought President Obama 
was completely focused on signing a 
nuclear deal with Iran, not because it 
actually was a great deal but maybe 
because it might reflect well on his leg-
acy. I thought he wanted a deal so 
badly that he ended up getting a deal 
that was a bad deal. Well, as part of the 
deal, the former President accepted 
Iranian demands—and he accepted all 
of them—to lift an arms embargo that 
the United Nations had put into place. 

This was an embargo that said that 
Iran was not supposed to be selling 
weapons to other countries. The em-
bargo was going to disappear in 5 
years, whether Iran complied with it or 
not. We already know Iran has no in-

tention of playing by the rules. They 
haven’t played by the rules all the way 
through. Last week, the Secretary of 
Defense, James Mattis, said Iran has 
already been violating the embargo. 
That is why I believe they have no in-
tention of playing by the rules. 

The Secretary of Defense tells us 
they are not playing by the rules now. 
He said we have seen Iranian-supplied 
missiles—our Secretary of Defense 
said: We have seen Iranian-supplied 
missiles being fired into Saudi Arabia 
by the rebels in Yemen. Secretary of 
State Rex Tillerson was even more 
clear. He said last week that Iran is 
‘‘the world’s leading state sponsor of 
terrorism.’’ 

He said that Iran is ‘‘responsible for 
intensifying multiple conflicts’’—‘‘in-
tensifying the conflicts and under-
mining U.S. interests in countries such 
as Syria, Yemen, Iraq, and Lebanon.’’ 
Now, this is a direct result of President 
Obama spending 8 years being strategi-
cally patient. It is the result of sending 
the signal that Iran would be rewarded 
for its bad behavior. 

So let’s look at what happened last 
year when the Obama administration 
was bragging about the nuclear deal— 
and they were high-fiving, bragging 
about the deal. 

Just when the deal went into effect, 
President Obama arranged to send to 
Iran $1.7 billion in cash—$1.7 billion is 
an astonishingly large amount of 
money. It is a million and a million 
and a million—it is 1,700 piles of $1 mil-
lion. Remember—try to visualize this. 
You may remember the news reports 
about pallets of cash stacked up going 
to Iran. President Obama sent $400 mil-
lion as a downpayment. 

Within 24 hours, the Iranians agreed 
to release a group of Americans whom 
they had been holding hostage. The 
Obama White House said it was not a 
ransom payment to free the hostages. 
The Obama administration actually 
thought the American people were 
naive enough to believe it was just a 
coincidence in timing. Well, you can 
bet the Iranians did not believe it was 
a coincidence because they actually 
said it was not a coincidence. 

The Iranians described the money as 
for the release of the hostages. We 
know from experience that the Ira-
nians see hostage-taking as a valid way 
of conducting their own foreign policy. 
Right now, North Korea also has taken 
hostages—three American hostages 
written about today in the papers. 

We know from experience the Ira-
nians see hostage-taking as a valid way 
to conduct foreign policy, and they 
have also gotten the message, at least 
from the previous administration, that 
it can be a very profitable policy as 
well. President Obama played right 
into their hands. There is something 
else President Obama did that we just 
learned about, and that is why I want-
ed to speak about this today. 

Politico had a major expose on Mon-
day of this week. The headline was: 
‘‘Obama’s hidden Iran deal giveaway’’— 
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the ‘‘hidden deal giveaway.’’ Around 
the same time President Obama was 
sending cash to Iran, he also released 
seven Iranians who had been arrested 
by the United States. The President 
downplayed the crimes these individ-
uals had committed. He said it was a 
‘‘one-time gesture’’ to help grease the 
skids for his Iran deal. 

Now, according to the documents ob-
tained by Politico, the Obama adminis-
tration also dropped charges and inter-
national arrest warrants against 14 
other individuals. Some of them were 
wanted for serious threats to our own 
American national security. One man 
was charged with trying to buy thou-
sands of assault weapons—thousands of 
assault weapons—and send them to 
Iran. 

Another was charged with conspiring 
to get from Iran thousands of pieces of 
equipment with nuclear applications. 
The scheme included hundreds of U.S.- 
made sensors for uranium enrichment 
centrifuges in Iran. Centrifuges were a 
big reason we were concerned about 
Iran’s nuclear program in the first 
place. Yet, according to President 
Obama, this doesn’t seem to be a prob-
lem. 

According to the article that came 
out Monday, ‘‘As far back as the fall of 
2014, Obama administration officials 
began slow-walking some significant 
investigations and prosecutions of Ira-
nian procurement networks operating 
right here within the United States.’’ 

As one expert told Politico, ‘‘This is 
a scandal.’’ She said: ‘‘It’s stunning and 
hard to understand why we would do 
this.’’ Republicans in Congress warned 
about this kind of thing from the very 
beginning. President Obama was so in-
terested in getting a deal that he got 
one that in my opinion, has been very 
bad for the United States—not just for 
the United States, bad for the world be-
cause Iran with a nuclear weapon 
makes the world less safe, less secure, 
and less stable. 

President Obama has this as part of 
his legacy, but I will tell you strategic 
patience has failed. Secretary of State 
Tillerson said so last week, and I agree 
with him completely. I am glad to hear 
our top diplomat recognized this, and I 
am glad to see the Trump administra-
tion doing a comprehensive review of 
the Iran nuclear agreement. 

The last President put international 
opinion first when it came to foreign 
policy. We see this all around the 
world. This President, President 
Trump, is showing that we will put 
America’s interests first. It is not just 
Iran where we have the problem. I was 
recently in Asia over the break, along 
with a group of Senators. We went to 
Tokyo, we went to Beijing to meet 
with the leaders in China. We went 
around that region. We met with the 
Premier of China, who is the No. 2 per-
son in China, and we met with the No. 
3 and the No. 4 to talk specifically 
about the problems of North Korea and 
the region. 

For a long time, North Korea has 
been called the land of lousy options, 

but there is new urgency as we see the 
increasing capacity of North Korea 
now with their rockets not just pro-
pelled with liquid fuel but now with 
solid fuel that allows for quicker 
launches. The launch vehicles are no 
longer on wheels limited to the roads 
in North Korea, they are now on tracks 
and they can go anywhere. 

North Korea has increased their nu-
clear capacity as well as their missile 
deliverability, and they are working on 
intercontinental ballistic missiles that 
can hit the United States. That is why 
we were at the White House yesterday 
for this secure briefing. That is why it 
is so critical that we focus on North 
Korea and we have a President who is 
focused on a peaceful resolution but is 
not afraid to use force, as we have seen 
in Syria and in Afghanistan, because if 
you want to use deterrence, you have 
to have a capacity—which we have had 
in the United States, which is incred-
ible—through the Presidents over the 
years. You have to have a commitment 
to use that capacity, and we have seen 
from President Trump a commitment 
to use that capacity in Syria, in Af-
ghanistan. You have to communicate a 
willingness to use that capacity, as 
President Trump is doing today. 

Last week, Vice President PENCE 
traveled to the demilitarized zone be-
tween South Korea and North Korea. 
He said very clearly that when it 
comes to North Korea’s nuclear weap-
ons program, ‘‘the era of strategic pa-
tience is over.’’ 

North Korea has been allowed to get 
away with too much for too long. It 
continues to test nuclear weapons. It 
continues to test missiles. It continues 
to use hostages as a way of getting 
what it wants from other countries. 

Over the weekend, we learned that 
North Korea arrested an American pro-
fessor who was in that country. North 
Korea, like Iran, has a history of tak-
ing hostages and using them as lever-
age to get what it wants. We now know 
three Americans are being held in 
North Korea. 

The leadership of countries like Iran 
and North Korea need to understand 
that this kind of action will not suc-
ceed. 

No one wants a fight with Iran. No 
one wants a fight with North Korea. 
The way to avoid the fight is to show 
that there is a limit to the patience of 
civilized countries of the world, which 
is why the age of strategic patience is 
now in the past. 

There is new leadership with negotia-
tion, deterrence, and, as a final option, 
the use of force, if necessary, which has 
not been the case in the last 8 years, 
where the use of force, the message 
sent by that administration was: We 
have no commitment to use the capac-
ity which the United States has. 

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

ator from Delaware. 
Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, there is 

probably nobody in the Senate I admire 
more than the Senator from Wyoming, 

except maybe his colleague, MIKE ENZI, 
who is also from Wyoming. 

I come to the floor not to talk about 
these issues but to talk about others. I 
feel compelled to respond to some of 
what he said. 

There’s no need for Senator BAR-
RASSO to remain. So don’t feel as 
though you have to, but thank you just 
the same. 

Mr. President, a little background: 
As the Presiding Officer knows, having 
spent some time in the military—’06, 
the Marine Corps; the Navy salutes the 
Marine Corps. I am a retired Navy cap-
tain, three tours in Southeast Asia in 
the Vietnam war. I served as a P–3 air-
craft mission commander right at the 
end of the Cold War. The month I 
stepped down as a Navy captain, I led a 
congressional delegation back into 
Vietnam. Six of us—Democrats, Repub-
licans—went at the behest of former 
President George Herbert Walker 
Bush’s administration to find out what 
happened to thousands of MIAs to see 
if we could get information about them 
and to provide that information to 
their families for closure. That was the 
beginning of an effort in the House, 
mirrored by the one over here led by 
JOHN MCCAIN and John Kerry, to move 
us toward normalized relations to see if 
the Vietnamese would cooperate with 
us in providing information that we 
wanted and the families wanted and de-
serve. 

In fact, a year ago, I learned, along 
with President Obama, that we are 
there to kind of close the circle on our 
relationship with Vietnam, which has 
changed a lot over the last 30 years. In-
terestingly enough, we are Vietnam’s 
best trading partner, and they are a 
very good trading partner to us. 

When we were there, they announced 
they were going to buy something like 
$10, $12, $14 billion worth of our air-
craft—not fighter aircraft, not military 
aircraft, but civilian aircraft from, I 
believe, Boeing. 

I learned about some polling data. 
They had taken two polls, two surveys 
of the Vietnamese people early last 
year, and the question asked of Viet-
namese people was: How do you feel 
about other countries, the people from 
other countries? How do you feel about 
the Chinese, the Russians, Filipinos, 
Malaysians, Indians, Pakistanis, Amer-
icans, and others? How do you feel 
about them? In one survey, 85 percent 
of the Vietnamese people said they had 
favorable opinions toward America and 
Americans—85 percent, the highest of 
any other nation surveyed. Another 
survey said: No, no, 95 percent of Viet-
namese have favorable opinions of the 
United States, which is higher than 
their opinions of any other nation. 

The reason I mention Vietnam—they 
were a bitter enemy of this country. 
The names of 55,000 men and women 
with whom I served in Southeast Asia 
are on a wall just down 2 miles from 
here, down by the Lincoln Memorial. 
While we were bitter enemies, we re-
solved those differences in the 1990s. 
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We are now close trading partners. We 
don’t agree with them on every single 
thing, but they like us a lot. We have 
much more of a relationship than we 
have ever had in the past, and it is a 
much better economic relationship 
than we have ever had in the past. 

The reason I mention Vietnam is 
that there are some corollaries here 
with Iran. In 1978, that was when some 
will recall—the pages are too young to 
remember this. But in 1978, Iranians, 
led by their religious leader, captured, 
took control of the U.S. Embassy in 
Tehran. They held our folks for a year 
or two as part of their cultural revolu-
tion or religious revolution. 

When they did that, do you know 
what we did? We seized a lot of their 
assets in this country, in other coun-
tries as best we could. And that was 
not just a couple of dollars, not just a 
couple million dollars; it was hundreds 
of millions of dollars, and, man, maybe 
even more. Maybe it was even billions 
of dollars. 

We held those assets, and we kept the 
Iranians from reclaiming those assets 
for, gosh, over 30 years—maybe close to 
40 years. They have litigated in court. 
They say that they feel they should 
have access to what is theirs, what was 
theirs. 

We are told by lawyers—I am not a 
lawyer—but we are told by some pretty 
smart lawyers on our side and others 
that they had a very good chance of 
getting all that and more in court if we 
didn’t settle. 

What we did, at the end of the day, 
when the Iranians agreed to the Joint 
Comprehensive Plan of Action agree-
ment, which was reached with not just 
the United States but with the Ger-
mans, the French, the Brits, the Chi-
nese, and the Russians—the idea was to 
make sure that Iran didn’t have a 
quick path, a fast track to continuing 
their development of nuclear weapons. 
They were clearly wanting to do it, and 
we wanted them not to do that. 

So we ended up negotiating this 
agreement. Part of the agreement was 
to settle these claims from almost 40 
years ago, financial claims, valuable 
assets that we basically seized and re-
fused to return. 

It turns out, we have to mention how 
highly the Vietnamese people think of 
us today. As it turns out, Vietnam is a 
very young country, very young. So is 
Iran. 

Iran has about 80 million people. In 
Iran, the majority of the people are 
under the age of 25. They like this 
country a lot, but they have people 
over there who are more in line with 
the old regime, who don’t like us. The 
Revolutionary Guard, some of the mili-
tary leadership—they don’t like us. 

They have newly elected leadership 
from 4 years ago, President Rouhani, 
Foreign Minister Zarif, and others who, 
frankly, want to be able to work with 
us, if they can. They are willing to 
agree to what I think is a very harsh 
agreement to ensure that they don’t 
move forward on developing weapons 

and developing nuclear weapons. If 
they do, then we are going to impose 
these really stringent sanctions on 
them, shut down their economy—dou-
ble-digit rates of inflation, economy in 
the tank. Finally, they said: OK, uncle. 
We will agree to this agreement. 

Since then, the Iranians have done 
what the Vietnamese did a year ago; 
they have a more abundant civilian air 
fleet. Their civilian aircraft are old, de-
crepit, and they need new ones. They 
are doing what the Vietnamese have al-
ready done: buying a lot of American- 
made aircraft, passenger aircraft by 
Boeing. We are not talking about just a 
couple billion dollars’ worth but cer-
tainly more than $10 billion worth. 

I think they have already taken or-
ders on one and have made one of the 
very first ones, and there is more to 
come. I think they are also going to 
buy a bunch of airbuses. I think more 
than half of the airbuses have compo-
nents made in America, and that is an-
other boost to our economy. 

I don’t remember who said it, but a 
Chinese military leader once said: The 
greatest victory of all is the one that 
we win without firing a shot. That is 
what he said: The greatest victory of 
all is the one we win without firing a 
shot. 

Well, for a Navy guy who has seen 
some time in a combat area and the 
Presiding Officer, who knows a little 
bit about this stuff as well—I think he 
probably agrees with me that if you 
can win one without shooting anybody 
or getting anybody killed, I think that 
is worth doing. 

The other thing I would say is, that 
doesn’t mean we just trust Iran that 
they are going to do what they said 
they are going to do in the deal. There 
is an agency—I think it is called the 
International Atomic Energy Agency. 
They are all over them in terms of 
monitoring the deal and making sure 
that what the Iranians agreed to do, 
they actually do. What is it, trust but 
verify? That is really what the Iranian 
deal is all about: trust but verify. We 
will see how it all works out. 

Color me hopeful. A lot of times 
when we vote on stuff, we vote our 
hopes as opposed to our fears. Some-
times we vote our fears, as opposed to 
our hopes. On the Iran deal, I voted my 
hopes. We will see how it goes, and I 
am hopeful. 

BORDER WALL 
Mr. President, that is not why I came 

to the floor. There is a lot of talk 
about a wall. I heard a song by Pink 
Floyd the other day: ‘‘All in all it was 
just a brick in the wall.’’ 

The President wants us to build a 
wall on our southern border with Mex-
ico. It is about 2,000 miles between the 
Pacific Ocean and the Gulf Coast. I 
have been down there any number of 
times as the chairman of the Homeland 
Security Committee and still as the 
senior Democrat on the Homeland Se-
curity Committee. The ranking mem-
ber is CLAIRE MCCASKILL of Missouri. 

I have not been on every square mile 
of the border with Mexico, but I can 

tell you that there are some places on 
the border where a wall makes some 
sense, and there are frankly a lot of 
places where it doesn’t, including 
where you have hundreds of miles of 
river where it doesn’t make any sense. 

Also, I have heard from folks from 
Yuma down there, where the Border 
Patrol told me—where they had an 
area where they had some wall. I think 
the wall was maybe 15 feet high, and 
they kept finding like 18-, 19-foot lad-
ders on the other side of the wall, 
where people would come up with a lad-
der to the wall and go over and above 
the wall. So you can go over a wall. 
You can even go over a high wall with 
a ladder that is high enough. A lot of 
that has been done. 

You can go under a wall, tunnel 
under. A lot of people tried to get out 
of Mexico into the United States by 
tunneling under the wall. 

As it turns out, walls in some places 
make sense. Fences in some places 
make sense. Boats in some places, like 
on the river that happens to be our bor-
der, the Rio Grande border with Mex-
ico—boats make sense. Sometimes fast 
boats, really fast boats make sense. 
Sometimes it makes sense to build a 
ramp so you can get boats into the 
water in different places. Sometimes it 
makes sense to build a road on our side 
of the border to give us mobility. 
Sometimes it makes sense to put sur-
veillance equipment in drones. Some-
times it makes sense to put surveil-
lance equipment in helicopters. Some-
times it makes sense to put surveil-
lance equipment in fixed-wing aircraft 
and also not just binoculars to try to 
find people. 

There is something called VADER. It 
is an acronym for Vehicle and Dis-
mount Exploitation Radar, to find peo-
ple. It is very highly sophisticated sur-
veillance equipment to go on our 
drones, go on our helicopters, and go 
on our fixed-wing aircraft. 

What is so special about this? It can 
see at night. It allows us to see dozens 
of miles into Mexico at night—through 
fog, through rain. We have a system 
and if we need to, rather than just send 
out aircraft or drones or whatever 
without that kind of surveillance 
equipment, let’s put the surveillance 
equipment on it. That makes far more 
sense than building a 2,000-mile wall. 

Other things that make sense are 
surveillance towers. We have to go 100 
feet up in the air, 200, 300 feet. Some of 
them are mobile. Some of them are 
stationary. We have motion detectors. 
In some places, that makes a lot of 
sense. 

There is no shortage of ideas that 
make sense. What I like to do to try to 
figure out what to do is I ask people 
like the Border Patrol: What do you 
think makes sense? And what they 
pretty much say is an ‘‘all of the 
above’’ approach. 

We have an ‘‘all of the above’’ ap-
proach in energy. If we are smart about 
securing our border with Mexico, I 
think we have gotten smarter as we 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 23:33 Apr 27, 2017 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00010 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G27AP6.014 S27APPT1lo
tte

r 
on

 D
S

K
5V

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E


		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-10-10T11:01:13-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	U.S. Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




