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has a direct impact on the medical pro-
fession. Whether he properly filed dis-
closures in buying that stock or wheth-
er he did something improper is still to
be resolved.

Part of the reason the nominees for
President Trump are taking longer
than others is that many, like Con-
gressman PRICE, have extensive finan-
cial holdings. We found that when a
billionaire from Chicago—Penny
Pritzker—was nominated for Secretary
of Commerce under President Obama,
it took literally 6 months for us to
gather all the financial information
about her and to divest her of any po-
tential conflicts of interest. It turns
out that many of these nominees did
not have their ethics filings on file in
time to be considered in a timely fash-
ion, and, in some cases, information
about them was found to be in conflict
with reality, and now there is a further
investigation necessary. It isn’t just a
matter of spite; it is a matter of doing
our due diligence, as required by the
Constitution and required in the U.S.
Senate.

AFFORDABLE CARE ACT

A word about ObamaCare: My friend
from Wyoming, a medical doctor him-
self, has felt strongly against the Af-
fordable Care Act since its passage. I
view it a lot differently.

There are currently 1.2 million Illi-
noisans—1 out of 10 in our State—who
have health insurance because of the
Affordable Care Act. Over half of them
are now brought into the Medicaid sys-
tem, the others are on insurance ex-
changes, and many of them have their
premiums subsidized by our Federal
Government.

In addition, every person in America
who has a health insurance plan has
benefited by the Affordable Care Act.
Why? Because we took some of the
worst abuses in health insurance and
said: You can no longer do that and sell
health insurance in this country. One
example is lifetime caps—caps on the
amount of money that a policy will
play. Now, $100,000 in coverage may
sound like a lot, until you are diag-
nosed with cancer—and then it dis-
appears in a matter of days and weeks.
So we eliminated lifetime caps on cov-
erage.

The second most important thing we
did was to say: You can’t discriminate
against someone because they have a
preexisting condition. Is there anyone
alive that doesn’t have some pre-
existing condition? If it was bad
enough in the bad old days before the
Affordable Care Act, that was enough
to either disqualify them from health
insurance or to run the premiums up to
the high heavens. Now you can no
longer be discriminated against be-
cause your husband has diabetes, your
wife survived breast cancer, or your
child has survived a cancer scare them-
selves. We have eliminated that in all
health insurance policies.

The third thing we did was to say
that every health insurance policy sold
in the United States has to cover men-
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tal illness and substance abuse treat-
ment. The people who pushed for that—
Democratic Senator Paul Wellstone of
Minnesota and Republican Pete
Domenici of New Mexico—both had
family histories of mental illness, and
they said health insurance ought to
cover mental illness. They finally pre-
vailed. It was included in the Afford-
able Care Act, so it means that, across
the board, all of us who buy health in-
surance are buying care for mental ill-
ness.

Is substance abuse treatment impor-
tant? Think about the opioid and her-
oin epidemic across the TUnited
States—across my State of Illinois.
Where would these families be, with a
person in the family suffering from ad-
diction, if the health insurance plan
didn’t provide some coverage? The Af-
fordable Care Act requires that.

When the Republicans say that they
want to repeal it, the obvious question
is: And then what? What happens next,
when the insurance companies can stop
covering these critical areas?

There is another thing. My wife and I
have raised some kids who have gone
through college, and when they fin-
ished college they didn’t quite go into
their long, permanent career. They had
a bunch of jobs, looking for the right
place.

I can recall calling my daughter,
fresh out of the University of Wis-
consin, and saying: Jen, do you have
health insurance? I know you did as a
student.

She said: Dad, I'm fine. I’'m strong
and healthy. I don’t need it.

That is the last thing a father wants
to hear.

Do you know what the Affordable
Care Act says? My daughter—anyone’s
daughter—up to the age of 26 can stay
on my family plan. How about that for
common sense? There are 90,000 young
people in Illinois protected by the fam-
ily plans because of that provision.
Now we hear from the Senator from
Wyoming that this is a big failure and
we have to repeal it.

The last thing we did is important to
every senior citizen on Medicare across
the United States. There used to be
something called the doughnut hole. It
is even hard to describe, but it related
to paying seniors for their prescription
drugs. Here is what it said; try to fol-
low this: We will cover you for the first
few months of the year, with Medicare
paying the prescription drug cost. Then
you are on your own for 3 or 4 months.
Once you have delved into your own

personal savings up to a certain
amount, we will come back and cover
you again.

Go figure. It would take a Congress-
man or a Senator to dream up some-
thing like that, and seniors across the
country felt completely vulnerable.
When they went into that period of no
coverage, many of them stopped taking
their drugs. That is not a good thing.
So we closed that gap. We closed that
doughnut hole.

What does it mean to seniors in Illi-
nois? On average, they save $1,000 a
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year because the Affordable Care Act
brought this reform to Medicare. Now
the Republicans say: Let’s repeal that.
Do they want to explain to the seniors
in my State that they now have to turn
for their savings for that gap period
again? We don’t want to see that hap-
pen.

For 6 years, Republicans have said
repeatedly that they want to repeal
ObamaCare. Repeal ObamaCare. They
say it in their sleep. They have vote
after vote—I think 60 different votes in
the House—to repeal it, knowing it
would never happen with President
Obama in the White House. Now, the
dog done caught the bus. Here they are,
in the majority in the House and the
Senate with a Republican President,
and their first order of business: Repeal
ObamacCare.

Do you know what they are learning?
All across the United States, medical
health care providers—hospitals, doc-
tors, clinics, and others—are telling
them that will be a disaster. If you
eliminate the Affordable Care Act
without a replacement as good or bet-
ter, you are going to leave chaos in the
system and a lot of people without the
protection of health insurance.

So after 6 years, you would think the
Republicans would have a replacement
plan. Right? A substitute. They have
had all this time to think about it. No,
not yet; they are still thinking about
it, but they are determined to repeal.

I met with hospital administrators
around my State last weekend and will
continue to in the future. They are
worried. We estimate Illinois hospitals
will lose over 90,000 jobs with the re-
peal of the Affordable Care Act. We
know that downstate hospitals and
hospitals in rural areas—in many
States represented here—are going to
be forced to close. What happens when
you close that smalltown hospital in
downstate Illinois? What used to be a
20-minute ride to the hospital becomes
a 1-hour drive. How important is that?
Well, when you are in labor, it is im-
portant or if you just had a farm acci-
dent or you are responding to some-
thing that happened on the highway, it
is critical, life-or-death important. So
you would think Republicans would
have a plan to keep these hospitals
open. They don’t. We haven’t seen a
substitute.

They rail against ObamaCare; they
rail against the Affordable Care Act.
They don’t criticize the individual
components I have described because
they are wildly popular with the Amer-
ican people.

The irony of this is that we have
spent 6 years trying to convince people
that the Affordable Care Act, even with
its flaws and faults—and it has them,
but even with that, it is good for Amer-
ica. We got nowhere. We were beating
our heads against the wall.

Then, when the Republicans took
over and started talking about repeal,
people were stepping back and saying:
What am I going to lose if they repeal
it? The approval rating for the Afford-
able Care Act since Donald Trump was



S516

elected is going up, as people come now
to finally understand the value of it for
their families and their businesses.

So I say to my friends on the Repub-
lican side, as I have said over and over
again: The Affordable Care Act is not a
perfect law. The only perfect law was
carried down the side of a mountain by
Senator Moses on clay tablets. Every-
thing else can be improved, and I am
ready to sign up for that improvement.
First, jettison this whole talk of re-
peal. It is totally irresponsible. If we
want to have a constructive conversa-
tion about how to make the Affordable
Care Act more affordable, covering
more people, finally doing something
about prescription drug costs, let’s sit
down and do it together on a bipartisan
basis. Starting with repeal is a non-
starter.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I want
to express my support for Rex Tillerson
to be our next Secretary of State. Mr.
Tillerson is one of the most distin-
guished businessmen in the world. His
reputation precedes him. I don’t have
to recount for all of you his remark-
able career—rising from an entry-level
production engineer to CEO of
ExxonMobil, the largest oil company in
the world. Mr. Tillerson’s story should
be an inspiration to kids across this
country: Through hard work, dis-
cipline, and striving, you can achieve
your dreams, even if you weren’t born
into wealth, power, or privilege. Like
the Boy Scouts he has mentored, like
the Eagle Scout he was, Mr. Tillerson
inspires by his example.

No one can doubt Mr. Tillerson has
acquired a wide range of skills
throughout his notable life, as well as
a gold-plated reputation. I think it
goes without saying that a man of such
varied experiences will bring a well-in-
formed and shrewd perspective to the
post. In fact, I would suggest that it is
the very ©perspective which rec-
ommends him most for the job.

I met with him in December, and we
had a wide-ranging conversation about
Russia, the Middle East, human rights,
and the many other geopolitical chal-
lenges and opportunities facing our
country. I was impressed by the
breadth of his knowledge, his famili-
arity with so many world leaders, and
his understanding of their peoples. The
one thing that really stood out to me
was his clear-eyed, hard-nosed pru-
dence. It is little wonder that Mr.
Tillerson comes highly recommended
by Dick Cheney and Bob Gates, sea-
soned statesmen with no illusions
about the world and no doubts about
America’s role in it. I am confident
that as Secretary of State, he will pro-
tect the interests of the American peo-
ple just as he protected the interests of
ExxonMobil’s shareholders as their
CEO.

I have heard some Senators wonder
whether a businessman can really walk
away from a company and its financial
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interests—as if it were the money that
made the man, instead of the man who
made the money. Their concern re-
minds me of similar questions raised
about one of the best Secretaries of
State in the modern era, George
Shultz. When President Reagan nomi-
nated him, Secretary Shultz was presi-
dent and director of the Bechtel Group,
a large construction concern with busi-
ness across the Arab world. People
asked whether Secretary Shultz would
therefore tilt U.S. policy toward those
countries. I think anyone looking back
today on his record would marvel at
those fears.

In 2015, the World Jewish Congress
awarded Secretary Shultz its pres-
tigious Theodor Herzl Award on behalf
of his work with America’s good friend
Israel. Yes, Secretary Shultz went on
to lead a very successful tenure, work-
ing with different countries all over
the world and always putting Amer-
ica’s interests front and center.

If anything, Rex Tillerson’s business
experience will only enhance his abil-
ity to provide the President his sound,
unbiased judgment. If you need any
more evidence, just look at the way
Mr. Tillerson has conducted himself
throughout the confirmation process.
He has answered every question and ad-
dressed every concern. He has been
calm and steady under pressure. These
are precisely the qualities we need in
our next Secretary of State.

Today, I offer my strong support for
an outstanding businessman and an
American patriot, our next Secretary
of State, Rex Tillerson. I encourage all
of my colleagues to vote for the nomi-
nation.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. DURBIN. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, as I indi-
cated earlier, this afternoon I had an
opportunity to meet with King
Abdallah of Jordan. During that con-
versation with Members of the Senate,
there was a good deal of discussion
about foreign policy challenges that
are very much a part of this debate on
Mr. Tillerson.

It was interesting to listen to King
Abdallah of Jordan talk about his
country’s commitment to refugees.
They have taken in refugees from
many parts of that region—from Iraaq,
Yemen, and other countries. They have
taken in over 600,000 refugees from
Syria. I think King Abdallah used a
number. If you wanted to use a com-
parable number of refugees coming
into America, it would be equivalent to
about 60 million refugees coming into
our country. Let me remind you that
in Syria, President Obama committed
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to 10,000. It is literally a drop in the
bucket compared to what Jordan has
done in accepting refugees. It just un-
derscores even more how wrong Presi-
dent Trump’s Executive order over the
weekend was, which put a hold on our
refugee program and restricted travel
to the United States.

The vetting that goes forward in Jor-
dan in regard to refugees is under the
auspices of the United Nations, and of
those who are seeking refugee status, a
very small percentage—I understand it
is less than one percent—will actually
ever get a chance to be considered for
refugee status here in the TUnited
States. Let me remind you that we are
talking about, generally, women and
children who are fleeing persecution,
who have established themselves as ref-
ugees. They go through several screen-
ing procedures. Their background is
thoroughly checked. They check all of
the different indices as far as different
agencies are concerned to make sure
that they have no concern. Then a
small percentage of that number actu-
ally ever gets to the United States. It
takes 18 to 24 months. To date, there
hasn’t been a single episode of ter-
rorism from a Syrian refugee. We have
a pretty strong vetting process—the
strongest in the world—that very much
puts American security first.

It was disheartening for me to listen
to King Abdallah talk about the sac-
rifices his country has made. Of the
650,000 refugees that Jordan has taken
in from Syria, the King indicated that
about 90 percent are integrated into
the Jordanian society. They are not in
camps. They are in their schools, in
their communities. They have been
able to make sure that the refugees are
well cared for. It is a huge part of the
budget. I think the King indicated that
maybe 20 percent of the Jordanian
budget deals with refugees. That is a
country that understands their re-
gional responsibilities and inter-
national responsibilities.

The United States has been the lead-
er in the global community, recog-
nizing that the flight of people—the
refugees—represents not only a human-
itarian requirement for the global com-
munity but also security issues. We
have to have an orderly process for
those who are fleeing persecution, and
the United States has always been in
the leadership. We have been in the
leadership in opening our borders. We
are proud of the refugees that came to
this country after World War II, from
Cambodia, Vietnam, and Cuba. There is
a long list of those who have escaped
persecution coming here to the United
States and helping to build this great
country. We recognize that diversity is
our strength. This made us the great
Nation that we are.

For all those reasons, it was very dis-
heartening to hear President Trump’s
Executive order, where he really ques-
tions whether America is committed to
its traditional values, whether we are
going to maintain our international
leadership, whether we are going to be
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credible when we deal with other coun-
tries around the world to take on the
responsibilities of dealing with the
flight of people who are escaping perse-
cution.

I mentioned all this because the Sec-
retary of State is the key diplomat
that we have for America and to use
America’s power of persuasion, of using
diplomacy, of using the tools at our
disposal under the Department of
State, including development assist-
ance for how we can, in fact, promote
those values. We need someone who is
going to be able to speak out about
these policies that were announced
over the weekend because they weaken
America. They make us less safe. I
brought this out: In reality what you
are talking about is how do you engage
other countries around the world to
help us in our war against terror when
we tell them that Muslims aren’t real-
ly welcome here in America and it is a
majority-Muslim country? How does
that work? How do we protect Ameri-
cans who are traveling abroad who may
be subjected to physical danger because
of the statements that have been made
by our President? How do you protect
this country from the concerns about
homegrown terrorism, which might, in
fact, be encouraged by the recruitment
of terrorists as a result of what the
President has done in his Executive
order?

For all those reasons, it is even more
important for us to have as the next
Secretary of State a person who is
committed to the core values of this
country—that it is part of their gut,
and that they will be a strong advocate
for those issues. I have already indi-
cated during the questioning in the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee
that we did not see that moral clarity
in regard to Mr. Tillerson and in regard
to those values.

The second issue that came up in
King Abdallah’s meeting was very in-
teresting. We had a long discussion
about Russia and about Russia’s influ-
ence. We know about Russia’s influence
in Ukraine. We had a little discussion
about Russia’s desires in regard to the
Baltics and whether the Baltics could
be the next Ukraine, as far as Russia’s
aggression. We know that Russia is al-
ready in Georgia. Russia is already in
Moldova. Russia is in Ukraine. Do they
have their sights now set for Lithuania
or Latvia or Estonia or Poland, where
there is a large Russian-speaking popu-
lation?

Interesting observations were made
that if Russia sees that we don’t have
resolve, they will use that opportunity
to expand their influence. We saw that
in the Middle East. We saw how in the
Middle East Russia, which a few years
ago had very little influence in the
Middle East, now has a growing influ-
ence in the Middle East—not only in
Syria but in other countries in that re-
gion where you see Russia’s active en-
gagement. So this is not theoretical.

Russia’s interests are different than
our interests. Make no mistake about
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that. They don’t share our values. They
are not our friends. They are trying to
compromise our democratic institu-
tions. We have seen that over and
over—not only the attack on our elec-
tion system here in the United States,
not only the attack on the system in
Montenegro in parliamentary elec-
tions, but the concern now in Western
Europe, as they are entering into the
election season. We see over and over
what Russia has done in denying space
for civil society, in compromising dis-
sent in their own country, in the way
that corruption has been established as
part of government. All of that is just
against the principles that we believe
in, that we believe the global commu-
nity has accepted, and that leads to the
stability in nations and advances
America’s national security interests.

I must tell you that there are Demo-
crats and Republicans all talking about
the fact that we have to stand up to
Russia. We have to be stronger on Rus-
sia. Yes, we have been able—thanks to
the leadership of the Obama Adminis-
tration—to take the sanctions that
were passed by Congress. We passed the
sanctions. The leadership and Members
of the Senate and the House have
brought about the stronger sanctions
regime here in the United States. I
congratulate my colleague, Senator
MENENDEZ, who was one of the prin-
cipal leaders to get stronger sanctions
here in regard to Russia, and other
members of our committee who worked
on that. We were able to get stronger
sanctions. At the same time, we were
able to get Europe to join us in these
sanctions, and that helped us. But now
there is a concern as to whether these
sanctions will remain.

President Trump at least has raised
that question as to the continuation of
sanctions. The question becomes this:
Should we be maintaining those sanc-
tions until Russia complies with the
Minsk agreement that are relevant to
its invasion into Ukraine? But we
should also be strengthening those
sanctions because of Russia’s illegal
activities in attacking our country and
in what they are doing in Syria in per-
petrating war crimes. We should be
looking at stronger sanctions against
Russia.

I mention all of that because the per-
son who can lead us in that effort is
our next Secretary of State. We look at
Mr. Tillerson and his record as the CEO
of ExxonMobil, their relationships in
Russia, and his answers to questions as
to whether we should consider addi-
tional sanctions. Over and over he
says: Well, there are multiple consider-
ations. To me, that was a red flag that
indicated that maybe there is some
business interest here. Maybe, if there
is a business interest, we shouldn’t let
that be more important than the
human rights advancements and the
other areas that we are concerned
about.

In reality, we saw that in the way
ExxonMobil lobbied against the origi-
nal sanctions that were imposed

S517

against Russia. They lobbied against it
because they said it didn’t create a
level playing field for U.S. companies.
The reason it didn’t create a level play-
ing field is that the United States is al-
ways the leader on sanctions. We al-
ways set the international bar as to
what we need to do, and then the rest
of the world follows us. But if we take
the lowest bar, we will never have a
tough enough stance against Russia.

We need, as the next Secretary of
State, a person who is going to be a
leader in saying: We are going to use
every one of our diplomatic tools to
isolate Russia if they continue this ac-
tivity of interfering with our elections,
threatening to interfere with European
elections, interfering with humani-
tarian assistance in Syria, or if they
continue their illegal occupation of
Crimea. We need that type of leader-
ship. That is one of the reasons we
have been so much engaged in this de-
bate.

There are many other issues about
which we talked with King Abdallah
that dealt with foreign policy chal-
lenges, including moving forward with
broader coalitions against ISIS in the
region. All of that requires the use of
all the power we have. We know that
our military is very strong. We are
very proud of our Department of De-
fense and very proud of the men and
women who serve in the military. They
are the guardians of our freedom. We
thank them every day for the sacrifices
they make on behalf of our Nation. We
owe it to them to make sure our mili-
tary is only used as a matter of last re-
sort, that we use all of our diplomatic
skills in order to prevent the unneces-
sary use of our military, that we only
use the military when it is absolutely
essential and it is a matter of last re-
sort.

We must have as our chief diplomat a
person who will carry out that strong
commitment to our diplomatic skills
and agenda in order to make sure that
we only use the military when nec-
essary.

We have heard this before. But it was
General Mattis who said: If you don’t
fund the Department of State, if you
don’t give them the resources they
need for development assistance, you
are going to have to give me a lot more
soldiers.

Our diplomats can very much keep us
safe, and they can do it with less risk
to our men and women who serve in
the military and at less cost.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
ERNST). The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. KAINE. Madam President, I rise
to speak concerning the nomination by
President Trump of Rex Tillerson to be
Secretary of State. I believe I am going



S518

to be speaking a little bit this after-
noon and possibly later. This will just
be part of my remarks this afternoon.

First, I am going to say some posi-
tive things about Mr. Tillerson’s career
and the importance of the position, but
then I want to talk about the reason
for my opposition, which has to do
largely with my concern about whether
he is capable of exercising truly inde-
pendent judgment on behalf of the
United States, particularly given his
41-year career with ExxonMobil.

To begin, Mr. Tillerson has an exem-
plary record with ExxonMobil. I was
impressed by it. I have been impressed
by his business acumen. I think this
one would, frankly, be relatively
straightforward if he had been nomi-
nated for Secretary of Commerce. 1
think it would be relatively straight-
forward had he been nominated for Sec-
retary of Energy.

That is an interesting aspect of some
of these nominations. I think there are
some people who are up who—if they
were in other positions, they might be
easier, but because of the ones they
have been nominated for, it has made
it a little more difficult. I put Mr.
Tillerson in that category.

Secretary of State is an enormously
important position. We all know that
it is important, but we, even for the
public, separate the Secretary of State
position from others.

There are four Cabinet Secretaries
who by law are not allowed to be in-
volved in political campaigns. They
can’t go out on the campaign trail dur-
ing election season. They are des-
ignated as ‘‘special,” and I think they
are special for a reason—Secretary of
Defense, Secretary of State, Secretary
of Treasury, and the Attorney General.
The reason these four positions are
made separate, in my view, is they are
positions that are supposed to have a
special gravity, positions that are sup-
posed to be above politics. They are
also positions that are supposed to
have a degree of independence.

An Attorney General needs to have a
degree of independence from a Presi-
dent because that individual must
weigh in on the legality of actions even
of the administration in making deci-
sions. I think the Secretary of State
needs some independence and gravitas
as well. That is why the Secretary of
State position is such a special one.

I want to focus on this area of inde-
pendence and the independence I want-
ed to see in a Secretary of State
Tillerson and that I did not feel com-
fortable enough after the research I
have done and after the hearing itself.
It fits into three basic categories—
issues with respect to climate, issues
with respect to Russia, and issues with
respect to the development policy that
the United States uses in nations
around the world, including very poor
nations that are resource rich but
often find that their oil reserves or
other natural resources put them into
kind of a resource-cursed position
where, resources notwithstanding, they
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actually trend toward
authoritarianism and keeping their
citizens in poverty.

Let me start with climate. Climate is
an enormously important issue in Vir-
ginia, as it is to all States, but to give
you kind of the Virginia focus on cli-
mate issues, Virginia voters over-
whelmingly believe that humans are
affecting climate and that something
should be done about it. We have 134
counties. The eastern part of Vir-
ginia—Hamilton Roads, near the At-
lantic—is the second most threatened
area in the United States to sea level
rise. So if you go to Hampton Roads,
VA—1.6 million people, the center of
naval power in the United States and
the world—what you find is sea level
rise accelerating to the extent that
neighborhoods where you could once
sell a house, you can’t sell it anymore.
Flooding that was once every few years
is now regular.

Even our Nation’s military oper-
ations in Hampton Roads are jeopard-
ized. There is a main road leading into
the Norfolk Naval Base, which is the
largest naval base in the United
States—the largest naval base in the
world. That road is increasingly flood-
ed just during normal tidal conditions.
We are not talking about storms; we
are talking about normal tidal condi-
tions. The inability to get road access
into America’s center of naval power is
highly challenging, highly problem-
atic. In the future, it is going to be
very expensive for us.

So the climate change issues in
Hampton Roads—whether it is affect-
ing your ability to sell a house, the
ability to conduct naval operations—
and in many other areas is of deep con-
cern to my State.

There are climate issues in other
parts of my State, from weather pat-
terns to warming temperatures wiping
out species in the Shenandoah National
Park Dbecause as the temperature
warms, the species need to move higher
and higher, and at some point they
can’t move any higher. So there are en-
dangered species in the Shenandoah
National Park because of climate
issues.

The issue is not only important to
my State, it is a critically important
part of the job. The Secretary of State
in the previous administration was in-
volved in crafting the Paris climate ac-
cord. Nearly 200 nations agreed that
climate change is a huge problem and
that we have to do something about it,
and each nation came forward volun-
tarily to craft its own plan so that the
world could deal with this problem.

The U.S. played a critical role—Sec-
retary Kerry and others—in forging
this global coalition around the over-
whelming scientific consensus. The
Secretary of State in this administra-
tion, along with others—the EPA Ad-
ministrator—will play a key role in de-
termining whether we continue to take
seriously climate, whether we continue
to take seriously the promises we made
under the climate accord, or whether
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we go backward. I don’t want to go
backward because it would hurt my
State and hurt our country and hurt
the world.

During my examination of Mr.
Tillerson during his confirmation hear-
ing before the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, I was not happy with
the answers with respect to climate
issues. The overwhelming majority of
scientists say that climate change is
real and that it is caused significantly
by the burning of fossil fuels and the
release of CO,. This is not a controver-
sial conclusion; it should not be par-
tisan, either.

The first climate bill that was intro-
duced in this body was introduced by
Senator MCCAIN in 2004. Then, in 2007, a
predecessor of mine, Senator Warner of
Virginia, a Republican, and Senator
Lieberman of Connecticut, a Democrat,
introduced a bipartisan bill. Senator
Warner, now retired—John Warner—
still speaks regularly on the national
security implications of climate
change.

During the hearing before the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee, I exam-
ined Rex Tillerson about the role of
ExxonMobil in climate research.
ExxonMobil is a company that is
chock-full of engineers and scientists.
It is one of the most accomplished
companies in the world if you just
measure it by the extent of engineering
and science talent that it has.

There has been a series of investiga-
tive articles in the last few years in the
Los Angeles Times, the New York Re-
view of Books, and Inside Climate News
that get into the question of what
ExxonMobil knew about climate
science and what they told the public.
I wanted to ask Mr. Tillerson about
this. Some of the information that I
put on the table during that examina-
tion: There was an internal letter in
September of 1982 from Exxon’s Theo-
retical and Mathematical Science Lab-
oratory. This was during the time Mr.
Tillerson was working for the com-
pany.

I want to read a quote from this let-
ter which I put into the RECORD as I
was examining Mr. Tillerson:

However, over the past several years a
clear scientific consensus has emerged re-
garding the expected climate effects of in-
creased atmospheric CO,. . . . There is unan-
imous agreement in the scientific commu-
nity that a temperature increase of this
magnitude would bring about significant
changes in the earth’s climate. The time re-
quired for doubling of atmospheric CO,—

Doubling of atmospheric CO—
depends upon the future world consumption
of fossil fuels. There is potential for our re-
search to attract the attention of the pop-
ular news media because of the connection
between Exxon’s major business and the role
of fossil fuel combustion in contributing to
the increase of atmospheric CO,. . . . [OJur
ethical responsibility is to permit the publi-
cation of our research in the scientific lit-
erature; indeed, to do otherwise would be a
breach of Exxon’s public position and ethical
credo on honesty and integrity.

In other words, by 1982 the key sci-
entific research organizations within
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ExxonMobil, which has a sterling cadre
of scientists and researchers, said: Here
is our view of the scientific research—
and not just other scientific research,
they did their own studies to replicate
it. They concluded that the burning of
fossil fuels was going to lead poten-
tially to a significant increase in glob-
al temperature, with catastrophic cli-
mate effects.

There is other information as well
that ExxonMobil had within it during
Mr. Tillerson’s tenure with the com-
pany. But by 2000, ExxonMobil in its
face to the public was saying some-
thing very different. Despite the inter-
nal recognition of climate science and
the potential effects on the economy
and on our atmosphere and despite sci-
entists with ExxonMobil saying we
have an ethical duty to share these
facts with the scientific community, by
2000, ExxonMobil was publishing, in
major publications in this country, op-
eds—full-page op-eds in newspapers and
magazines. I am going to read a quote
from one, an ExxonMobil published op-
ed in 2001:

Knowing that weather forecasts are reli-
able for a few days at best, we should recog-
nize the enormous challenge facing sci-
entists seeking to predict climate change
and its impact over the next century.

Geological evidence indicates climate
greenhouse gas levels experience significant
natural variability for reasons having noth-
ing to do with human activity. . . . Against
this backdrop of large, poorly understood
natural invariability, it is impossible for sci-
entists to attribute the recent small surface
temperature increase to human causes.

So, from 1982, there were scientists at
ExxonMobil who were aware of it and
were saying we have a duty to share
this with the public and with our fel-
low scientists, but by 2000, in state-
ments to the American public—all dur-
ing Rex Tillerson’s tenure at
ExxonMobil—the company was taking
a very different position.

I summarized this material during
my examination of Mr. Tillerson before
the Foreign Relations Committee, and
I asked him: What do you have to say
about this evidence and about the nu-
merous public reports that ExxonMobil
knew about climate science but made a
decision to tell the American public
something different? A pretty straight-
forward question from a Senator whose
State is experiencing climate change, a
pretty important question for a nomi-
nee who will be in charge of, as Sec-
retary of State, carrying out our obli-
gations under agreements, such as the
Paris climate agreement.

Mr. Tillerson’s answer to me was a
little surprising. He said: Oh, I can’t
answer this. You are going to have to
ask somebody at ExxonMobil.

He had stepped away from
ExxonMobil a few days before the hear-
ing. I was puzzled by it. So I went back
to him and I said: Well, wait a minute.
I want to make sure I got this right.
You were at ExxonMobil for 41 years.

That is right.

You were an executive at ExxonMobil
for more than half of your tenure
there; isn’t that right?
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That is right.

You were the CEO of ExxonMobil be-
ginning, I believe, in 2006; am I right
about that?

You are right about that.

I am not asking the company’s posi-
tion. You now are no longer at
ExxonMobil. I am asking you, as some-
body who is going to be in charge of
carrying forward America’s obligations
under the Paris climate accord, wheth-
er the allegation that ExxonMobil
knew about climate science but chose
to say something different to the
American public—I am going to ask
you if you can answer that question.

And he came back again and said:
You are going to have to ask somebody
at ExxonMobil.

I then asked Mr. Tillerson a really
important question. I said this: Do you
lack the knowledge to answer my ques-
tions or are you refusing to answer my
questions?

And he said: A little bit of both. A
little bit of both.

And I said to him: You have been
there 41 years. I have a hard time be-
lieving you don’t know the answer to
this question. I think you are refusing
to answer my question, and he didn’t
comment on that.

I then followed up with one more
question to Mr. Tillerson that I also
think was important because I am a
lawyer, and I just wanted to make sure
I understood this. I asked him: Are you
sitting here today subject to any kind
of a confidentiality agreement that
would prohibit you from answering the
question I just posed to you? And he
said no, that he was not.

I asked Mr. Tillerson these questions
because I am deeply interested in cli-
mate change. It affects my State in a
significant way, and it is directly rel-
evant to his job, but I asked him for
another reason as well. I am just going
to talk for a minute about the reason,
and I am going to yield to my col-
league from Oregon and return later
this evening on the other points.

The reason I was asking Mr.
Tillerson about this was not just his
awareness of science, I was asking him
to see whether at this point, as a nomi-
nee for Secretary of State of the
United States, he could set aside a 41-
yvear loyalty to his previous employer,
ExxonMobil, and instead focus solely
on his obligations to this country if he
were to be confirmed as Secretary of
State.

I believe he knew the answer to the
question I asked him, and he told me
he was not under any legal agreement
that would bar him from answering my
question, but he, nevertheless, refused
to answer my question. When I chal-
lenged him on it and said: You are re-
fusing to answer my question, he basi-
cally agreed that was the case.

I think we are entitled to a Secretary
of State who can set aside any other
loyalty, including an understandable
loyalty to an employer of 41 years, and
exercise complete and independent
judgment on behalf of the interests of
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this country. The refusal of Mr.
Tillerson to answer my questions about
a matter clearly within his knowledge,
clearly within the job description of
Secretary of State and deeply impor-
tant to my Commonwealth, led me to
have significant doubts about whether
he could separate his previous employ-
ment from his independent obligation
to this job, should he be confirmed.

I am going to have more to say on a
couple of other issues related to this
independence point when I return later
this evening.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. KEN-
NEDY). The Senator from Oregon.

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate my colleague’s contributions
and his insights, representing Virginia
and representing the United States.

I must say that all of us were quite
frustrated by the hearing we held with
Rex Tillerson. We know that America
needs a strong and capable Secretary of
State. We have many great power
issues to wrestle with—certainly with
Russia, certainly with China. We know
we have many emerging powers around
the globe that will raise issues relevant
to the security of the United States
and the economy of the United States.
We know the Secretary of State plays
a key role in shaping our policy toward
impoverished mnations and how we
might facilitate their growth and en-
hance our Nation’s relationship with
them. Nuclear strategy is always an
extremely important role.

This position is perhaps the most im-
portant position in the administration,
second to the Presidency, and it is for
that reason that we are weighing with
such intense attention.

Already we have challenges that have
been raised by the conduct of our
President over the last 12 days. We
have, in 12 days, seen actions by Presi-
dent Trump that have diminished our
Nation’s standing in the world, that
have offended many of our inter-
national neighbors and allies, that
have weakened the security of our
country. So we need a capable Sec-
retary of State. We need that person
soon.

Certainly one piece of the pattern we
have seen is a new low in the relation-
ship with the leadership of Mexico on
our southern border, but we also have
seen actions that have offended over a
billion people in the world through the
Friday night Executive order banning
immigration from seven Muslim-ma-
jority nations along with an order af-
fecting refugees fleeing the ravages and
devastation of war in many places, but
Syria is specifically singled out for a
longer period of time.

The President said, well, this is not,
in fact, a Muslim ban and that it is
about the security of the United States
of America, but he is certainly wrong
on both counts. All the nations singled
out are Muslim-majority countries.
Not a single immigrant from any of
those countries has killed an American
in a terrorist attack, and the President
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made a very specific point, saying
there would be exceptions for Chris-
tians, meaning there would not be ex-
ceptions for Muslims.

One of his advisers, Rudy Giuliani,
even said explicitly that the President
had wanted to do a Muslim ban and
asked him how to do it legally. So the
intent is crystal clear that this is a ban
founded in religious discrimination,
and a policy based on religious dis-
crimination has no place in our Nation.
It is completely incompatible with our
traditions and our principles of reli-
gious liberty.

We are a nation built by immigrants,
founded by men and women seeking
safety from religious persecution, add-
ing to the sense that this position is
wrong and abhorrent. It goes against
the fundamental building blocks of our
Nation and everything we stand for.

If our history and our fundamental
values aren’t enough, then we need to
consider the danger this ban represents
for our national security. Much of our
efforts in the Middle East involve close
partnership, close teamwork with the
leaders of Muslim nations.

Taking on ISIS involves close coordi-
nation and close teamwork with the
leadership of Muslim nations. In fact,
we should be very aware that ISIS uses
as its recruiting tool that the United
States is conducting a war on Islam,
and the President’s actions feed di-
rectly in and serve the ISIS recruiting
strategy.

The world has reacted with furor.
Over the weekend, more than 4,000 Or-
egonians attended a pair of my town-
hall meetings. The first meeting was in
a room about this size, and I was as-
tounded to see 600 people just jammed
in, just crowding it. It was the largest
townhall I had ever had. I do 36 town-
halls a year, open forum. People can
come and ask anything they want.

Then I went to my second townhall,
and it wasn’t 600 folks. It was 3,700 peo-
ple who turned out just because they
heard that a Senator was holding a
townhall, and they wanted to make
their voices heard about how wrong
they thought it was, the direction that
President Trump is headed. A key piece
of that was certainly his ban on Mus-
lims entering our Nation.

Protests erupted at airports all
across our country. I went out on Sun-
day to the Portland Airport. It had
been informally organized, the protest
at 2 o’clock, and I got out there about
2:15. People were pouring in. There may
have been somewhere around 1,000 peo-
ple by the time I could get out onto the
upper level deck of the two levels of
the airport—the level at which people
are arriving for their flights—to be
able to speak to people.

The condemnation and opposition
didn’t just come from the grassroots
across America. It didn’t just come
from the spontaneous voices of Amer-
ican citizens who value religious lib-
erty, value our traditions, value their
understanding of our Constitution and
wanting to send a message to President
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Trump that he was violating each and
every one of those things, that opposi-
tion came loud and clear from inter-
national leaders as well.

Our Canadian neighbors made sure
the world knew they welcomed the im-
migrants and refugees that America
had slammed the door on.

German Chancellor Angela Merkel
called the President to remind him of
our Nation’s responsibilities, as sig-
natories to the Geneva Convention, to
take in refugees. It is quite embar-
rassing that a European leader has to
call an American President to educate
him about the Geneva Convention.

France’s President Francois Hollande
has called for a firm European response
to this ban; the United Kingdom, whose
Prime Minister Theresa May just met
with President Trump last week, came
out against the order; and more than a
million Britons signed a petition to
have the British Government rescind
its invitation to President Trump to
travel to London for a state visit.

Iraq, Iran, Brussels, Scotland, Nor-
way, nation after nation have come out
to protest this terrible, dangerous pol-
icy.

It is going to be up to our next Sec-
retary of State to repair and rebuild
these relationships and the reputation
of the United States of America. So
much damage has been done in just 12
days.

My colleagues Senator MCCAIN and
Senator GRAHAM said in a statement
this weekend: ‘““This Executive order
sends a signal, intended or not, that
America does not want Muslims com-
ing into our country,” and indeed it
does.

So is Rex Tillerson the right indi-
vidual to set our Nation back on a firm
and steady course? Is he the right per-
son to guide us through this volatile
international landscape, where we need
to rebuild alliances and restore leader-
ship?

In short, the answer is that Rex
Tillerson is not the right man to do it.

Forty years in the oil and gas mar-
ket, 40 years in an oil company are
good preparations for leading an oil
company but not good preparation for
leading the United States of America
in international relations, not good
preparation for serving as our top dip-
lomat, putting out fires, calming fears,
communicating our policies to the
world in this volatile moment in his-
tory.

During the hearing, there were a se-
ries of questions really related to one’s
moral compass in leading the foreign
policy of the United States of America.
One of the questions I asked about was
Exxon’s effort to set up a subsidiary to
evade American sanctions on Iran and
what did he feel about that as a leader
of Exxon. He responded by saying: I
don’t have any memory of this. Really?
The top management of Exxon decides
to set up a subsidiary to circumvent
American sanctions on Iran with a
great deal of mnational security at
stake, and he has no memory? Well,
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that was certainly a disappointing
comment and an unbelievable state-
ment.

How about when we asked him about
Exxon lobbying against U.S. sanctions
on Russia because of its annexation of
Crimea and the holding of territory in
the eastern part of Ukraine? He said:
Oh, Exxon didn’t lobby on this. Yet the
lobbying reports were right there. We
have transparency on this. Millions of
dollars were spent lobbying on this
issue, and they certainly weren’t lob-
bying for U.S. sanctions. This was a
second extraordinary statement by the
nominee.

I then asked the nominee about
Exxon’s pattern of working with dic-
tators to take the royalties for oil and
funnel them to the dictator’s family
rather than to the treasury. This is
particularly true in Equatorial Guinea
where President Obiang has declared
himself President for life. His response
was simply: But Senator, we weren’t
successfully prosecuted for violating
the law. That is not a statement re-
lated to moral compass and under-
standing. Certainly, when a company
takes a nation’s treasure and diverts it
into the pockets of a dictator, you are
affecting the lives of hundreds of thou-
sands of people. Certainly, the people
of Equatorial Guinea are a poor people
who could use those resources for
health care, for transportation sys-
tems. The President of Equatorial
Guinea is famous for filling a plane
with fancy sports cars from Europe and
flying them to Equatorial Guinea. And
how does he do that? Because Exxon
steered the royalties for that nation’s
oil into the pockets of the dictator, but
we didn’t get any sense that there was
any concern about the impact that it
had on the people of that nation.

Members of the committee asked him
about the extrajudicial killings by po-
lice officers in the Philippines—the
extrajudicial Kkillings ordered by Presi-
dent Duterte. Young men were shot
down in the street. I think at last
count an estimated 4,000 to 6,000 young
men were assassinated in the street,
and he simply said: I need to get more
information. This is not something
that has been hidden on the back pages
of the newspaper; this is something
fundamentally contrary to the prin-
ciples of due process and justice that
our Nation stands for. Couldn’t the
nominee have expressed that this is
completely in violation of our core
principles? But he had no ability to do
S0.

We come then to global warming, an
impact that is occurring right now on
the ground in my State. The burning of
coal, oil, and natural gas, causing an
accumulation of carbon dioxide and an
accumulation of methane, is resulting
in the acidification of the ocean. That
is causing oysters to have difficulty re-
producing because it affects the forma-
tion of their shells at the beginning of
their life. The higher acidity makes it
harder to form shells.

We see global warming in Oregon in
terms of a longer fire season with more
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intense fires. It is burning more forest
there than ever before. We see it in
terms of a lower average snowpack on
the Cascades that is causing significant
drought and smaller and warmer trout
streams. This isn’t some strange phe-
nomenon that we imagine might hap-
pen in the future; it is happening at
this moment. We have high tides that
are now covering the sidewalks of cit-
ies on sunny days. We have moose
dying of ticks because it is not cold
enough to kill the ticks in the winter.
We have lobsters off Maine traveling
further into Canada while they start to
get fish from the Carolinas. It is every-
where we look. It impacts the economy
of our country, particularly our rural
economy of fishing, forestry, and farm-
ing. His response was simply: We need
to keep talking to people about it. He
says it is an issue, not particularly ur-
gent, not necessitating American lead-
ership, but just something we should be
at the table for—mot at the table to
urge others, just be at the table. That
certainly misses the size of this chal-
lenge to our planet.

Here we are, 12 days into the Presi-
dency with major international prob-
lems occurring, and we have a nominee
who, on issue after issue after issue,
lacked a moral compass or insight
about the complexity of issues, about
the principles of our Nation. So for
these reasons, I am voting against the
nominee.

I may well be back to extend my re-
marks at another moment, but I am
delighted to yield to my colleague from
New Mexico who is standing by to
make his remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. President, thank
you for the recognition, and I thank
Senator MERKLEY very much for yield-
ing.

I have been here on the floor, listen-
ing to Senators KAINE and MERKLEY,
and I saw Senator CARDIN speaking ear-
lier from my office. We can see that for
many of us who sat through these hear-
ings and heard the answers, it didn’t
give us a lot of confidence that Rex
Tillerson was going to be able to step
in and be the top diplomat for the
United States of America. So I join in
all the comments that have been made
earlier.

I want to talk about one of the issues
that has developed over the last couple
of days and that really has bearing on
this. For the last century, the United
States has led the world stage. We are
the inspiration for countless nations as
they nurture hopeful democracies—de-
mocracies that respect human rights
and individual liberties. We are a na-
tion of freedom, where men and women
can work hard, build a happy, healthy
life, and live the American dream. That
is what makes President Trump’s anti-
Muslim, anti-immigrant actions last
week so repugnant.

I believe his actions violate the Con-
stitution. They also violate everything
we stand for as a country. Turning our
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backs on refugees and those seeking a
better life doesn’t project strength. It
shows weakness. It fuels anti-American
rage around the world. Our Nation
doesn’t punish innocent people because
of what they believe and who they pray
to. We don’t slam the door in the faces
of those who need help the most.

I call on all of us, especially my col-
leagues across the aisle, to denounce
this action and the people behind it. I
am relieved that Federal judges around
the nation are blocking the President’s
unconstitutional order, and I am also
very proud of our strong constitutional
system of checks and balances.

I can’t express adequately how proud
I am of Sally Yates, the Acting Attor-
ney General who was fired by President
Trump. Now you have to know some-
thing about her. This is a very coura-
geous person who stood up and did the
right thing. Sally Yates is a career
prosecutor. She has served as a U.S. at-
torney in the U.S. attorney’s office
under Democrats and Republicans—a
career prosecutor. When she was put up
for a vote in the Senate, she got 84
votes when she was approved for Dep-
uty Attorney General of the United
States. This is someone who under-
stands what is going on, understands
the Constitution, and understands her
legal obligations. She stood up and said
that she wasn’t going to represent in
court the President on this Muslim
ban, and he fired her. He fired her.

These kinds of actions are disturbing.
They are un-American acts, and they
are the most urgent reason I rise today
to state that I cannot support con-
firming Rex Tillerson as Secretary of
State.

There is no doubt that Mr. Tillerson
was qualified to run ExxonMobil.
Exxon was his first job out of college,
and the only company he worked for
during his 40-year career in the oil and
gas industry. There is no doubt that
Mr. Tillerson, as CEO and chairman of
ExxonMobil, was 100 percent com-
mitted to making sure the best inter-
ests of the company’s shareholders
were served. But with no diplomatic
experience or history of public service,
I am not confident that Mr. Tillerson is
qualified to serve as the United States’
chief diplomat.

After studying his work and studying
the history and his responses at the
confirmation hearing and looking at
his answers in writing, I do not believe
that Mr. Tillerson is able to commit
100 percent to serving the best inter-
ests of the American people. Negoti-
ating the complexities of oil and gas
deals is not the same as negotiating
the complexities of treaties and agree-
ments with foreign governments.

ExxonMobil’s top priority is profit.
That is its reason for existence. Lead-
ers negotiate business deals over
money and access to resources. The
United States and the American people
have different priorities—sometimes
conflicting priorities.

Our Nation is economically success-
ful, for sure, and we value business and
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we value making money, but our core
values go way beyond economics. We
value representative government, we
value human rights, and we value free-
dom of speech. We value the four free-
doms that President Roosevelt talked
about when we entered into inter-
national agreements to spread the four
freedoms around the world.

An incoming Secretary of State
should not be learning on the job. He or
she should already have substantial
relevant experience. He or she should
already have proven experience fight-
ing for our Nation’s core values, for
human rights. Mr. Tillerson made it
clear during his hearing before the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee that
he lacks substantive foreign policy ex-
perience and knowledge. He told the
committee many times that he was not
familiar with the issues at hand or
needed briefing. He must have said that
a number of times. As just one exam-
ple, Mr. Tillerson was unfamiliar with
Russia’s role in the indiscriminate
slaughter of civilians in Syria. He had
no opinion of the legality of the
slaughter under international law.
These are some of the most important,
most urgent foreign policy matters we
face, but he was unprepared to answer
them.

Like Senators on both sides of the
aisle, I am concerned about Mr.
Tillerson’s close personal business ties
to the Russian Government. I am con-
cerned about those. They may color his
view of Russia. He has been long
friends with Vladimir Putin. He has a
highly profitable relationship with Igor
Sechin, the head of the state-owned oil
company Rosneft. I worry that these
ties make it difficult or maybe even
impossible for him to objectively
evaluate Russia’s actions and to act in
America’s best interests.

Are his close ties to Russia why he
does not condemn Russia’s actions in
Syria? We cannot be sure. Mr. Tillerson
also will not confirm whether he will
advocate maintaining sanctions
against Russia for invading Crimea. We
know that the sanctions also continue
to cost ExxonMobil because it is not
able to drill for oil in Russia’s Arctic.

Will Mr. Tillerson not commit to
maintaining sanctions because of his
ties to Russia? We cannot be sure.

In a third example, Mr. Tillerson
would not commit to sanctions against
Russia for its interference in our Presi-
dential election. He said he didn’t have
enough information. Well, every U.S.
security agency—all 17 of them—has
concluded that the Russian Govern-
ment hacked the Democratic National
Committee, disclosed email from the
hack from getting in there, and tried
to influence our election. They agreed
that these actions were authorized at
the highest levels of the Russian Gov-
ernment, with fingers pointing right at
Vladimir Putin. The intelligence com-
munity’s public reports stated it this
way:

We assess Russian President Vladimir
Putin ordered an influence campaign in 2016
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aimed at the U.S. presidential election. Rus-
sia’s goals were to undermine public faith in
the U.S. democratic process, denigrate Sec-
retary Clinton, and harm her electability
and potential presidency. We further assess
Putin and the Russian Government devel-
oped a clear preference for President-elect
Trump—

Now President Trump—

We have high confidence in these judg-
ments.

So 17 of our intelligence agencies
pooled together all of their informa-
tion, and they had high confidence in
what they concluded there.

Mr. Tillerson had adequate informa-
tion to make a strong statement
against this attack, against this hack-
ing, and in favor of American democ-
racy. He did not make such a state-
ment.

We must have a Secretary of State
whose allegiance is 100 percent com-
mitted to U.S. interests. Mr.
Tillerson’s equivocating testimony on
Russia did not convince me that he can
be counted on to serve America’s inter-
ests and America’s interests only. Mr.
Tillerson’s equivocations mirror the
Republicans’ record on Russian inter-
ference in our democracy.

While the President has plans to dis-
mantle the post-World War II inter-
national order, Republicans have done
nothing to address Russia’s attempt to
dismantle our democracy.

I was also unsatisfied by Mr.
Tillerson’s answers on climate change.
While he acknowledges the existence of
climate change, he testified that ‘‘our
ability to predict that effect is very
limited” and that what action to take
‘“‘seems to be the largest area of debate
existing in the public discourse.” That
is not what the overwhelming majority
of scientists tell us. Our ability to pre-
dict what is happening to the planet’s
climate is not ‘‘very limited,” and
there is international consensus writ-
ten into the Paris Agreement as to
what actions nations agree they must
take. Scientists from all over the world
have joined together through the
United Nations and said that climate
change is real and we have to take spe-
cific actions.

I appreciated that Rex Tillerson at
least said that he believes the United
States should remain at the table, but
he questioned a key part of the Paris
Agreement: the nationally determined
contribution, or what is called the
NDC. Without the NDC from the
United States, the agreement is likely
to fall apart, and his claimed support
for the Paris Agreement becomes
meaningless.

I cannot be clearer: Ignoring the
threat of climate change is a direct
threat to the United States. We have
heard other Senators talk about the
threat to their States, and it is a direct
threat to my home State of New Mex-
ico.

While President Trump may be try-
ing to quiet our climate scientists, the
science is clear. Climate change is real.
We just finished the hottest year in re-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

corded history. We know we must act,
and we know there will be devastating
impacts if the United States does not
lead on this issue.

No matter what one believes about
science or foreign policy, we should all
be alarmed at the lack of transparency
in the new administration, especially
the unwillingness of our President and
key Cabinet members to be open and
honest with taxpayers about their fi-
nances and potential conflicts.

While Mr. Tillerson has divested from
ExxonMobil, we still don’t have copies
of his tax returns. Mr. Tillerson’s ties
to ExxonMobil are decades old. Yet he
has said he will recuse himself from
matters related to ExxonMobil for only
1 year. For only 1 year will he recuse
himself. He has worked for this com-
pany his entire life. He should refrain
from taking calls from his old company
for as long as he serves as Secretary of
State. He is serving the country. He is
serving in a taxpayer-funded job. I
don’t understand why he cannot agree
to this simple standard to avoid the ap-
pearance of any conflict. If he deals fa-
vorably with ExxonMobil, how can the
American people know he is working
for us or for his former employer,
which made him an extremely wealthy
man?

But most concerning to me is wheth-
er Mr. Tillerson will be able to speak
truth to power. We have just seen this
weekend how vital that will be in this
administration, where it appears that
there is no unifying vision, and dif-
ferent factions of President Trump’s
Cabinet are competing for his atten-
tion. We need a leader with a clear vi-
sion for America’s role in the world,
someone who will put American values
ahead of everything else.

Too many times, when pressed during
his confirmation hearing about U.S. in-
terests and values, Mr. Tillerson did
not give straight answers. On questions
such as human rights violations in the
Philippines and Syria, he did not call
out these offenses for what they were.
On questions about whether we should
maintain sanctions against Russia for
illegally invading Crimea or for inter-
fering with our electoral process, he de-
ferred; he wavered; he said he would de-
cide at a later date when he can be
briefed or meet with the President. If
Mr. Tillerson can’t give straight an-
swers, from the heart, about the most
pressing human rights issues, on viola-
tions of international law, on a foreign
power’s interference with our Presi-
dential election, how can we expect
him to speak up and temper the worst
angels in the Trump administration?

If Mr. Tillerson were the nominee for
a more conventional Republican Presi-
dent, these concerns would not be as
serious. But I think every Senator can
agree that Donald Trump is not a con-
ventional President. He is offending al-
lies and upending alliances on a nearly
daily basis. He has made mnegative
statements about the German
Chancellor’s domestic policies. He is
threatening to extort the Mexican Gov-
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ernment to pay for an offensive and in-
effective wall on America’s southern
border. He has repeatedly questioned
NATO, the fundamental alliance that
has secured peace between major pow-
ers since World War II. He is threat-
ening to slash funding for the United

Nations, including the World Health
Organization, which fights global
pandemics.

While addressing employees of the
Central Intelligence Agency, standing
in front of a wall honoring profes-
sionals who have made the ultimate
sacrifice for our freedoms, President
Trump threatened to take Iraq’s oil—
that he wanted to take another look at
taking Iraq’s oil—and he said: ‘““To the
victor go the spoils.” This is a line at-
tributed to Julius Caesar, who decreed
himself Emperor. He began rattling the
saber with China before he was sworn
in.

The President has done all of this
while repeatedly praising Vladimir
Putin as a strong leader and proposing
to improve relations there, while mak-
ing them worse nearly everywhere else.

This weekend, he closed America’s
doors to Muslim refugees trying to es-
cape the very evil our government is
fighting against. He not only closed the
doors to people who believe in our
democratic institutions and the free-
doms we enjoy, he closed the doors to
people who have risked their lives in
service of our ideals.

These are not normal changes in for-
eign policy between administrations. I
would change many aspects of U.S. for-
eign policy if I could. But President
Trump’s approach to foreign policy so
far is one of reckless change that is
frankly scaring the American public
and our allies around the world. In
such a foreign policy environment, we
need experienced, skilled hands, people
who understand these allies and who
understand our longstanding alliances
and why we have them. But the Presi-
dent has fired all U.S. Ambassadors,
and most high-level State Department
employees have resigned or been forced
out.

Mr. Tillerson, there is no doubt, is a
talented businessman. He loves his
country. He has devoted himself to
other worthy causes, like the Boy
Scouts. It is no exaggeration to say
that the post-World War II inter-
national order is under attack by the
President, endangering U.S. leadership
in the world. As a result, our national
security and place in the world are
threatened like never before. During
such tenuous times, we need a leader as
our chief diplomat who is prepared to
take the reins and calm the waters.
But I do not have confidence that Mr.
Tillerson has the experience, knowl-
edge, values, or temperament to stand
up to the President, to be a voice of
reason, or to moderate the President’s
extreme views and actions. For these
reasons, I oppose Mr. Tillerson’s con-
firmation as Secretary of State, and I
urge my fellow Members, including
those who claimed the mantle of Presi-
dent Reagan, to do the same.
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I know my good friend Senator MAR-
KEY, a member of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, is here on the floor,
as well as Senator COONS, another
member of the committee, and I think
both of them will speak on the
Tillerson nomination.

I yield to the Senator from Delaware,
Mr. COONS.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Delaware.

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, after two
long one-on-one meetings with Mr. Rex
Tillerson, after a thorough confirma-
tion hearing in the Foreign Relations
Committee that stretched over some 9
hours, and after extensive additional
research and reading and digging into
his record, his public statements, and
his views, I announced last week that I
would oppose the nomination of Rex
Tillerson to be Secretary of State of
the United States.

I will say that over our meetings, our
conversations, and my review of his
record, I have come to respect Mr.
Tillerson as a thoughtful and seasoned
and capable professional in his line of
work, with impressive international
business experience. And I will say that
his quick action to sever financial ties
with ExxonMobil is a strong example
that I wish President Trump had fol-
lowed with regard to his own private
business interests.

I found encouraging some of Mr.
Tillerson’s statements in the confirma-
tion hearing and his public stances, in-
cluding his commitment to NATO, his
respect for U.S. leadership in multilat-
eral initiatives, from the Paris climate
change agreement to the Iran deal, and
his support for development programs
throughout the world but especially in
Africa, a continent where I have been
engaged in my 6 years on the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee.

His nomination has the support of
highly respected former officials, from
Brent Scowcroft and Bob Gates to
James Baker and Condoleezza Rice,
former Secretaries and National Secu-
rity Advisors.

But Mr. Tillerson and 1 disagree
strongly on key issues. I believe, for
example, that climate change is a
pressing national security threat that
must be addressed. Mr. Tillerson saw it
somewhat differently. I believe in ad-
vocating for human rights, for a free
press, and for democracy around the
world because these principles advance
our security and our economic inter-
ests here at home. I don’t believe that
human rights, press freedom, and de-
mocracy are add-ons, are things that
we can address and deal with after na-
tional security is addressed. These are
core to who we are as a nation and to
the advocacy and engagement that I
hope for and expect from our State De-
partment and our next Secretary of
State.

These are just a few of the reasons
why I ultimately decided to oppose Mr.
Tillerson’s confirmation, but that is
not why I have come to the floor today.
I am here today principally because the
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challenge we face is not whether a sin-
gle nominee is the perfect person for
this particular role; the challenge we
and the American people now face is to
determine the future we seek for our
country and the world stage and
whether we will choose to continue to
lead the free world.

Do we envision the United States
leading by example through actions
that show we will stand by our values,
especially when it is challenging or dif-
ficult? Do we envision the United
States leading a coalition of demo-
cratic allies and Muslim partners
around the world in the global fight on
terrorism, defending each other and
promoting values of human rights, the
rule of law, and democracy? Or do we
accept a dark and dystopian vision
that sees the world in strict zero-sum
terms whereby any win for our allies or
partners is automatically a loss for
America; a vision in which we could
abandon our values for political gain; a
vision that distances us from the world
both by a literal wall and a growing
gulf in priorities?

For decades, Republicans and Demo-
crats have agreed on foundational prin-
ciples of U.S. leadership in the world.
We engage with the world. We consist-
ently and reliably support our allies.
We lead by example, especially on our
core values. We fight for the rule of
law, for human rights, and for demo-
cratic institutions because doing so
makes us safer and more secure.

Consider our alliances. The Heritage
Foundation accurately pointed out
that supporting our allies overseas and
in particular our treasured and endur-
ing alliance with our NATO partners in
Western Europe isn’t charity but, rath-
er, a proven method for keeping the
United States safe and secure. As Her-
itage puts it, alliances prevent wars by
driving up the cost of aggression. Alli-
ances deter our rivals and adversaries.
Alliances promote stability, help us
project power, and enhance our legit-
imacy.

Why does this matter? Why is this a
current matter of debate? Why is this a
pressing concern in the context of this
nomination and in the work of this
body? Take, for example, Russia under
Vladimir Putin. It is the unanimous
view of all 17 U.S. intelligence agencies
that Russia conducted and organized
an intentional campaign of interfering
in our 2016 Presidential election and
that Russia conducted a cyber attack,
authorized at the highest level, with
the intention to influence the outcome
of our election.

I cannot imagine a more direct fron-
tal assault on who we are as a nation
than to seek to influence our demo-
cratic election. But on top of that un-
precedented attack on who we are as a
nation, Vladimir Putin’s Russia ille-
gally annexed the Crimean Peninsula
and continues to support the mur-
derous Assad regime in Syria. Today,
Russia is preparing—even threat-
ening—to intervene in upcoming elec-
tions across Central and Western Eu-
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rope, including elections in our long-
time close allies, France and Germany.
It has been amassing troops on the bor-
ders of our NATO partners, such as Hs-
tonia and the other Baltic States, and
conducting snap exercises up and down
the border with NATO. It is precisely
because of these acts of aggression that
the NATO alliance is more relevant
and more important than ever.

These aren’t groundbreaking or con-
troversial conclusions that I am reach-
ing today. Yet President Trump’s rhet-
oric as a candidate, his early actions as
President, his compliments to Vladi-
mir Putin, his claims that NATO is ob-
solete, and his intimation that he may
not honor our article 5 mutual defense
commitment to our NATO allies all
call into question the President’s un-
derstanding of the role that our alli-
ances play. It also calls into question
whether his administration under-
stands the consequences of weakening
or abandoning these alliance.

More than perhaps any nation on
Earth, the United States has deeply
benefited from the stable world order
that we helped shape following the Sec-
ond World War. After Americans went
throughout the world to fight the
forces of fascism and imperialism in
the Pacific and the European theater
in the Second World War, we sat
astride the world as the most powerful
country on Earth, with weapons pos-
sessed by no other, with the greatest
manufacturing and military might on
the planet, and we set about estab-
lishing an inclusive, rules-based, demo-
cratically oriented world order, from
which we have benefited more than any
other nation. NATO has become a key
part of the alliances that we have re-
lied on for that peace and stability in
the seven decades since.

Let’s not forget that the only time
NATO invoked its mutual defense pro-
vision article 5 clause was when our al-
lies came to our defense after 9/11. So
to suggest that NATO is obsolete or
outdated because it wasn’t developed in
a time where terrorism was a central
threat gives a lie to the reality that
our NATO allies have stood shoulder to
shoulder with us and have fought
alongside American service men and
women in Iraq and Afghanistan. Nearly
1,000 have given their lives, and our
NATO allies have poured their blood
and treasure into our defense and into
our joint conduct against our enemies
in Afghanistan and Iraq.

Interpreters from Iraq and Afghani-
stan have kept our troops safe, and yet
today those espousing ‘‘America First”
would break our promises to these
vital partners. I have to ask: To what
end? When we turn our backs on our al-
lies and friends, there are con-
sequences. They may be prompted to
seek to help themselves in new or un-
expected or dangerous ways, such as
developing their own nuclear capa-
bility or seeking armaments from Rus-
sia rather than working in partnership
with us for their own security. They
may seek to find new allies who do not,
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in fact, share our values. In all these
cases, ‘‘America First’”’ may gradually,
tragically, become instead ‘‘America
Alone.” That leaves us less safe and
closes off economic opportunities
around the world. So in seeking out a
strategy that is purported to make us
safer and stronger, President Trump
may, in fact, accomplish neither.

A policy of ‘““America First’” doesn’t
just mean turning our backs on our al-
lies and partners. It may also mean
turning our backs on some of the
world’s most vulnerable people, with
real consequences here at home. The
Executive order signed by President
Trump just on Friday, banning all refu-
gees from the United States for 120
days, banning refugees for 90 days from
seven countries and indefinitely from
Syria, caused chaos and confusion at
our airports and instilled concern—
even fear—in American families across
our country.

I have a key question today, intro-
duced earlier by Senator CARDIN, the
ranking Democrat on the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, but not yet an-
swered: Where does Rex Tillerson stand
on this Executive order? How does he
see it in our place in the world? How
does he understand the centrality of
the example that we show to the world
in how we embrace human rights?

Sadly, I think this Executive order
has validated the claims of jihadist
groups like ISIS that recruit young
men on the false claim that the West is
at war with Islam, which is why these
very terrorist groups are today cheer-
ing this Executive order. I think it has
made us less safe by alienating Mus-
lims in the United States and around
the world. Why would we want to alien-
ate the very Iraqis with whom we are
training, serving, and fighting in the
war against ISIS when they are a crit-
ical part of the ground forces that we
are counting on to liberate Mosul from
the tyranny of ISIS?

Most significantly, this Executive
order may violate our Constitution and
values by banning people based not on
security concerns but on the basis of
their religion, and by turning our
backs on a decades-long commitment
to welcome those fleeing credible fears
of persecution, fleeing violence and
chaos in their home countries. These
may be the consequences of ‘‘America
First.”

It is well known but bears repeating
that in 1939, a ship called the St. Louis
approached American shores bearing
nearly 1,000 mostly Jewish refugees
fleeing the horrors of the Nazi regime
and the impending Holocaust. In one of
our Nation’s most shameful chapters,
the United States turned away these
refugees seeking our shores. One pas-
senger on board the St. Louis received
a telegram from the U.S. Government
instructing him that passengers must
“await their turns on the waiting list
and qualify for and obtain immigration
visas before they may be admissible.”
Most of these refugees were forced to
return to Europe, where they were
murdered by the Nazis.
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This tragic episode from 1939, born of
isolationism and, tragically, anti-Sem-
itism and a mistaken sense that we
could isolate ourselves from the chal-
lenges and the violence of the world
was also part of a period when a group
whose name was the America First
Committee mobilized to try to prevent
our entry into the Second World War.

I will say that these are the con-
sequences of ‘‘America First.”” The
United States ultimately is less safe.
Our allies may be made to feel uncer-
tain or even betrayed. Americans will
find themselves more fearful, and, our
values, with which we have sought to
lead the world, are cast aside.

That is why I believe this debate
today is about far more than a single
nominee for an important post in our
State Department. American leader-
ship on the world stage is not as simple
as ‘‘America First,” and the con-
sequences of truly embracing the
dystopian vision of ‘‘America First,” I
think, will be tragic.

If Mr. Tillerson is confirmed, it is my
sincere and earnest hope that he will
challenge President Trump to rethink
the dark and dystopian view of the
world that he laid out in his inaugural
address, and that he will instead bend
his skills, character, and qualities to
the hard work of realigning our role in
the world to the course that Repub-
licans and Democrats together have
steered from this floor and from this
body for seven decades.

As the world saw last weekend, the
new Trump administration desperately
needs someone in the room to speak
truth to power and to temper its worst
impulses.

I yield the floor.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield?

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, the
Senate’s advise and consent role is one
of our most important duties as Sen-
ators, and the Secretary of State is one
of the most important nominations we
will consider. The Secretary of State is
America’s chief diplomat, and he
should project America’s values to the
world.

Yesterday, I joined Senator SCHUMER
in calling for a delay on Mr. Tillerson’s
vote on the Senate floor until we hear
from him about President Trump’s
Muslim ban.

Turning away refugees based on their
nationality and religion is un-Amer-
ican, it is illegal, and it is immoral.
This Muslim ban is propaganda for
ISIS. It is a recruiting gift to terrorist
groups around the world and in our
own country. It will increase the risk
of harm to Americans everywhere, in-
cluding here at home. Donald Trump is
sending a message to Muslims around
the world that they are all suspects.
This has profound implications for our
ability to work with governments in
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the Middle East in the fight against
terrorism. One of the countries named
in this Executive order is Iraq, our
closest ally in the fight against ISIS.
Conflict and war is forcing millions
around the world from their homeland.
Donald Trump’s Muslim ban directly
undermines our historic commitment
to international cooperation and inter-
national refugee aid. That is why world
leaders have joined the chorus of mil-
lions of Americans who do not support
the Muslim ban.

America has always been a beacon to
those fleeing persecution and violence.
We are a refuge for those seeking a bet-
ter life. The poetic inscription at the
base of the Statue of Liberty does not
say: Send back ‘‘your tired, your poor,
your huddled masses yearning to
breathe free.”” As our top diplomat, Mr.
Tillerson will be in a position to work
directly with the nations named in this
Executive order, and we need to hear
how he believes it will impact our
standing around the world.

With respect to Mr. Tillerson’s nomi-
nation, I have very serious concerns.
Rex Tillerson could have enjoyed his
retirement after spending more than 40
years at ExxonMobil. Instead, he an-
swered the call to enter public service,
and I commend him for that. His record
at ExxonMobil is one that clearly has
received accolades. He did a good job
for ExxonMobil. He is highly respected
in the oil industry. But public service
requires the public’s trust, and Mr.
Tillerson will not have that trust un-
less he agrees to recuse himself from
participating in decisions that would
affect ExxonMobil for the entirety of
his term. So far, he has refused to do
S0.

Our laws require Federal officials to
recuse themselves when a reasonable
person could question their impar-
tiality. Before President Trump nomi-
nated him to be Secretary of State, Mr.
Tillerson worked for one company—
ExxonMobil—for virtually his entire
adult life. As he rose to become a sen-
ior manager and then CEO, Mr.
Tillerson was personally involved in
getting lucrative oil deals in a number
of countries, including Russia. In fact,
during Mr. Tillerson’s time as CEO of
ExxonMobil, the company expanded its
drilling rights in Russia to 63 million
acres. That is an area the size of Wyo-
ming and nearly five times the size of
Exxon’s holdings in the United States.

But Mr. Tillerson didn’t just deepen
the relationship between his company
and Russia. He also tried to protect
that relationship by speaking out
against sanctions on Russia. As a re-
ward for personally cementing Exxon’s
relationship with Russia, President
Vladimir Putin awarded Mr. Tillerson
the Russian Order of Friendship.

The stakes with U.S.-Russia rela-
tions could not be higher. Russia has
invaded the UKkraine, annexed Crimea,
bombed innocent civilians in Aleppo,
and attacked our elections with cyber
weapons. Our next Secretary of State
will be negotiating with Russia on
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some of the most critical foreign policy
issues facing the world.

Mr. Tillerson’s decades-long history
at ExxonMobil and Exxon’s vast hold-
ings in Russia clearly create a conflict
of interest. How can the American peo-
ple be sure Mr. Tillerson will be objec-
tive when he participates in matters
relating to sanctions on Russia or in
any matters that could affect Exxon in
the dozens of other countries in the
world where Exxon operates?

As the top ethics lawyers for Presi-
dents Bush and Obama have said, these
conflicts could require Mr. Tillerson to
recuse himself from any matters af-
fecting ExxonMobil, irrespective of his
financial divestitures. When I asked
Mr. Tillerson during his confirmation
hearing whether he would commit to
recuse himself without waiver or ex-
ception from matters affecting Exxon
for the duration of his tenure as Sec-
retary of State, he refused. That is un-
acceptable. The American people and
the national security of the United
States demand a Secretary of State
whose impartiality is unambiguous.

Make no mistake, the stockholders of
ExxonMobil would have serious ques-
tions about hiring the leader of the Si-
erra Club to be the new CEO of Exxon.
We, too, should have questions about
hiring ExxonMobil’s former CEO to be
America’s chief diplomat.

If he agreed to recuse himself, Mr.
Tillerson would be following a tradi-
tion that is longstanding and bipar-
tisan. Secretary of State James Baker
recused himself from participating in
any matter that could affect the price
of o0il and gas. Treasury Secretary
Hank Paulson promised not to partici-
pate in any matter where Goldman
Sachs was a party. And all of President
Obama’s appointees recused themselves
from any matters related to their
former employers or clients. Mr.
Tillerson’s refusal to follow their ex-
ample will call into question his impar-
tiality, and it could undermine his ef-
fectiveness as Secretary.

During his confirmation hearing, Mr.
Tillerson displayed an alarming lack of
understanding of oil’s role in geo-
politics—clearly a consequence of hav-
ing worked solely at Exxon—that dis-
qualifies him from being Secretary of
State.

When I questioned him, Mr. Tillerson
told me that he never had supported
U.S. energy independence. He told me
that he didn’t agree that reducing
America’s demand for oil and our reli-
ance on foreign oil imported from the
Middle East would strengthen our ne-
gotiating position with oil-producing
nations.

We as a nation still import 5 million
barrels of oil every single day into the
United States. Three million of those
barrels a day come from OPEC mem-
bers, such as Saudi Arabia, Iraq, and
Nigeria. ExxonMobil has energy inter-
ests in each one of those countries. And
we are still exporting our own young
men and women in uniform overseas to
defend those energy interests every
single day.
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Mr. Tillerson is looking at the world
through oil-coated glasses. He may
have gotten rid of Exxon’s stock, but
he hasn’t gotten rid of Exxon’s
mindset.

Mr. Tillerson’s answers to questions
about climate change—the global gen-
erational challenge of our time—are a
cause for extreme concern. Although
he recognized that climate change is
real and human activities influenced
it, he would not commit to continuing
action on it as a foreign policy bpri-
ority. Throughout his hearing, Mr.
Tillerson would only say that he want-
ed to keep a seat at the table of cli-
mate negotiations. The United States
needs to have more than a seat at the
table; we need to be at the head of the
table.

In December 2015, 150 heads of state
gathered in support of finalizing the
Paris climate accord. It represents a
global solution to the problem of glob-
al warming in which all countries com-
mit to doing their fair share. Instead of
strengthening this historic accord, Mr.
Tillerson indicated that all treaties
and agreements to which the United
States is a party would be up for re-
view by President Trump.

America needs a Secretary of State
who will lead the world to fully realize
the clean energy revolution that will
help us avoid the catastrophic impacts
of climate change while creating mil-
lions of jobs. To abandon the Paris cli-
mate accord would be to abandon our
clean energy future. We cannot roll
back years of progress cutting dan-
gerous carbon emissions or deploying
clean energy solutions.

For 41 years, Rex Tillerson’s world
view has been to advance the interests
of one place and one place only—
ExxonMobil. Confirming Mr. Tillerson
as Secretary of State would be turning
over the keys of U.S. foreign policy to
Big Oil. Big Oil’s interests are not
America’s interest. If Mr. Tillerson
were to negotiate with Russia and
President Putin, whose interests will
he represent—those of Big Oil or those
of the American people? I still do not
have satisfactory answers to that crit-
ical question. For those reasons, I can-
not vote for his confirmation.

I thank you for allowing me to speak
at this time on the Senate floor.

I yield to the Senator from Con-
necticut, Mr. MURPHY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
RUBIO). The Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, since
assuming office on January 20, which is
just 11 days ago—I don’t know, it kind
of feels to me like it was 11 months
ago; this is going on in a horrible,
nightmarish slow motion—the Trump
administration has assumed responsi-
bility for our Nation’s national secu-
rity. There are a lot of jobs the Presi-
dent has, this new administration has,
but that is at the top of the list—guar-
anteeing this country’s security and,
frankly, being the guarantor of global
security.

Leaving aside some of the broader
systemic challenges that we face in the
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world, let’s just look at what has hap-
pened since the inauguration.

Yesterday, Iran reportedly conducted
another ballistic missile test. Presi-
dent Trump criticized President Obama
on Iran for being too soft. Now it is his
turn to get China and Russia to agree
to a Security Council resolution con-
demning this test and taking punitive
action.

On Sunday, extremist groups all
around the world celebrated the Trump
administration’s ban on travel from
seven Muslim-majority countries.
Comments that were posted to pro-Is-
lamic State’s social media accounts
predicted that the Executive order
would serve as a recruiting tool for
ISIS. One posting said that Trump’s ac-
tions ‘‘clearly revealed the truth and
harsh reality behind the American gov-
ernment’s hatred towards Muslims.”
Another posting hailed Trump as ‘‘the
best caller to Islam.” Another one
talked about the ban being a blessed
ban, which is a reference to what mili-
tant leaders called the invasion of Iraq,
which was hailed then as the blessed
invasion, becoming the cause celebre,
as the intelligence community called
it, for the global jihadist movement.

Immediately following the first
phone conversation between Trump
and Putin, the conflict in Ukraine
flared up. Likely not coincidentally, 8
Ukrainian soldiers were Kkilled and 26
were wounded just since Saturday.

In the Balkans, where Russia has
been just recently again steadily in-
creasing in influence, as Europe is pull-
ing up the doors on its new perspective
members, Serbia sent a train embla-
zoned with the motto ‘““Kosovo is Ser-
bia’” up to the border of Kosovo. It
turned around, but as a result, troops
and security forces reportedly scram-
bled to the border from both sides.

I am not suggesting that all of these
bad things happened because Donald
Trump was inaugurated. I listened to
my colleagues explain all of the world’s
troubles for 8 years through the lens of
responsibility to the Obama adminis-
tration. But this is all an advertise-
ment for a very simple idea—that this
is probably the absolute worst time to
have the first American President with
no government experience and no dip-
lomatic experience pick the first Sec-
retary of State with no government ex-
perience and no diplomatic experience.
This is not the moment for on-the-job
learning. Yet that is what we have so
far.

Granted Mr. Tillerson is not in place,
but President Trump’s foreign policy
up to this point has been tragically
amateurish. Witness the invitation for
the Mexican leader to come to the
White House, worked out in pains-
taking detail, an opportunity to show,
despite the furor and rhetoric of the
campaign, solidarity between the
American and Mexican people, and
then Donald Trump sends out a tweet
daring the Mexican leader to cancel
the meeting, which he promptly does,
erupting threats of a trade war.
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Witness Friday’s Muslim ban, which
now has Muslim nations all around the
world rethinking their relationship
with the United States, sending this
dangerous message to people all around
the world that you have no home in the
United States if you practice one par-
ticular faith.

It begs the question as to whether
Mr. Tillerson is going to be able to
right this ship, having no experience
working on almost every single one of
these issues that confront us around
the world. It is not the same thing to
run a global business and run the State
Department.

Frankly, I would argue that Mr.
Tillerson’s experience—even if you be-
lieve he did a good job for Exxon, it
doesn’t advertise him as a good can-
didate for Secretary of State. In fact,
we have reason to fear that Mr.
Tillerson would run the State Depart-
ment like he ran Exxon, where he re-
peatedly worked against U.S. national
interests.

Mr. Tillerson opposed sanctions lev-
ied against Russia in the wake of their
invasion of Ukraine. He tried to pull
one over on the committee, telling the
committee this ridiculous story of first
not lobbying Congress on sanctions,
then not knowing if Exxon was lob-
bying for or against sanctions. That
just doesn’t pass the smell test. He
called the chairman of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee to express his mis-
givings about sanctions. He personally
lobbied Congress against the sanctions.
His company spent millions of dollars
lobbying against the sanctions.

When asked by President Obama and
his administration to refrain from at-
tending a major economic development
conference hosted by Vladimir Putin in
the middle of the Ukraine crisis,
Tillerson thumbed his nose at America.
He intentionally embarrassed his own
country and our allies by sending his
top deputy to that conference—and it
gets worse—and standing next to Rus-
sian officials to announce major new
contracts with Russia. Think about
that. We begged Exxon to stay away
from that conference. Not only did
they go, but Tillerson had his No. 2 guy
announce new contracts in the middle
of the sanctions, in the middle of the
worst of the crisis with Ukraine. It is
not surprising that he was awarded the
Order of Friendship by Vladimir Putin
3 years ago.

Just an aside, I have listened to my
colleagues castigate President Obama
for being weak on Russia for years.
Frankly, the only thing that has been
consistent about Candidate Trump and
President Trump’s foreign policy has
been a marshmallow-like softness on
Russia. At every turn, Trump has
previewed for you that he is going to be
easy on Vladimir Putin. Tillerson’s tes-
timony cemented that. He was asked
over and over whether he would com-
mit to holding the line on existing
sanctions, whether he would commit to
imposing new sanctions based on Rus-
sian interference in the U.S. elections.
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He was asked by the Presiding Officer
if he would, at the very least, commit
to holding in place the sanctions on the
individuals who were named as those
interfering with the U.S. election. He
wouldn’t commit to any of it, and so it
is hard for me to understand how all of
the Republicans who have been evis-
cerating President Obama for 8 years
for being soft on Russia are now sup-
porting the mnomination of Rex
Tillerson, who has basically advertised
that they are going to withdraw the
line the Obama administration had
taken and enter into a new relation-
ship with Russia, in which they likely
get everything they want. I hope that
is not true, but we have asked over and
over again for this nominee to give us
some signal that they are going to at
least maintain the policies we have
today, and we have gotten no satisfac-
tory answer.

Lastly, maybe most concerning
about this nominee, is the potential for
him to carry with him from Exxon a
total lack of concern for ethics. I un-
derstand business ethics. That sounds
really harsh, right? I understand there
is a difference between business ethics
and government ethics, and human
rights is not something you are going
to care about in a business to the ex-
tent that we care about it as those who
run and advocate for American foreign
policy. But I asked Mr. Tillerson if
there was any country in the world he
wasn’t willing to do business with as
the leader of Exxon. He danced around
the answer a little bit, but the simple
response was no, and that is plain as
day. We can look at the countries they
did business with, including Syria
through subsidiaries, including Iran.
There was no human rights record that
was bad enough for Exxon to say: Hey,
no. This isn’t something we want to
touch.

We have been told by those who are
supporting his nomination that we
really shouldn’t pay attention to ev-
erything he did at Exxon because he is
going to be a new man when he comes
to State. I guess you can understand
that. Plenty of people take on new pri-
orities when they come into new jobs.
Plenty of people argue for something
they argued against once they have a
new boss, but he had a chance before
the Foreign Relations Committee to
tell us how serious he was about human
rights. He got asked over and over
again what he thought about human
rights violations by some of the worst
offenders around the world. His an-
swers to those questions were, boy,
they were disturbing and troubling. He
wouldn’t name Saudi Arabia as a
human rights violator. Saudi Arabia is
locking up political dissidents left and
right. They don’t allow women to
drive. I understand they are an ally,
but they are also a human rights viola-
tor. Everybody knows that. He
wouldn’t commit that President
Duterte in the Philippines, who has
been openly bragging about murdering
thousands of civilians with no due
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process—wouldn’t name him as a
human rights violator, wouldn’t say
that what Russia has done in Aleppo is
a war crime. I understand that maybe
you don’t know all the facts when you
are just coming through the process,
but you just have to pick up a news-
paper to figure out what is going on in
Manila or what is happening in Aleppo.
It doesn’t take a lot of research to
know that Saudi Arabia is violating
people’s human rights. He knows that
country very well.

It suggests that this lack of concern
for ethics and human rights is going to
carry over to the State Department,
and of course he is working for a Presi-
dent who is never going to tell him to
care about human rights. The Presi-
dent has openly talked about his affec-
tion for torture; how he thinks that
strong leaders are the ones who Kkill
journalists who oppose them.

So it looks as if we are seeing a pre-
view of an abdication of America’s his-
toric role in promoting and pushing
human rights around the world. We
have a President who has openly
mocked human rights, who has sup-
ported vicious dictators, and a Sec-
retary of State who has made a career
of doing business with some of the
worst human rights violators in the
world and who couldn’t name human
rights violators when he appeared be-
fore the committee.

Senator MARKEY is right. Mr.
Tillerson is an accomplished business-
man. He is smart. He is savvy. I don’t
say any of this to impugn his char-
acter. He had a job to do at Exxon, and
he did it well on behalf of those share-
holders. Frankly, he didn’t have to
take this job. He didn’t have to subject
himself to this spotlight, to the con-
stant second-guessing that awaits him
as the next American Secretary of
State. So I give him credit for making
this decision to step up to the plate
and do this job. I think his motives are
pure. I guess I can’t assume anything
else. I know there are people who ques-
tion those motives, but I am going to
assume that he is doing this because he
wants to help his country, and I look
forward to working with him.

He needs to be an advocate for the
State Department. He needs to be an
advocate for the nonmilitary tools that
have not historically been available to
the President. We have had a ‘“‘military
first” mentality as a country. We
think every problem in the world can
be solved through military interven-
tion. Even under President Obama,
there was a bent toward military solu-
tions. A Secretary of State can be the
chief spokesman here for the ways in
which you solve problems that don’t
involve attacking and invading, but I
don’t think somebody who has done
one thing with one set of priorities and
values for 40 years just suddenly does
an about-face, and adopts a totally dif-
ferent set of priorities and values for
his career’s capstone job. If that were
the case, he could have previewed that
for us in the committee hearing. Yet
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over and over again, when we asked for
evidence that his priorities and his val-
ues were changed, his answers didn’t
measure up.

As I said, in addition to those con-
cerns, this is just not the time for a
Secretary of State with no diplomatic
experience whatsoever. It is not a time
for our new Secretary of State to learn
on the job.

I will oppose his nomination and I
hope others will join me.

I yield the floor.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I yield
15 minutes under my control to the
Senator from Massachusetts, Ms. WAR-
REN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right.

The Senator from Wisconsin.

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. President, I rise
to speak about the nomination of Rex
Tillerson to serve as Secretary of
State. Shortly after President Trump’s
election, I wrote to him about what I
thought was a mutual interest, taking
on a rigged system in Washington
where powerful interests call the shots.
For too long, I have heard from Wis-
consinites who feel that Washington’s
economic and political system is bro-
ken. People are angry because they feel
that our government institutions seem
to work for Big Banks or Big Oil but
not for them.

President Trump clearly tapped into
this widely held dissatisfaction when
he announced his plan to reduce the in-
fluence of special interests in govern-
ment by draining the swamp. Yet with
appointment after appointment, it has
been made clear that President Trump
is not interested in ridding the govern-
ment of powerful interests. In fact, he
continues to appoint and nominate
foxes to guard the henhouse.

We don’t need to look back very far
to know what can happen when we let
industry insiders run our government.
The 2008 financial crisis was a result of
years of deregulation pushed by Wall
Street from both inside and outside the
government. Last Congress, I intro-
duced legislation to slow the revolving
door and ensure that our public serv-
ants are working for the public inter-
est, not their former—or future, for
that matter—employers. I was inspired
to introduce this legislation when I
saw several Obama administration ap-
pointees receive multimillion-dollar
bonuses for leaving their private sector
jobs to join the government. These gov-
ernment service golden parachutes, as
they are known, demonstrate how val-
uable some companies believe it is to
have friends in high places.

Rex Tillerson, the President’s nomi-
nee to serve as Secretary of State, re-
ceived a $180 million payout from
ExxonMobil that he would have to for-
feit had he taken a job elsewhere. What
is more, reports indicate that the deal
he struck allows him to defer paying 71
million in taxes. It is hard to imagine
that our Nation’s top diplomat will for-
get such an incredible favor, but Rex
Tillerson isn’t the only Trump ap-
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pointee who will be rewarded with a
golden parachute as he enters govern-
ment. Gary Cohn, the President’s pick
to run the National Economic Council,
will receive over 100 million from his
former employer, Goldman Sachs, be-
fore he starts to coordinate an admin-
istration-wide economic policy.

I remain as opposed to this practice
under the Trump administration as I
was during the Obama administration.
Wisconsin families cannot afford to
have corporate insiders running our
government to rig the rules on behalf
of their former corporations. That is
why I am reintroducing the Financial
Services Conflict of Interest Act, to en-
sure that our government is truly of
the people, by the people, and for the
people of the United States, to ensure
that President Trump’s Cabinet offi-
cials are working in the national inter-
ests instead of their own interests, to
ensure that they are working for their
current employers, the American peo-
ple, instead of their former bosses.

In the case of Mr. Tillerson, whose
nomination the Senate is voting on
this week, these questions of influence,
of favoritism and priorities are par-
ticularly troubling, troubling because
during his tenure leading Exxon, Mr.
Tillerson showed a disregard, if not
outright contempt at times, for put-
ting U.S. policy first. Whether in the
Middle East, Africa or Russia, Exxon’s
bottom line was his overriding pri-
ority. Now, with 180 million of Exxon’s
money in his pocket—and after 40
years with the company—should we
take it on faith that his priorities will
suddenly change? Should we blindly ac-
cept that the 180 million will not ever
influence his decisionmaking or should
we continue to ask questions, ques-
tions that Rex Tillerson has yet to an-
swer?

For example, how will Exxon and Big
Business influence U.S. policy in stra-
tegically important but democratically
fragile oil-producing African states?
How about U.S. international commit-
ments to combatting climate change,
one of our greatest national security
challenges but also a challenge that
Big 0Oil has dismissed as a hoax. Per-
haps most concerning, what influence
will Exxon have in matters relating to
Russia, where its long record of doing
business at the expense of U.S. na-
tional security interests seems to be
right at home in the Trump adminis-
tration?

We also need to hear what Rex
Tillerson thinks about President
Trump’s actions this weekend. On Fri-
day, President Trump issued anti-ref-
ugee and anti-immigrant Executive or-
ders. I am outraged by the way these
orders were hastily thrown together
late Friday. The President’s sloppy ac-
tions created chaos, disorder, and con-
fusion at our airports, and it left fami-
lies, including permanent legal resi-
dents, wondering what it meant for
them. There have been media reports
that relevant agencies, including the
State Department, were not consulted
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before this order was signed by Presi-
dent Trump. President Trump says we
need extreme vetting of refugees flee-
ing war-torn nations. The refugees—
the vast majority of whom are women
and children—already go through an
extremely strict screening process be-
fore they are allowed to enter the
country.

What we really need extreme vetting
of is President Trump’s Executive or-
ders before he signs them. With the
stroke of a pen, President Trump’s or-
ders will make ISIS stronger, weaken
America’s counterterrorism efforts,
and likely cost lives. It is wrong to
turn our back on our American values
and the rest of the world. We are better
than this.

President Trump and Republicans in
Congress should reverse these shameful
actions immediately. I am proud to be
cosponsoring legislation that would do
just that. We need to know where Rex
Tillerson stands on those very same
issues. Does he oppose welcoming refu-
gees into the country, which strength-
ens America’s connection with free-
dom, the foundation of who we are as a
people? Was Mr. Tillerson consulted by
the President before these orders were
issued? Mr. Tillerson owes it to the
American people to answer those ques-
tions before the Senate votes on his
confirmation.

What happened the day after Presi-
dent Trump issued these Executive or-
ders? On Saturday, President Trump
called Vladimir Putin to discuss a
more cozy relationship with Russia.
What does Mr. Tillerson think about
this call? According to reports, it was a
warm conversation and resulted in
preparations for a meeting between
President Trump and Vladimir Putin,
the same Vladimir Putin who illegally
invaded Ukraine and actively seeks to
divide and destroy NATO, our most im-
portant security alliance; the same
Vladimir Putin who is responsible for
directing cyber attacks meant to influ-
ence and undermine our elections and
our Democratic process; the same
Vladimir Putin who fights alongside
the murderous Syrian dictator, Bashar
al-Assad, and is responsible for war
crimes, indiscriminately bombing inno-
cent civilians in Aleppo; the same
Vladimir Putin who gave Rex Tillerson
the Order of Friendship following his
business dealings in Russia.

We need a Secretary of State who un-
derstands the threats posed by nations
like Russia, not someone who is cozy
with Vladimir Putin. We need a nomi-
nee with experience in foreign affairs
and foreign policy, not a billionaire oil
tycoon who has spent his career fight-
ing to ensure that government policies
help the oil industry. Rex Tillerson is
not this nominee.

For all these reasons, I oppose the
nomination of Rex Tillerson to serve as
U.S. Secretary of State. I urge my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to do
the same.

I yield back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.
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TRAVEL BAN

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I
would like to address some of the very
serious concerns posed by the nomina-
tion of Rex Tillerson for Secretary of
State, along with several of President
Trump’s Cabinet nominees. But first 1
do want to briefly address what un-
folded this weekend at airports across
the country following President
Trump’s appalling and un-American
ban on Muslims and refugees from en-
tering the country.

With the stroke of a pen, the Trump
administration caused chaos and heart-
break for hundreds of families, many of
whom are our friends, our neighbors,
and our coworkers. On Saturday night,
Members of this Congress, including
myself, were denied answers to even
the most basic questions from border
enforcement officers, questions that af-
fect the people whom we represent.

While I am glad that a Federal judge
quickly issued a stay and that the De-
partment of Homeland Security has
since provided further guidance on the
Executive orders, many questions re-
main and too many lives hang in the
balance.

I am going to keep fighting as hard
as I can, and I encourage everyone who
is listening and watching right now to
continue making their voices heard be-
cause President Trump is already gov-
erning the way he campaigned, by di-
viding our country and pushing ex-
treme policies that hurt families
across the country. Again, we saw this
so clearly in the Executive orders he
signed this past week.

But it is also something we have seen
in the Cabinet nominees he has put for-
ward since his election. As we all re-
member, President Trump said that he
was going to drain the swamp, but he
seems to think the way to do that is by
filling it with even bigger swamp crea-
tures. He said he was going to stand
with the working class and fight Wall
Street and Big Business. But he nomi-
nated a Cabinet full of Wall Street
bankers and billionaires and million-
aires and friends and insiders and cam-
paign contributors.

As many of my colleagues have dis-
cussed today, one clear example of
President Trump’s broken promise to
drain the swamp is the nomination of
Rex Tillerson, CEO of ExxonMobil for
Secretary of State. This is a nominee
who is not only a known friend and
business partner to Russia, but some-
one who publicly spoke against sanc-
tions on Russia after the invasion of
Ukraine and Crimea.

People in my home State of Wash-
ington have significant concerns about
who he plans to work for, and so do I—
concerns that Mr. Tillerson failed to
adequately address in his hearing. I
have said before that reports of Russia
meddling in our election should disturb
and outrage every American, Demo-
crat, Republican, or Independent who
believes that the integrity of our elec-
tions is fundamental to the strength of
this democracy. That is why it is so
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critical we have a Secretary of State

who will stand up to protect those val-

ues.

NOMINATIONS OF BETSY DEVOS, TOM PRICE, AND
ANDREW PUZDER

Mr. President, along with Rex
Tillerson, I have serious concerns with
the nominees that are going through
our Senate HELP Committee, as well
as the vetting process that has taken
place.

My Republican colleagues rushed us
into a hearing on President Trump’s
nominee for Secretary of Education,
Betsy DeVos, for example. When we
started the hearing, the Republican
Chairman, the senior Senator from
Tennessee, preemptively declared he
would be limiting questions to just 5
minutes per Member, a shocking and
disappointing breach of committee tra-
dition, clearly intended to limit public
scrutiny.

When the questions began, it quickly
became clear why Republicans felt the
need to protect her. Ms. DeVos refused
to rule out slashing investments in or
privatizing public schools. She was
confused about the need for Federal
protections for students with disabil-
ities. She argued that guns needed to
be allowed in schools across the coun-
try to ‘“‘protect from grizzlies.”

Even though she was willing to say
that President Trump’s behavior to-
ward women should be considered sex-
ual assault, she would not commit to
actually enforcing Federal law, pro-
tecting women and girls in our schools.

I would say I was shocked at this
candidate’s lack of qualifications to
serve, but at this point, you know
what, nothing surprises me when it
comes to President Trump’s new ad-
ministration.

As was the case with Ms. DeVos,
Democrats were also unable to thor-
oughly question President Trump’s
nominee for Health and Human Serv-
ices, Congressman ToMm PRICE. I can un-
derstand why Republicans would not
want Congressman ToM PRICE to de-
fend his policies, which would take
health care coverage away from fami-
lies, voucherize Medicare, and under-
mine women’s access to reproductive
health services, despite President
Trump’s comments to make health
care better for patients and even pro-
vide insurance for everybody. These are
issues that families and communities
do deserve to hear about, and they also
deserve a thorough investigation into
serious questions about whether Con-
gressman PRICE had access to non-
public information when he made cer-
tain medical stock trades while he was
in the House.

Lastly, I have to say, I have grown
increasingly concerned that President
Trump’s nominee for Secretary of
Labor, Andrew Puzder, represents yet
another broken promise of his to put
workers first. On issue after issue, An-
drew Puzder has made clear that he
will do what is best for big businesses,
like his own, at the expense of workers
and families.
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He has spoken out against a strong
increase in the minimum wage. He has
been one of the most vocal opponents
of our efforts to update the rules so
that millions more workers can earn
their overtime pay.

Puzder has even talked about replac-
ing workers with robots because ‘‘they
never take a vacation, they never show
up late, there’s never a slip-and-fall, or
an age, sex, or race discrimination
case.” That is a quote from Puzder.

He has aggressively defended his
company’s offensive ads, leaving
women across the country wondering
whether he can be trusted in a role
that is so critical to women’s rights
and safety in the workplace.

All of that makes a lot of sense com-
ing from a millionaire CEO who profits
off of squeezing his own workers. But it
is very concerning coming from a po-
tential Secretary of Labor, someone
who should be standing up for our
workers and making sure they get
treated fairly, rather than mistreated.

So, now more than ever, people
across the country want to know how
the Trump administration will con-
tinue to impact their lives. We Demo-
crats consider it our job to stand up
when President Trump tries to hurt
the families whom we represent. We
are ready to stand with families we
represent, to hold him and his adminis-
tration accountable, and we refuse to
back down and are prepared to fight
back.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Ms. WARREN. Mr. President, I rise
today to express my strong opposition
to President Trump’s nomination of
Rex Tillerson to be the next Secretary
of State. There are many, many rea-
sons to oppose this nomination, and
my colleague from Washington has just
listed several of them. But the main
reason for me is as simple as it is dis-
turbing: Tillerson’s extensive and long-
standing ties with Russia mean that
the United States of America simply
cannot trust him to be a strong advo-
cate for the interests of our country.

Here is what has been publicly re-
ported. Our intelligence agencies have
concluded that the Russian Govern-
ment conducted a successful series of
cyber attacks on the United States de-
signed to help Donald Trump get elect-
ed President. Intelligence chiefs have
briefed the President on a dossier al-
leging that the Russian Government
has collected compromising informa-
tion on him. And in response, the
President has attacked the intelligence
community.

This week, he installed his political
crony, Steve Bannon, a man with ties
to White nationalists, on the National
Security Council while marginalizing
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff and the Director of National In-
telligence.

Now, there is significant reason to
believe that the President has exten-
sive financial relationships with Rus-
sia, but nobody actually knows any of
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