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hard to compete against.” Note that
Electrolux says that it gives foreign
manufacturers an advantage.
Electrolux buys all of the carbon steel
it uses in its Tennessee plants from
American steel mills. Let me say that
again. Electrolux, which employees
1,000 people in Tennessee making home
appliances, buys all of the carbon steel
it uses in Tennessee plants from Amer-
ican steel mills. Yet it has put its ex-
pansion on hold because it believes the
tariff will make it difficult for Ten-
nessee plants to compete with plants
overseas. Why? Because the new tariff
is expected to cause American steel
mills to raise their prices to match the
newer, higher price of imported steel.
The result of the tariff, therefore, will
be higher costs for Electrolux and
fewer jobs in Springfield, TN, making
home appliances with 100 percent
American steel. Instead, there will be
more jobs overseas making home appli-
ances with 100 percent foreign steel.

The new U.S. tariffs on imported
steel will raise the price of all steel
sold in our country, so appliance manu-
facturers with plants in the United
States will have a hard time competing
with plants outside of our country.

We should learn the lesson from 2002
when President Bush imposed similar
tariffs—again, a good goal, a well-in-
tentioned President, but it backfired.
According to one widely cited inde-
pendent study, the tariffs raised con-
sumer prices and ‘‘[m]ore American
workers lost their jobs in 2002 to higher
steel prices than the total number em-
ployed by the U.S. steel industry
itself.” President Bush’s tariffs also led
to retaliation, as other countries
threatened to impose new tariffs on
American exports, which would have
cost even more U.S. jobs.

On Friday, the Wall Street Journal
editorial board reminded readers:
‘“Steel using industries in the U.S. em-
ploy some 6.5 million Americans, while
steel makers employ about 140,000.
Transportation industries, including
aircraft and autos, account for about
40% of domestic steel consumption, fol-
lowed by packaging with 20% and
building construction with 15%. All
will have to pay higher prices, making
them less competitive globally and in
the U.S.”

That was the Wall Street Journal.

The backlash to the 2002 tariffs was
so strong that President Bush termi-
nated them early.

I want to give President Trump cred-
it for listening. He invited a number of
us who disagree with his advisers on
trade to the White House. He has lis-
tened carefully. So far, we haven’t per-
suaded him. I hope we still can. I thank
him for listening. I hope he will con-
tinue to listen.

It is unusual to have a lesson in
American history so much like the ac-
tion he is proposing to take that was
not good for the country no matter
how well-intentioned the President was
or how good an idea it seemed.

Since history can often serve as a
guide, I refer my colleagues to two ad-
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dresses I delivered on the U.S. Senate
floor on September 2, 2003, and Novem-
ber 11, 2003, summarizing the disas-
trous effect President Bush’s proposed
steel tariffs had on U.S. jobs.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD a
copy of the Wall Street Journal’s
March 2 editorial on tariffs.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Wall Street Journal, Updated
March 1, 2018]
TRUMP’S TARIFF FOLLY
(By the Editorial Board)

Donald Trump made the biggest policy
blunder of his Presidency Thursday by an-
nouncing that next week he’ll impose tariffs
of 256% on imported steel and 10% on alu-
minum. This tax increase will punish Amer-
ican workers, invite retaliation that will
harm U.S. exports, divide his political coali-
tion at home, anger allies abroad, and under-
mine his tax and regulatory reforms. The
Dow Jones Industrial Average fell 1.7% on
the news, as investors absorbed the self-in-
flicted folly.

Mr. Trump has spent a year trying to lift
the economy from its Obama doldrums, with
considerable success. Annual GDP growth
has averaged 3% in the past nine months if
you adjust for temporary factors, and on
Tuesday the ISM manufacturing index for
February came in at a gaudy 60.8. American
factories are humming, and consumer and
business confidence are soaring.

Apparently Mr. Trump can’t stand all this
winning. His tariffs will benefit a handful of
companies, at least for a while, but they will
harm many more. ‘““We have with us the big-
gest steel companies in the United States.
They used to be a lot bigger, but they’re
going to be a lot bigger again,”” Mr. Trump
declared in a meeting Thursday at the White
House with steel and aluminum executives.

No, they won’t. The immediate impact will
be to make the U.S. an island of high-priced
steel and aluminum. The U.S. companies will
raise their prices to nearly match the tariffs
while snatching some market share. The ad-
ditional profits will flow to executives in
higher bonuses and shareholders, at least
until the higher prices hurt their steel- and
aluminum-using customers. Then U.S. steel
and aluminum makers will be hurt as well.

Mr. Trump seems not to understand that
steel-using industries in the U.S. employ
some 6.5 million Americans, while steel mak-
ers employ about 140,000. Transportation in-
dustries, including aircraft and autos, ac-
count for about 40% of domestic steel con-
sumption, followed by packaging with 20%
and building construction with 15%. All will
have to pay higher prices, making them less
competitive globally and in the U.S.

Instead of importing steel to make goods
in America, many companies will simply im-
port the finished product made from cheaper
steel or aluminum abroad. Mr. Trump fan-
cies himself the savior of the U.S. auto in-
dustry, but he might note that Ford Motor
shares fell 3% Thursday and GM’s fell 4%.
U.S. Steel gained 5.8%. Mr. Trump has hand-
ed a giant gift to foreign car makers, which
will now have a cost advantage over Detroit.
How do you think that will play in Michigan
in 2020? The National Retail Federation
called the tariffs a ‘‘tax on American fami-
lies,” who will pay higher prices for canned
goods and even beer in aluminum cans. An-
other name for this is the Trump voter tax.

The economic damage will quickly com-
pound because other countries can and will
retaliate against U.S. exports. Not steel, but
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against farm goods, Harley-Davidson motor-
cycles, Cummins engines, John Deere trac-
tors, and much more. Foreign countries are
canny enough to know how to impose max-
imum political pain on Republican Senators
and Congressmen in an election year by tar-
geting exports from their states and dis-
tricts. Has anyone at the White House polit-
ical shop thought this through?

Then there’s the diplomatic damage, made
worse by Mr. Trump’s use of Section 232 to
claim a threat to national security. In the
process Mr. Trump is declaring a unilateral
exception to U.S. trade agreements that
other countries won’t forget and will surely
emulate.

The national security threat from foreign
steel is preposterous because China supplies
only 2.2% of U.S. imports and Russia 8.7%.
But the tariffs will whack that menace to
world peace known as Canada, which sup-
plies 16%. South Korea, which Mr. Trump
needs for his strategy against North Korea,
supplies 10%, Brazil 13% and Mexico 9%.

Oh, and Canada buys more American steel
than any other country, accounting for 50%
of U.S. steel exports. Mr. Trump is punishing
our most important trading partner in the
middle of a Nafta renegotiation that he
claims will result in a much better deal. In-
stead he is taking a machete to America’s
trade credibility. Why should Canada believe
a word he says?

Mr. Trump announced his intentions
Thursday, so there’s still time to reconsider.
GOP Senators Orrin Hatch (Utah) and Ben
Sasse (Nebraska) spoke up loudly against the
tariffs, but a larger business and labor cho-
rus is required. Mr. Trump is a bona fide pro-
tectionist so he won’t be dissuaded by argu-
ments about comparative advantage. But
perhaps he will heed the message from the
falling stock market, and from the harm he
will do to the economy, his voters, and his
Presidency.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business.

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

SYRIAN CIVIL WAR

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I rise
today as Syria is about to enter its
eighth year of conflict. We have wit-
nessed 7 years of displacement and vio-
lence, 7 years of war crimes, and 7
years of Bashar al-Assad’s illegitimate
grasp on power. To say that it is past
time for Assad to go or that it is past
time for the conflict to be resolved dra-
matically underestimates the horrible
suffering and destruction the people of
Syria have experienced. In these 7
years, almost 500,000 Syrians have been
killed and more than 12 million have
been displaced from their homes.

This conflict has disproportionately
affected children, as all conflicts do.
According to Save the Children, inside
Syria, 7.5 million children have lived
their whole lives knowing nothing but
war. Emotional and psychological
stress has manifested itself physically;
Syrian children now face an increase in
heart disease, diabetes, and depression.
These children are growing up in ref-
ugee camps, with no end in sight. This
means the loss of their childhood and
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of educational opportunities. I don’t
exaggerate when I say that because of
this war, an entire generation of Syr-
ians will be both displaced and dis-
affected in an already volatile region.
Ignoring these children ensures decades
of instability to come.

In Eastern Ghouta this past week, we
saw the most recent example of the
brutality of the Assad regime, aided
and abetted by Russia and Iran. While
only just now making headlines, East-
ern Ghouta has been held under siege
by the Syrian Government since 2013.
This neighborhood, which had sup-
posedly been designated as a deescala-
tion zone, has been bombarded by Syr-
ian Government forces armed with
Russian weapons. In just a few days,
500 civilians have been Kkilled, and that
number is growing.

Years after the international commu-
nity reached a consensus that Assad
had lost his legitimacy as the leader of
Syria, he not only remains in power
but is more secure than ever. The
United States has not only failed to
exert moral leadership in the face of
Syrian suffering but has also failed to
show strategic leadership in the face of
a tangible threat to U.S. national secu-
rity.

I have long called on both the Obama
and Trump administrations, warning
that U.S. interests were not being rep-
resented in Syrian negotiations, but
this has never been more clearly illus-
trated than in November of this past
year, November of 2017, when a picture
circulated of Presidents Ruhani, Putin,
and Erdogan shaking hands in Russia
after a round of negotiations to deter-
mine a potential resolution of the Syr-
ian conflict.

I have to ask, is it now U.S. policy to
let these three dictate policy in the
Middle East—Ruhani, Putin, and
Erdogan? The United States was not
there, nor were our European allies.
The United States is failing our own
interests by ceding leadership in Syria
to Iran and Russia, whose national se-
curity interests often directly con-
tradict our own.

What do these bullying regimes want
from Syria?

Let’s start with Iran. Iran sees Syria
as an investment in its political infra-
structure and its campaign for regional
hegemony. It is their ‘‘land bridge”’
from Tehran to Beirut, a weapons pipe-
line, a training camp for Hezbollah. It
is a practice ground for a future war
with Israel.

What about the Russians? The Rus-
sian Government, led by Mr. Putin, has
made clear that they believe all Syrian
territory must return to the Assad re-
gime and to the Assad regime’s control
before political reforms can be consid-
ered. Putin seeks a solution that shows
that he is the arbiter of events in the
Middle East. Lately, foreign leaders—
including Prime Minister Netanyahu of
Israel, President Ruhani, and King
Salman of Saudi Arabia—fly to Moscow
instead of Washington. They see a Rus-
sia that seeks to write the rules of
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international order and an America
that sits back, too enmeshed in our
own political strife to lead.

This is not the America that I know
and that most Americans know. The
America I know does not believe that
where you are born should dictate
where you live or die or if you spend
your childhood in a refugee camp. The
America I know does not stand by
while enemy nations threaten to ex-
pand their spheres of influence. The
America I know sees the complexity of
our own foreign involvements, under-
standing, for instance, that ISIS can-
not be fully defeated without consid-
ering the context of the Syrian civil
war. The America I know supports its
allies, like Israel, that share a chaotic
border with a nation at war with itself.

In 1963, President John F. Kennedy
spoke at the Fort Worth, TX, Chamber
of Commerce on the challenges posed
by the Soviet regime.

He said:

This country, which desires only to be free,
which desires to be secure, which desired to
live at peace for 18 years under three dif-
ferent administrations, has borne more than
its share of the burden, has stood watch for
more than its number of years. I don’t think
we are fatigued or tired. We would like to
live as we once lived. But history will not
permit it. . . . The balance of power is still
on the side of freedom. We are still the key-
stone in the arch of freedom, and I think we
will continue to do as we have done in our
past, our duty.

So said President Kennedy. He spoke
to the paradox of our country then and
now, what we continue to face. If we
are to remain the keystone in the arch
of freedom, we cannot become fatigued
by the responsibility to fight tyranny.

These are the very issues that should
receive public debate as part of the
congressional consideration of a new
authorization for the use of military
force, known by the acronym AUMEF.
We undermine our own credibility
when we continue to send our men and
women into conflicts that Congress has
not authorized. Secretary Tillerson,
our Secretary of State, has indicated
that he sees a need for a long-term U.S.
military presence in Syria; yet many of
us believe that there is no purely mili-
tary solution to this conflict. Where is
the strategy? we ask. I would like to
see the administration put forward a
plan that encompasses all components
of this conflict—military, political,
and humanitarian.

When we ask our men and women in
uniform to put their lives on the line
to protect our homeland and fight ter-
rorism, we need to be willing to back
them up by doing our jobs here in
Washington. Just consider Pennsyl-
vania. Pennsylvanians have made a
substantial sacrifice in the past 17
years of war as 288 of our brave service-
members have been killed in action in
those 17 years and as almost 2,000 have
been wounded in action in Afghanistan
and Iraq.

We owe it to these men and women to
have a robust, bipartisan debate about
this strategy and a vote on an AUMF.
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We should also vote on legislation to
cut off financing for ISIS or any other
terrorist organization in the world. I
have a bipartisan bill, the Stop Terror-
ists Operational Resources and Money
Act, the so-called STORM Act, with
Senator ISAKSON. I have a bill, as well,
with Senator RUBIO, the Preventing
Destabilization of Iraq and Syria Act,
to promote humanitarian aid and sanc-
tion the Russian and Iranian actors
who are destabilizing this region—all
of the components of a comprehensive
strategy.

Let’s have a serious debate on this
critical national security issue. We are
not always faced with situations in
which our moral obligation and our
strategic priorities lead to the same
conclusion, but this is one of those rare
moments.

May it be said of us years from now,
just as President Kennedy said, that we
do our duty to continue to be the key-
stone in the arch of freedom, including
helping the Syrian people, especially
her children, be free of Assad’s bru-
tality and bombing.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

————

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the consideration of the
following nomination, Executive Cal-
endar No. 397.

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

The clerk will report the nomination.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of Jeffrey Gerrish,
of Maryland, to be a Deputy United
States Trade Representative (Asia, Eu-
rope, the Middle East, and Industrial
Competitiveness), with the rank of Am-
bassador.

Thereupon, the Senate proceeded to
consider the nomination.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate vote on the nomination with no in-
tervening action or debate; that if con-
firmed, the motion to reconsider be
considered made and laid upon the
table; that the President be imme-
diately notified of the Senate’s action;
that no further motions be in order;
and that any statements relating to
the nomination be printed in the
RECORD.

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

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the Gerrish nomi-
nation?

The nomination was confirmed.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate resume legislative session for a pe-
riod of morning business, with Sen-
ators permitted to speak therein for up
to 10 minutes each.
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