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country is a disgrace. What matters is
the rule of law. In this country, no man
is above the law, not even the Presi-
dent. Mr. President, your comments
were the disgrace.

If the President is thinking of using
this raid to fire Special Counsel
Mueller or otherwise interfere with the
chain of command in the Russia probe,
we have one simple message for him:
Don’t even think about it.

Special Counsel Mueller has uncov-
ered a deep and detailed pattern of
Russian interference in our elections.
It has led to several indictments and
guilty pleas. It has also led the Trump
administration itself to level sanctions
against Russian individuals for med-
dling in our elections. That is proof
positive that Mueller’s investigation is
not a so-called witch hunt.

If the President’s own administration
has leveled sanctions against Russian
individuals for meddling in our elec-
tions, how can the President say it is a
witch hunt? It is being pursued by his
own administration, independent of the
Mueller investigation. The investiga-
tion by Special Counsel Mueller is crit-
ical to the health of our democracy and
the security of future elections. It
must—it must—be allowed to continue.

The President seems to have a view
that the Department of Justice’s sole
purpose is to protect the President and
go after his enemies. I emphatically
state to the President, that is not the
role of the Department of Justice.
Their role is to enforce the law and go
after anyone who breaks it. That is
their role, and it is not subject to the
President’s political interests in any
way.

President Trump should not have any
contact—any contact—with the new
U.S. attorney in the Southern District,
with his office, or the Department of
Justice officials overseeing an inves-
tigation of Mr. Cohen. Any attempted
contact by the President or the White
House should be reported to the De-
partment of Justice immediately.

One final point. When President
Trump implies that the Mueller inves-
tigation is an assault on our country
and our values, he is not only dead
wrong, he is wrong in a very dangerous
way. Special Counsel Mueller, the FBI,
Federal prosecutors, and U.S. attor-
neys are following the due process of
our legal system. Calling that an at-
tack on our country undermines the
rule of law—a bedrock principle of this
great Nation for centuries, the reason,
above all, the rest of the world looks
up to these great United States of
America.

The only person engaging in an at-
tack on American values, what we all
stand for—the rule of law—is, unfortu-
nately, President Trump. It needs to
stop. It is gnawing at the core of Amer-
ica.

It is difficult to know when you are
living through a historic time in this
country. Our Nation has prevailed
through many dark times. We all hope
that, in the sweep of history, our cur-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

rent moment is not one of peril, but we
have witnessed a sustained attack by
the President of the United States on
the rule of law in this country, and we
may be getting to that point.

We have seen that any institution
with the power to check the Presi-
dent’s power—the Federal Judiciary,
the Department of Justice, the FBI,
the Congress, the press—suffers his dis-
dain and derision. If we fail to defend
these institutions, which represent the
rule of law, the Constitution, and the
balance of power in our country the
Founding Fathers so brilliantly en-
shrined, then we are letting our grand
democracy diminish.

I beseech my colleagues on both sides
of the aisle to stand up and say what
the President is doing is wrong. Make
it clear that firing Mueller or inter-
fering in his investigation crosses a
redline and is a threat to our constitu-
tional order. Let us also be clear that
the President does not have the au-
thority to order the special counsel’s
firing without cause.

Finally, let us take steps to protect
the special counsel from political in-
terference. We have several bipartisan
bills designed to do just that. Majority
Leader MCCONNELL should bring them
to the floor and let us debate them
very soon.

For months, Republicans have said
that legislation to protect the special
counsel is not needed because they
have been assured by nameless people
that the President will not fire the spe-
cial counsel. That assurance has been
shaken by the President’s comments
last night. By his own words, it is clear
the President may—may—be consid-
ering firing the special counsel. This
Congress must respond forcefully, and
on a bipartisan basis, by reaffirming
our belief that the President cannot
fire the special counsel without cause
and by passing legislation to ensure
that any attempts to remove Robert
Mueller will be unsuccessful.

We should not abide the President’s
attempted assault on the rule of law in
America. The eyes of history are upon
us.
I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority whip.

ONLINE PRIVACY

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, today
we have a joint Commerce and Judici-
ary Committee hearing on online pri-
vacy and the abuse of data obtained by
social media platforms. Ordinarily, I
wouldn’t come to the Senate floor to
talk about an individual legislative
hearing, but this is no run-of-the-mill
event. The CEO of Facebook will be
testifying, and I believe his company
and other parties have some important
explaining to do.

One question is what Facebook’s pri-
orities are and whether they are what
they should be. Facebook, of course, is
a publicly traded company, and it has a
fiduciary duty to its shareholders that
it shares in common with every other
shareholder-owned enterprise. Its busi-
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ness model is unique. It collects infor-
mation on billions of people and uses
that data to help drive its profits. One
wonders whether, and at what point,
that profit motive has come to be at
odds with protecting the privacy of in-
dividual users. To me, that is one of

the fundamental questions Mr.
Zuckerberg is going to have to answer
today.

From testimony released yesterday,
we know Facebook will admit it made
mistakes; that it didn’t take a broad
enough view of its responsibility and
prevent its tools from being used in
ways that it says it did not intend.
That act of contrition is one we all
welcome, of course, but it will not mat-
ter much without additional action,
some of which might be even
foundational to Facebook’s entire busi-
ness model.

Those changes, we are told, can take
some time. Meanwhile, Americans will
continue to wonder about their pri-
vacy, about who is acquiring data
about their political opinions, their
personal taste, and their preferences
without their informed consent.

How much have any of us read of the
terms of service for the social media
platforms that we use? They are writ-
ten by lawyers for legal purposes,
which is basically to prevent any law-
suits from being successfully filed
against the company. Yet, in terms of
informed consent, which is what we
ought to be focused on here, how much
do consumers really understand about
how the data is used that they turn
over to these social media platforms?

Mr. Zuckerberg has an opportunity
today to explain whether consumers
are really being protected in any mean-
ingful way. It is good that Facebook
has, in recent months, shut down ac-
counts that have had links to the Rus-
sian Government—accounts that were
used to meddle in our last election.
That is surely one actor we know who
has used Facebook in improper ways,
but it never should have reached that
point. The company should have spot-
ted this attempt of foreign influence
much earlier and contained its spread.

In our moving forward, now is the
time to demand a comprehensive ac-
counting of internal monitoring efforts
as well as the full extent of the infil-
tration and manipulation of that and
other social media platforms in the
past, not just by Russia but by other
foreign actors, including rogue actors.

In addition to its response to the
Russia allegations, Facebook, we have
been told, has limited which online
apps can literally vacuum up informa-
tion from users’ profiles. Once again,
this announcement only tells us so
much. We need to understand which
apps are still being allowed to mine
that data and under what conditions.

We have all heard about one egre-
gious case of this happening—a polit-
ical consulting firm, using Facebook,
that improperly accessed the private
data of some 87 million users. This data
was used to assemble a psychological
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profile to assess how people might re-
spond to political advertising and how
they might vote in an election. When
people access Facebook to trade pic-
tures with families and friends or to
communicate with family and talk
about their most recent vacations, I
doubt they realize that data could be
acquired by a third party, like Cam-
bridge Analytica, and that it can not
only literally use that information but
all of the personal data of their friends
and relatives in order to target polit-
ical messaging for its use in an elec-
tion.

Facebook has historically been a
platform for all ideas, as they say, but
now the company realizes that because
of its business model, it has more re-
sponsibilities. It is not just a neutral
platform. It must defend against false
information, foreign government sub-
terfuge, and other destructive conduct,
such as child pornography and human
trafficking. We know, as a result of the
most recent legislation we passed rel-
ative to human trafficking, that we
have actually expanded the responsibil-
ities of social media platforms in the
human trafficking arena because of the
threat it poses to so many innocent
people.

The basic questions are whether
Facebook is responsible for misin-
formation in its use of its platform, for
outright falsehoods, or attempts by
foreign governments to meddle in our
elections by sowing discord and
disinformation. There are also some
important questions about whether
Facebook is inconsistently using the
data that it collects in a way that obvi-
ously benefits itself financially but is
not sharing it on an equal basis with
law enforcement or intelligence when
the intelligence community needs that
information to solve crimes or to keep
the country safe.

A lot of ideas have been tossed
around about how to respond to these
difficult questions. Perhaps we should
treat social media platforms as infor-
mation fiduciaries and impose legal ob-
ligations on them, as we do with law-
yers and doctors, who are privy to
some of our most personal, private in-
formation.

To me, one of the most important
questions is who owns that data that
we share on social media platforms and
whether the data that is shared is
shared with one’s fully informed con-
sent so that consumers are protected
against consequences they had no way
of anticipating and that are damaging
to their personal privacy.

Other ideas involve increased trans-
parency, partnering with the Federal
Trade Commission, or passing new data
privacy laws. They involve giving con-
sumers more control and requiring
companies to disclose in plain English
and in nontechnical ways what infor-
mation they collect before users are
presumed to have given their consent. I
look forward to exploring these and
other related ideas at the hearing later
today.
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Facebook and other social media
platforms need to come clean with the
American people. An apology, while
necessary and welcome, is not enough.
These companies must back up their
words with actions that better safe-
guard the American consumer and
their right to privacy. Technology can
be a good thing, but it can also be
abused in ways that we need to reckon
with. This afternoon’s hearing will be
the beginning of those efforts in a very
substantial and comprehensive way.

Mr. President, on a separate matter,
we have a lot on our plate here in the
Senate apart from conducting the hear-
ing that I just mentioned. One of our
items on our ‘‘to do”’ list is to continue
to confirm the President’s nominees,
who have faced an unprecedented level
of obstruction from the minority. The
majority leader, Senator MCCONNELL,
has been forced to file cloture—a for-
mal piece of paper—on six important
nominees, many of whom will be con-
firmed with strong bipartisan support,
but because our colleagues on the other
side refuse to consent to the expedited
consideration of these noncontroversial
nominees, we will have to literally
burn up a week of the Senate’s time
during which we could be doing other
important work.

NOMINATION OF GINA HASPELL

Mr. President, in addition to the six
nominees whom we will confirm this
week, I want to talk about two in par-
ticular, two outstanding individuals
who have been nominated by the Presi-
dent to some of the most important po-
sitions in the Federal Government.
These posts are the Director of the
Central Intelligence Agency and the
Secretary of State.

Gina Haspel has been nominated for
the first position. She joined the CIA in
1985, which was during the final years
of the Cold War. She is a career intel-
ligence officer and has served for more
than 30 years overseas, around the
world, and in Washington. She has held
various leadership roles at the Central
Intelligence Agency, including that of
Deputy Director of the National Clan-
destine Service. You can imagine this
is some of the most sensitive and im-
portant work that is being done in the
intelligence community, and she has
been right in the middle of it. She has
also worked in the Counterterrorism
Center, where her first day of work was
on September 11, 2001—that fateful day
when the Twin Towers fell and the
Pentagon was attacked.

Throughout her career, Ms. Haspel
has held some of the most demanding
and least publicly acknowledged as-
signments in the far-off reaches of the
globe—in places like Africa and the
Middle East. She did not always seek
out these difficult roles; she took them
because she saw them as her duty. That
is the challenge, honestly, when it
comes to somebody who has had an in-
credible career like Gina Haspel’s, be-
cause so much of what she has done,
she has done in a classified setting. We
cannot really talk about the details
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without jeopardizing the sources and
methods of our intelligence-gathering
or without revealing information
which could undermine our national se-
curity.

There have already been some at-
tacks on Ms. Haspel, which, I think,
are, honestly, a caricature of her 30-
plus years of service to the country. We
ought to applaud, not denigrate, people
who are willing to sacrifice their safe-
ty, their comfort, and their security to
make us safer and more secure as the
American people. Unfortunately, that
doesn’t always happen.

She has received numerous awards
which lend credence to her reputation
and illustrate that other accomplished
professionals hold her in high regard.
These awards include the Presidential
Rank Award, which is the most pres-
tigious award in the Federal civil serv-
ice. She has also received the Intel-
ligence Medal of Merit, among others.

Her integrity and professionalism are
beyond question. A bipartisan group of
intelligence officials who has served in
previous administrations has testified
to her qualifications and her fitness for
this particular position as the Director
of the CIA. For example, former Direc-
tor of National Intelligence James
Clapper, who served for 50 years in the
intelligence community under Repub-
lican Presidents and Democratic Presi-
dents, said he thinks the world of Ms.
Haspel. She is capable, smart, experi-
enced, and well respected by Agency
rank-and-file and is a great person, he
said.

Leon Panetta, who served as the
Chief of Staff to Bill Clinton when he
was the President and who later served
as the CIA Director and the Secretary
of Defense under President Obama, said
that he is glad we will have the first
woman as the head of the CIA and that
Gina knows the CIA inside and out.

Former CIA Director John Brennan,
who also worked under President
Obama, has cited her ability to ‘‘pro-
vide unvarnished, apolitical, objective
intelligence to [President] Trump and
to others.”

Just yesterday, 53 former senior U.S.
officials sent the Senate Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence a letter in which
they expressed their wholehearted sup-
port for Ms. Haspel. This group in-
cludes former Secretaries of State
Henry Kissinger and George Shultz and
former Attorney General Michael
Mukasey, among others.

As I said, we know that some par-
tisans have already sought to twist and
distort Ms. Haspel’s record and the de-
cisions that were made in real time by
accomplished professionals at a time
when our country was under attack.

In Ms. Haspel’s case, there have been
questions about interrogation tactics
that had been used in the early days of
the War on Terror following 9/11. These
questions are really pretty easily an-
swered. The program complained of
was investigated twice by career law-
yers in the Justice Department—one
under President Bush and another
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