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opportunities. We knew the only way
to guarantee access to good jobs, good
wages, and good opportunities was to
make sure businesses were prosperous
enough to create and maintain them.
So when it came time for tax reform,
we set out to improve the playing field
for American workers by improving the
playing field for businesses, as well,
and it is working.

Companies are putting tax reform to
work. They are investing in new equip-
ment, expanding their facilities, and
growing their lines of business, all of
which mean more jobs and opportuni-
ties for Americans.

Most importantly, companies are
passing along the benefits of tax re-
form. Company after company has an-
nounced pay raises, bonuses, 401(k)
match increases, and other benefits for
their workers. Others are passing tax
savings on to their customers in the
form of things like utility rate cuts.

The tax reform law has been in place
only for 4 months. As businesses con-
tinue to see the benefits of tax reform,
we can expect to see the playing field
for workers continue to improve.

Ultimately, by helping American
businesses thrive, tax reform will help
give more Americans access to the
kinds of jobs, wages, and opportunities
that not only will benefit them right
now but also will give them access to
security and prosperity for the long
term.

NOMINATION OF MIKE POMPEO

Mr. President, before I close, I would
like to take a couple of minutes to dis-
cuss the nomination of Mike Pompeo
to be Secretary of State.

I don’t need to tell anyone how in-
credibly qualified he is for this job:
first in his class at West Point; 5 years
of Active-Duty service in the Army,
achieving the rank of captain; editor of
the Harvard Law Review; elected to
Congress four times by Kansas’s
Fourth Congressional District, serving
on the House Intelligence Committee;
and, finally, Director of the Central In-
telligence Agency. Clearly, he has
proved his dedication as a public serv-
ant and is an outstanding candidate for
Secretary of State.

His nomination should be sailing
through the Senate, and normally it
would be. Prior to this Presidency, we
were on a pretty bipartisan track for
Secretary of State confirmations.
Members of both parties believed it was
important that a President have a na-
tional security team to support him,
and they voted accordingly. John
Kerry was confirmed as Secretary of
State by a vote of 94 to 3. Hillary Clin-
ton was confirmed as Secretary of
State by a vote of 94 to 2. Condoleezza
Rice was confirmed as Secretary of
State by a vote of 85 to 13, and Colin
Powell was confirmed as Secretary of
State unanimously.

This doesn’t mean that Republicans
agreed with all of John Kerry’s or Hil-
lary Clinton’s policies or that the
Democrats agreed with all of
Condoleezza Rice’s or Colin Powell’s

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

policies. But Members of both parties
recognized that these nominees were
qualified, and they believed that par-
tisanship shouldn’t play a role when it
came to making sure the President had
a national security team to support
him.

Fast forward to today. Gone is the bi-
partisanship of the past. Today, Demo-
crats are obstructing an entirely and
eminently qualified candidate for Sec-
retary of State for the sole reason that
they don’t like this President. They
didn’t get their way in the last elec-
tion, and, in response, they have spent
the last year or more obstructing one
qualified nominee after another.

I get that the Democrats don’t like
President Trump, but when you are a
Member of the U.S. Senate, you have
to think beyond your own preferences
and accept the fact that in a free coun-
try with free elections, sometimes you
don’t get your way.

Obstructing nominees has con-
sequences. At the very least, delaying a
President’s ability to staff his adminis-
tration diminishes his ability to serve
the American people effectively, but
that is not all. Obstructing certain
nominees, such as a nominee for Sec-
retary of State, can have consequences
for our national security and diplo-
macy. An incomplete national security
team is a detriment to the safety and
security of our country.

Right now, the United States and our
allies are currently facing a number of
serious challenges from North Korea
and an increasingly emboldened Iran to
chemical attacks in Syria and the ever-
present threat of terrorists. It is vital
that the President have a fully
equipped national security team to
monitor and address these dangers. It
is beyond irresponsible that Senate
Democrats are compromising the
President’s ability to respond to
threats simply because they prefer not
to confirm anyone he has nominated.

Democrats should immediately drop
their obstruction of Mike Pompeo and
confirm him as Secretary of State, and
they should stop obstructing other
qualified national security nominees,
such as Andrea Thompson, a native of
my home State of South Dakota, who
has been nominated as Under Secretary
of State for Arms Control and Inter-
national Security Affairs.

You would think Democrats would be
content with their unprecedented ob-
struction of the President’s nominees,
but, unfortunately, there is another
thing the Democrats are obstructing
right now, and that is the Coast Guard
reauthorization bill.

Once again, it is clear that Demo-
crats are obstructing not because they
have serious objections to the bill but
because obstruction has become their
default response to legislation in the
Republican-led Congress.

Democrats claim that the Coast
Guard reauthorization bill has not re-
ceived sufficient input or debate, and
that could not be further from the
truth. A portion of the bill they are os-
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tensibly concerned about is the Vessel
Incidental Discharge Act, or VIDA. It
has been introduced in the last five
Congresses, and more than one of those
times it was introduced by Democrats.

The current version of the bill is the
product of not just months but years of
hearings, meetings, and negotiations.
Despite the fact that this year’s origi-
nal version of VIDA had bipartisan sup-
port, we made a number of further con-
cessions to address concerns that have
been raised by Democratic Senators,
but they just keep moving the goal
posts. It has become pretty clear that
Democrats’ real objection is not to the
bill itself but to working with Repub-
licans or to seeing the President ac-
complish anything.

I hardly need to say the Coast Guard
reauthorization bill is an important
bill. It authorizes the Coast Guard’s
funding, as well as pay and benefits for
Coast Guard personnel, who play a
vital role in maintaining national se-
curity and law and order in the waters
around the United States.

It would be nice if Democrats would
consider dropping their partisan objec-
tions and working with Republicans to
pass this essential piece of legislation
and working with us to help get con-
firmed particularly critical national
security nominees at a time when we
face an array of threats across the en-
tire planet.

Nominees like the Secretary of
State, particularly well-qualified ones,
are not to be trifled with. It is not a
time to play politics when you are
dealing with America’s vital national
security interests.

I hope that this Chamber, this body,
will return to the tradition we have
had in past administrations in which
we have approved Secretaries of State,
as I said earlier, by votes of 94 to 3, 94
to 2, 85 to 13, and unanimously. Those
were the last four Secretaries of State.
This has turned into a partisan game,
if you will, at a time when our country
really can’t afford for us to play par-
tisan games.

I hope when this vote comes up later
this week, we will have a big bipartisan
vote, consistent with our history and
consistent with the fact that when you
have a qualified nominee for an impor-
tant position like this, this Senate
comes together, takes very seriously
its constitutional role in the confirma-
tion process, and has that vote—hope-
fully, a big bipartisan vote in support
of Mike Pompeo.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

NORTH KOREA

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. President, I have
been pleased to hear about the progress
in the planned negotiations with North
Korea over their nuclear program. I
was glad to hear of Director Pompeo’s
successful visit to North Korea, and I,
as much as anyone in this body, wishes
the administration success in these
talks and negotiations. Given the his-
tory of broken promises, I have my
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doubts as to whether the North Korean
regime has any genuine interest or
willingness to denuclearize, but even a
freeze will be welcome.

However, I am concerned about the
language used by the President today
when discussing the North Korean re-
gime. To say that Kim Jong Un has
been ‘‘very open’’ or ‘‘very honorable,”
as the President did, surpasses under-
standing. If this description of one of
the world’s strongman dictators were a
singular event, a one-off statement, it
could perhaps be excused as an aberra-
tion, but, unfortunately, it is not. It is
part of a larger pattern of excusing dic-
tatorial behavior that we should not
countenance.

We need not sacrifice the truth and
reject objective reality in pursuit of
our goals. We cannot pretend that the
Kim Jong Un of today is somehow dif-
ferent from the authoritarian dictator
who has ruled over one of the most vio-
lent and repressive regimes on Earth.

I am happy to hear that the North
Korean Government is apparently en-
gaging as an honest broker in the proc-
ess of arranging these talks, but I be-
lieve that how the President of the
United States describes world leaders
matters. For the President to describe
a leader who stands credibly accused of
starving his own people, violently exe-
cuting his political opponents, and
murdering members of his own family
as ‘‘very open’’ and ‘‘very honorable’ is
beyond comprehension. Furthermore,
it undermines the moral authority we
have long possessed on the world stage.

The President himself has previously
declared Kim Jong Un as ‘‘obviously a
madman who doesn’t mind starving or
killing his own people.” The President
has also repeatedly and correctly re-
ferred to the North Korean regime’s
violent torture of Otto Warmbier as
“horrible.”” The pursuit of these nego-
tiations does not require that we sur-
render the values we stand for as a na-
tion.

We cannot pretend the atrocities of
the Northern Korean regime are a
thing of the past. We need to enter
these negotiations with our eyes wide
open. We must understand and recog-
nize who it is we are sitting across the
table from. Only then do I believe we
will actually succeed in these negotia-
tions and emerge from this planned
summit with the result we all seek—a
safer world.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

DARK MONEY

Ms. CORTEZ MASTO. Mr. President,
there is an old saying that ‘‘there is no
such thing as a free lunch,” but what
about other things? What about free
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Spanish language driver’s education
classes? What about free backpacks,
notebooks, pencils, and school supplies
in the month before school starts?
What about free financial wellness
workshops, free turkeys in the week
before Thanksgiving?

These thing are all given away at
events hosted by the LIBRE Initia-
tive—a self-described grassroots orga-
nization dedicated to a ‘‘free and open
society.”” The events were held in
Latino communities throughout the
country, including Las Vegas, Miami,
and Orlando.

People attending these events were
asked to fill out a questionnaire. Ques-
tions included:

‘““Are you more likely to vote for a
Republican or a Democrat in the 2016
election?”

“Do you feel the government should
increase or decrease Federal spending
in order to improve the economy?”’

“What is your name, email address,
and telephone number?”’

People actually had to hand over
their personal data in exchange for the
free stuff. So the stuff wasn’t really
free after all—but close enough, right?

Well, in a career spent as a pros-
ecutor, I have learned one thing: Al-
ways follow the money. If you follow
the money just one step back, you
learn that LIBRE is a shell organiza-
tion funded by Charles and David Koch,
two of the most powerful men in Amer-
ican politics. Charles and David Koch
are the owners of Koch Industries, a
massive energy company that manu-
factures, distributes, and refines petro-
leum. Koch Industries is one of the
largest privately held companies in the
Nation, with estimated annual reve-
nues of over $100 billion.

What does all this mean? It means
the Koch brothers are two very rich
men, and there is nothing wrong with
that. What is wrong is the way the
Koch brothers use their money to hi-
jack our democracy for their own ben-
efit.

The Koch brothers are self-described
radicals who believe the government
should play no role in Americans’ lives.
The Koch brothers believe in a world
with no Medicare, no Social Security,
no Federal minimum wage, no public
programs that support families when
they fall on hard times, and no rules
preventing Koch Industries from pol-
luting our air, drinking water, or our
public lands.

The XKoch brothers hate environ-
mental regulations because Koch In-
dustries is one of the top 10 worst pol-
luters in the United States. Fewer en-
vironmental regulations mean the
Koch brothers can obtain bigger finan-
cial gains.

To keep their empire afloat, the Koch
brothers are not just polluting our en-
vironment, they are polluting our po-
litical system, and they are polluting
our airways with false advertising.

The Kochs want Americans to believe
climate change is a conspiracy, despite
the global scientific consensus that cli-
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mate change is caused by burning fossil
fuels. Why would they want to cast
doubt on scientific fact? Because the
Koch brothers sell and burn fossil fuels
for a living, and they believe pro-
tecting our environment is bad for
their bottom line.

To protect their bottom line, the
Kochs funnel money through a network
of mnonprofit organizations, founda-
tions, and shell companies. These com-
panies lobby the government, produce
fake research reports, and run ad cam-
paigns to manipulate and deceive the
American people.

Buying a democracy does not come
cheap, but the Koch brothers are not
stingy. In 2010, the year Citizens
United opened the floodgates for big
money in politics, the Kochs spent $125
million to support Republican can-
didates who pledged to roll back envi-
ronmental and consumer protections.

Since the 2010 elections, their influ-
ence has grown. They have spent hun-
dreds of millions of dollars supporting
candidates who spread lies that climate
change is a conspiracy, that immi-
grants cause crime, and that more
money in the Koch brothers’ pocket
means more money in yours.

Now, the Koch brothers have big
plans for the upcoming 2018 election.
They have announced they will spend
$400 million in the upcoming election
cycle—their largest midterm election
investment yet. Much of that money
will be spent directly targeting Latinos
through advertisements, events, and
workshops.

The Koch brothers think they can
buy the Latino vote, just like they
bought the votes of the House Freedom
Caucus and so many other Republican
politicians, but despite what their ads
say, the Koch brothers are not advo-
cates for the Latino community. They
are advocates for more money in their
own pockets, nothing more.

The Koch brothers have supported
some of the most anti-immigrant poli-
ticians in America, including LOUIE
GOHMERT, Mike Pompeo, STEVE KING,
Russell Pearce, and Kris Kobach. These
are the men responsible for policies
like Trump’s Muslim ban and Arizona’s
anti-immigrant law, SB 1070.

The Koch brothers support politi-
cians who want to end government
funding for Planned Parenthood. If
they get their way, Latinas would be
hurt the most. More than 23 percent of
Planned Parenthood patients are
Latinas.

Latinas are more likely to be diag-
nosed with cervical cancer than women
in any other racial or ethnic group.
Planned Parenthood gives them access
to annual screenings so they can stay
healthy and cancer-free.

The Koch brothers support school
choice, which they say gives Latino
families more freedom in how they
educate their kids, but school choice
vouchers take money out of the public
school system, causing many Latino
kids whose parents can’t afford private
schools to fall behind.
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