February 26, 2019

condition, a long-term issue, this coun-
try is a different country.

That leads to my second point. Mem-
bers of both parties should be con-
cerned about the President diverting
money away from military construc-
tion projects in their districts.

Again, the President doesn’t like you
for some reason. He says there is an
emergency and takes money away from
a project in your State that you have
worked hard for. That is no way to gov-
ern.

But at the top of the list is this: the
Founding Fathers looking down upon
this Chamber and upon these United
States of America. They set up an ex-
quisite balance of power. They were
worried about an overreaching Execu-
tive. They knew what King George was
all about. So they named the Congress,
the House and Senate, the article I—ar-
ticle I, not II, IIT or IV—part of the
government. Second, they gave the
Congress one of the greatest powers
any government has, which is the
power of the purse.

When the President tries to take
these powers away, which clearly he is
doing in this case—he called for an
emergency when he couldn’t get his
way in Congress, not because some new
facts came on the scene—it is a change
in the fundamental, necessary, and,
often, exquisite balance of power.

I know many of my friends on the
other side of the aisle understand that.
In fact, true conservatism worries
about too much power being central-
ized in any place because conservatism
exalts the freedom of the individual.

So to look the other way because
Donald Trump wants this—because he
is almost sometimes in a temper tan-
trum about this issue—is so short-
sighted and is so detrimental to the
long-term health, stability, and viabil-
ity, even, of how the balance of power
works.

So I implore my friends on the other
side of the aisle to contemplate what it
might portend for our democracy to
allow this emergency declaration to
stand. What would stop any future
President from claiming an emergency
every week and doing what they want-
ed—a total subversion of the balance of
powers, a derogation of huge power to
the Executive, which has plenty of
power already?

The National Emergencies Act has
been used only once in its relatively
short history, and that was to take ac-
tion after 9/11—clearly, an emergency.
Now President Trump is trying to bend
the law to his will, not to address a
military emergency, not to address any
real emergency. This has been an ongo-
ing issue. He would say ‘‘problem.”’
That is OK, but he is doing it for per-
sonal political gain, to accomplish
something Congress rejected and the
American people oppose.

He has tried several times to get this
wall. Congress has resisted. Congress
even resisted when Democrats didn’t
have control of the House, and now
they do. Elections do matter. We are a
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democracy, President Trump. So it is
hard to imagine a more senseless and
destructive use of emergency powers
than what the President has proposed.

So let us, Democrats and Repub-
licans, House and Senate, rise to the
occasion. This will be a moment in his-
tory, a point where things may turn a
bit. If Congress stands up, it will be a
reaffirmation of our democracy. It will
be a reaffirmation of the democracy
the Founding Fathers wanted. If Con-
gress stands up—Democrats and Repub-
licans—when the Founding Fathers
look down on this Chamber after the
vote occurs, they will smile because
this is the democracy they wanted.
They did not want a democracy where
a President could simply declare an
emergency on a whim and overrule
what Congress has done.

So let us—Congress—first the House
and then the Senate, speak up with one
bipartisan voice to remedy this injury
that President Trump is trying to do to
our constitutional order.

Whatever you think of the best way
to secure our border, this is not the
way for a President—any President—to
exercise his authority. This is not
about whether you are for or against a
wall, and I, of course, am against it. It
is about what America is all about,
whatever your view on the wall.

GUNS

Madam President, on guns, the House
this week will take up a measure to
close the dangerous loopholes in the
background check system used to cer-
tify firearms. For years, Democrats
have tried to address these loopholes—
the gun show, online, and private sales
loopholes—only to be met with lock-
step resistance by a Republican Con-
gress beholden to the NRA. It is 90 per-
cent of Americans who favor strength-
ening the background check system,
not 51, not 52, 90—the majority of Re-
publicans, the majority of gun owners.
Any way you slice it, Americans are
strengthening background checks.
Americans believe felons, spousal abus-
ers, or those adjudicated mentally ill
should not have guns, but Congress is
paralyzed because of the other side’s
obeisance to the NRA—not even after
Newtown, not even after Charleston,
not even after Las Vegas, not even
after Orlando, not after Parkland.

On guns, the tide is turning. Make no
mistake about it, a strong majority of
the American people support these
policies now. The NRA has been consid-
erably weakened. They did not do very
well in the last elections. Finally,
there is a House in Congress that will
listen to the American people and take
action on guns—thoughtful, moderate
action on background checks.

With each measure that passes the
House, the pressure will build on the
Senate to take up these reasonable,
commonsense gun safety measures, and
I hope my colleagues will join us.

BUYBACKS

On another matter, buybacks. This
morning, the New York Times reported
on an interesting facet of the recent
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stock market rally. Many investors,
according to the Times, are selling off
stock. Average investors are selling off
stock. Pensions, and mutual funds,
nonprofits, endowments, private equity
firms, and trusts are all, in the aggre-
gate, selling stock.

So then why is it rallying? The laws
of supply and demand should say the
stock market should go down. The
Times reports that it is corporate self-
investment buybacks. Companies are
buying back their own stock at such a
rapid clip that they are propping up
the market and, to a great degree,
themselves. It is another clear example
of how the recent explosion of stock
buybacks in corporate America is dis-
torting the market—artificially, some
would argue.

Some Democratic Senators, and even
some Republican Senators, have begun
to sound the alarm about the record-
breaking scale of corporate buybacks.
Over the last decade, based on analysis
of America’s largest corporations, 466
of S&P 500 companies, 92 cents out of
every dollar of corporate profit has
gone to share buybacks or dividends.

Some say, well, they have already,
before the profits, put money into their
workers and into their communities.
We are saying they should put some
more, for the good of the country.
Stock price, when so much of it is held
up by buybacks, shouldn’t be the only
indicia, the only measure, of how well
the country is doing, especially when
85 percent of the stocks are owned by
the top 10 percent of Americans.

Most Americans would completely
agree that there are more productive
ways for corporations to allocate their
capital than this borderline obsession
with stock buybacks—the slavery to
short-term rises in price to please in-
vestors—while not doing much for
workers or for communities.

I hope corporate America will wake
up. Income inequality, along with cli-
mate change, to me, are the two great-
est problems America faces. We need
corporate America to propose some so-
lutions because when they say let gov-
ernment do it, much of corporate
America then opposes government
doing anything for workers or for com-
munities.

Let’s take a careful look at this, and
let’s see what the right solutions are.
The status quo is not acceptable.

CLIMATE CHANGE

Madam President, on climate change,
for decades we have known climate
change is not only a major national
challenge but an existential threat to
our planet and to our future. Despite
the gravity and scale of this challenge,
one political party in the United States
has largely denied the problem even ex-
ists, denied the overwhelming con-
sensus of the scientific community,
and denied most attempts in Congress
to tackle climate change.

President Trump’s record on climate
change is one of abject failure: denying
science, systematically rolling back
environmental protections that reduce



S1450

carbon emissions, and announcing
withdrawal from the Paris climate ac-
cords—Luddite, ostrich-like, if there
ever were, actions that can be de-
scribed that way.

Recently, we heard of a new effort by
the Trump administration to once
again push back against efforts to ad-
dress climate change. You see, it was
probably embarrassing for President
Trump when his own administration
released the National Climate Assess-
ment last year, as required by law,
which outlined the severe and imme-
diate impacts of climate change. Ac-
cording to reports, the White House
now has plans to set up a fake panel of
cherry-picked scientists who question
the severity of climate change in order
to counter the scientific consensus on
this terribly urgent problem, even
within the administration. This new
fake panel will reportedly be set up
under the National Security Council,
not the EPA, not NOAA, or any of the
Agencies where real scientists work—
real climate scientists.

This is maybe the most conspicuous
symptom of the disease of climate
denialism that has infected the Repub-
lican Party and the hard right. This is
beyond willful ignorance. This is the
intentional, deliberate sowing of
disinformation about climate science
by our own government. This cannot
stand.

This morning, I am announcing that
if the Trump administration moves for-
ward with this fake climate panel, we
will be introducing legislation to
defund it. I will be doing it, along with
several of my colleagues. It is long past
time for President Trump and Repub-
lican leaders to admit that climate
change is real, that human activity
contributes to it, and Congress must
take action to counter it.

So far, Leader McConnell and our Re-
publicans, when we ask them, do you
believe climate change is real? Silence.
Do you believe humans cause it? Si-
lence. Do you believe Congress has to
act to deal with it? Silence. That will
not stand, and they will not be able to
maintain that position over a period of
time.

NORTH KOREA

Madam President, finally, on North
Korea—and I appreciate the indulgence
of my friend from Illinois. There are a
lot of topics and a lot of things going
on today.

As the President continues negotia-
tions in Hanoi with the North Koreans,
I want to restate that his goal should
be complete, verifiable, and irrevers-
ible denuclearization of Korea. An
agreement that includes significant
U.S. sanctions relief in exchange for
something short of that will be woe-
fully insufficient. It will make North
Korea stronger and the world more
dangerous, not safer.

To simply say to North Korea that
we are going to let you continue to be
nuclear in exchange for something
else—a peace treaty or some words, a
photo op—that is not protecting the se-
curity of the United States.
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I remind my colleagues, Congress
passed sanctions against the North Ko-
rean regime for its appalling record on
human rights. Congress would need to
repeal that law for President Trump to
give North Korea reliable sanctions re-
lief.

The North Koreans themselves
should realize many of us in Congress
will not, will not, will not—no matter
what President Trump does, many of
us in Congress will not remove this
sanction relief until North Korea
denuclearizes, verifiably and irrevers-
ibly.

Make no mistake about it, no matter
what President Trump does in Vietnam
this week, this Chamber will have a
significant role to play if President
Trump decides to reduce sanctions as
part of any deal with North Korea.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority whip.
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Mr. THUNE. Madam President, last
night, for the second time in a month,
Democrats objected to a bill to ban in-
fanticide.

That statement to me is absolutely
chilling, but for the second time in a
month, Democrats objected to a bill
that would do nothing more than state
that a living, breathing baby born in
an abortion clinic is entitled to the
same protection and medical care as a
living, breathing baby born in a hos-
pital is entitled to.

It is a pretty basic bill. It just says
that living, breathing, born human
beings are entitled to protection even
if they are born in an abortion clinic,
but apparently that is not something
Democrats are prepared to say. This is
where Democrats’ support for abor-
tions has led them—to being unable to
condemn infanticide.

Let’s remember why we voted on this
bill last night. We voted on this bill be-
cause the Democratic Governor of Vir-
ginia implicitly endorsed infanticide—
because the Democratic Governor of
Virginia got up and said that you could
keep a living, breathing baby com-
fortable while you decided what to do
with it.

There is only one answer to what you
do with a living, breathing baby, and
that is to provide it with the care it
needs. A baby born alive in an abortion
clinic is no less valuable and deserving
of protection than a baby born in a de-
livery room.

It is horrifying that we are actually
having a debate about this. Honestly,
it is horrifying that the Democratic
Party can’t get up and say that infan-
ticide is wrong. My Democratic col-
leagues like to talk about protecting
the vulnerable, but how can they claim
to care about helping those in need if
they harden their hearts toward the
most vulnerable among us? If they are
willing to deny living, breathing babies
basic medical care, do you really stand
for the vulnerable if you can’t stand up
and say that infanticide is wrong?

It is terrible enough that we have so
far betrayed our founding principles as
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to deny the right to life of living,
breathing unborn babies, but we are
not even talking about abortion here.
We are talking about withholding es-
sential care from babies who are born
alive. My Democratic colleagues can’t
even bring themselves to say this is
wrong.

I would say to my Democratic col-
leagues, do you really want to be the
party of Governor Northam? Do you
really want to be the party of infan-
ticide?

The American people don’t agree
with the Democratic Party on abortion
and on infanticide. Most Americans be-
lieve that babies born alive after an
abortion should be provided with med-
ical care. Most Americans think there
should be at least some limits on abor-
tion. In fact, most countries in the
world think there should be some lim-
its on abortion. The United States is
just one of a tiny handful of countries
that allow elective abortion past 20
weeks of pregnancy. Among the others
on that list are China and North
Korea—not exactly the company we
want to be keeping when it comes to
protecting human rights.

A recent poll found that 71 percent of
Americans oppose abortion after 20
weeks of pregnancy. Yet the Demo-
cratic Party is aggressively embracing
an agenda of zero restrictions on abor-
tion, ever, up to—and now, apparently,
after—the moment of birth.

I hope last night is not the last time
we vote on the Born-Alive Abortion
Survivors Protection Act. I hope my
Democratic colleagues have a chance
to recast their votes. I hope, next time,
they will decide to vote against infan-
ticide. I hope, next time, they can af-
firm what should be a Dbasic,
foundational principle, and that is that
every baby, wherever he or she is born,
deserves to be protected.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I lis-
tened to the statements of my col-
league from South Dakota. I would like
to make a suggestion.

Since the Republicans are in control
of the U.S. Senate, since there is a Re-
publican chairman of the Senate Judi-
ciary Committee, I would suggest to
my colleague that perhaps we have a
hearing on this bill he just described.
You see, it came to the floor yesterday
without any hearing. And the reason
why we need a hearing is that many of
us—many of us—voted for an infan-
ticide law, which is currently on the
books—a law that says that a child
needs to be protected and that those
who don’t protect that child are sub-
ject to criminal penalties, as they
should be.

Now, if this is a different approach to
it, doesn’t it at least merit a hearing
from the Republican majority before it
comes to the floor for a vote? There are
many questions I would like to ask of
those who propose this. I want to un-
derstand why the law that has been on
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