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said: We oppose what Alabama does. At 
the same time, they are 
rubberstamping judges who would do 
the same thing—repeal Roe. There is a 
direct contradiction here. There is hy-
pocrisy. Republicans who say they 
don’t like the Alabama decision and 
then vote for judges who would ratify 
and repeal Roe or cut back so dramati-
cally on Roe that it hardly exists are 
engaged in subterfuge. They say: 
Watch this hand. I am saying that I am 
not that extreme. Don’t watch this 
hand where I am putting extreme 
judges on the bench who will do ex-
actly what I say I am opposed to. 

It is outrageous. They will be caught. 
It is outrageous that they are on the 
bench. 

f 

CHINA 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, fi-
nally, on Huawei, there is positive 
news about an administrative action. I 
am in full support of what the Com-
merce Department did on Huawei, and 
I want to give a shout-out to Google 
for joining in and urge all other Amer-
ican companies to join as well. The ad-
ministration issued an Executive order 
laying the groundwork to ban the pur-
chase of telecommunications equip-
ment from China’s state-controlled 
firms. The decision, as I said, is having 
an impact because of Google. We are 
waiting for other companies to join in. 

For years, China has prevented great 
American technology companies like 
Google, Facebook, and so many others 
from operating in China. They put bar-
rier after barrier in the way because we 
are better, and they know American 
firms would capture the Chinese mar-
ket. They put barriers in the way, they 
steal our technology and then develop 
it, and then even try to sell it back 
here. It has happened with computers. 
It has happened with so many other 
things that America and American 
know-how developed. 

Huawei is a national security con-
cern. It is a Chinese company that 
could pry into all of us. But it is also 
an excellent weapon to get China to fi-
nally start treating us fairly, which 
they haven’t done for 30 years. We have 
lost tens of millions of good-paying 
American jobs and trillions of dollars 
because of what China has done to us. 
I have to say that both Democratic and 
Republican administrations in the past 
just sat there under some guise of free 
trade, which wasn’t free or fair at all. 
And now we have some weapons. 

A lot of these folks—these pundits, 
these critics, these editorial writers— 
say tariffs is the wrong way to go. 
Talking is the wrong way to go. It got 
us nowhere. But one other way to go is 
reciprocity. 

China, we are going to treat some of 
your companies the way you treat our 
companies. 

That is what we did with Huawei. It 
was the first time I have seen some-
thing very strong. I hope the President 
doesn’t back off. He did with ZTE be-

cause President Xi asked him to. The 
head of China asked him to. 

Don’t back off, Mr. President. 
This is the right thing to do, and I 

have been advocating for decades. I 
asked President Bush and President 
Obama to use reciprocity as a tool to 
stop China. It is another tool in our 
toolkit and an effective one. 

If China won’t let our most produc-
tive companies compete in its markets, 
we shouldn’t let China’s state-driven 
companies compete in ours. They get 
subsidies from the state. 

We should not give Huawei—particu-
larly Huawei, which is a security con-
cern as well—free reign in the United 
States. China has to learn something. 
It has to open up its markets if it 
wants access to ours. They talk about, 
oh, we are an affront to China because 
we are asking for fairness? Give me a 
break. Give me a break. We know what 
fairness is. 

I believe the administration’s deci-
sion to put pressure on China to reform 
its economic policies was very smart, 
and I am really glad they did it. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. KAINE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

IRAN 

Mr. KAINE. Mr. President, I rise to 
address the Chamber on an issue that 
is an issue of significant challenge and 
controversy now, and that is the esca-
lating tensions between the United 
States and Iran. I want to make a cou-
ple of points, but let me summarize the 
points as I then address the current 
challenge. 

First, I think it would be absolute lu-
nacy for the United States to get in-
volved in another war right now in the 
Middle East. I think it would be dev-
astating if we were to be in a war with 
Iran. In particular, it would be not 
only devastating but also, in my view, 
unconstitutional for us to be in a war 
with Iran at a President’s say-so if the 
President were unwilling to have Con-
gress have the debate, pursuant to our 
article I war powers in this Chamber 
and in the Chambers of the House of 
Representatives. 

If this body has a considered debate 
in view of the American public and de-
termines that we need to be in a war 
with Iran—or anyone, for that matter— 
however I vote is irrelevant. The vote 
of the body would be the vote that 
would express a political consensus 
about what America should do. But if 
the Chamber is unwilling to have that 
debate or a vote or if the President is 
unwilling to come to Congress so that 
the debate can be had in front of the 
American public, that should tell us 

something. If we are not willing to 
have the vote or if the President 
doesn’t want to bring it to Congress, 
that should suggest that maybe it is 
not a good idea. 

That is the theme of what I want to 
talk about today. Why are we in a time 
of escalated tension between the 
United States and Iran? There are a 
number of reasons, but, bluntly, I be-
lieve the path to the current level of 
tension began when President Trump 
unilaterally walked out of a diplomatic 
deal. 

I think our country should always 
prefer diplomacy to war. A President 
backing out of a diplomatic deal that 
our allies, our security officials, and 
the International Atomic Energy Agen-
cy said was working, in my view, was a 
horrible mistake. 

There is a story I have told before in 
the Chamber, and it is a story I love. It 
is about one of my two favorite Presi-
dents. One of my favorite Presidents is 
a Republican, Abraham Lincoln, and 
my other favorite President is Harry 
Truman. This is a Truman story. 

After World War II, at one point, 
President Truman invited the press 
corps into his office, the Oval Office, 
and said: I have made an interesting 
decision today. 

They wondered what the decision 
was. President Truman showed them 
that he had redesigned the seal of the 
Presidency of the United States. 

The seal of the President was very 
similar to our Nation’s seal of an eagle 
clutching the arrows of war in one claw 
and the olive branch of peace in the 
other claw. Prior to the Truman ad-
ministration, the eagle’s face had been 
turned toward the arrows of war. In the 
aftermath of World War II, when the 
United States was trying to exercise 
the role of not just military victor but 
now of a great peacemaker by forming 
the United Nations and other institu-
tions to ensure that the carnage of 
World War II wouldn’t be repeated, 
Harry Truman said: We should redesign 
the seal of the Presidency so that the 
United States is represented by an 
eagle whose face is looking toward the 
olive branches of peace. 

We would always prefer peace. We 
would always prefer diplomacy. The ar-
rows of war are still grasped in the ea-
gle’s claw. We are a nation of might, 
and we will use that might if we need 
it. But let no one in the world doubt 
what the preference of the United 
States is; that is, diplomacy and peace 
if that is possible and if that is honor-
able. 

You can walk around the Senate 
Chamber, you can walk around the 
Capitol, and you can actually see both 
versions of the seal. You can still find 
some in the Capitol that were created 
before Harry Truman was President 
where you will still see the eagle’s face 
directed toward the arrows. Many of 
them have been changed in subsequent 
years. It is interesting trivia—like a 
treasure hunt contest—for our pages 
and others. You can still find the old 
version. 
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I think we can all resonate with 

Harry Truman, a World War I vet and 
the guy who presided over the end of 
America’s victory in World War II. He 
is somebody who certainly knew war 
and who certainly understood the role 
of American military strength in the 
world, but he said this Nation should 
be a nation always known as a nation 
willing to pursue and committed to 
pursuing diplomacy and peace first, 
with war as a last resort. 

I believe firmly in that as my job de-
scription in the U.S. Senate. I am a 
member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, and I am a member of the For-
eign Relations Committee—war and di-
plomacy. I am a Senator from a very 
military State. I have a child in the 
U.S. military. I think my job in this 
body and my job as a member of those 
two committees is first to reduce the 
risk of unnecessary war. 

A lot of wars are unnecessary. A lot 
of wars are created by provocations 
and miscommunications and then esca-
lations based upon a misunderstanding 
of provocations and 
miscommunications. Then you find 
yourself in catastrophic wars that 
maybe nobody really designed them to 
be. That is how a lot of wars start. We 
should reduce the risk of unnecessary 
war. Diplomacy is how we do that. 
Then, obviously, we need to be patri-
otic and strong. We need to raise the 
likelihood of winning a war we need to 
be in. 

We do not need to be in another war 
in the Middle East. We do not need to 
be in a war with Iran. The relationship 
between the United States and Iran 
was a very positive relationship for 
many, many years. It was also con-
nected to a lot of controversy. 

The United States, including the 
Central Intelligence Agency, backed a 
coup to depose a democratically elect-
ed Prime Minister of Iran in the 1950s, 
and the subsequent leader, the Shah of 
Iran, was a close ally of the United 
States. 

In 1979, the people of Iran rose up to 
depose the Shah of Iran. Not surpris-
ingly, with the United States having 
supported the Shah and having sup-
ported the coup that led to the Shah, 
that put the U.S.-Iran relationship in a 
very different place. That tearing of 
the relationship was obviously dra-
matically enhanced when the Iranian 
regime, the revolutionary regime, took 
U.S. Embassy personnel hostage in 
1979. So from 1979, for 35 or 40 years, 
the nations had no essential contact. 

We provided massive support for the 
nation of Iraq in the late 1980s and the 
early 1990s as they engaged in a war 
with Iran. That is known by the Ira-
nian people. 

Yet, even with the challenges of our 
government, the relationship between 
the United States and the Iranian peo-
ple has maintained. Iranians study in 
the United States. Over the years, 
more members of the Iranian Cabinet 
have had Ph.D.s from American univer-
sities than members of the American 

Cabinet. It is kind of quirky. One of the 
nations that we view as one of our key 
adversaries in the world—it has been 
very, very common for their govern-
mental leaders, including their Foreign 
Minister, to have studied and gotten 
degrees in the United States. 

But the relationship was character-
ized on both sides by a great deal of 
distrust, with a lot of legitimate rea-
son for distrust. On the U.S. side, they 
say: You took our Embassy. You took 
our personnel hostage. 

During the Iraq war, Iranian militia 
units were often providing materials 
and IEDs that were being used against 
American troops. Hundreds—thousands 
of American troops were killed or in-
jured by materials that came from 
Iran. So we have deep distrust for Iran 
for very legitimate reasons. 

On the Iranian side, they say: You de-
posed our Prime Minister in 1954. You 
propped up a dictator over us. You sup-
ported Iraq in a war that cost us hun-
dreds of thousands of lives. 

They have a deep distrust of the 
United States. 

How do you work through distrust? 
In a personal relationship and in a rela-
tionship with a nation, you cannot 
solve distrust overnight. You never 
can. You have to work through it pa-
tiently and slowly. 

When President Obama announced 
that he was opening up a discussion 
with Iran about a diplomatic deal to 
limit their nuclear weapons program, 
there was very little reason to suggest 
that a deal might be found. Iran was 
pursuing a nuclear weapons program. 
The U.S. Congress, in a bipartisan 
way—and I have been a supporter of 
these—had sanctioned Iran for its ac-
tivities in trying to seek nuclear weap-
ons—activities that were not only dan-
gerous in the region and the world but 
also would have violated a number of 
key U.N. provisions affecting Iran or 
generally applying to all nations. 

In a powerful speech to the United 
Nations in 2011—in some ways, I think 
it is the best speech that has ever been 
given about the Iranian challenge. 
Prime Minister Bibi Netanyahu of 
Israel—it was a famous speech because 
he drew a picture of a bomb that 
looked like the Wile E. Coyote bomb in 
the Road Runner cartoons. That got 
the attention, but his words were real-
ly powerful. He thanked the General 
Assembly of the United Nations in the 
speech because the nations of the U.N. 
had joined together in a sanctions re-
gime that was putting tough pressure 
on Iran. The Prime Minister thanked 
the General Assembly and said: Thank 
you for joining in these sanctions, but 
we have to be honest. The sanctions 
are hurting Iran’s economy, but they 
are not slowing down Iran’s nuclear 
program. 

To some degree, if you use pressure 
of that kind, a nation or a person is 
likely to say: If you are pressuring, I 
have to stand up against you. 

So the Iranian economy was suf-
fering, but the nuclear program was ac-

tually accelerating. Iran was building a 
facility that enriched plutonium and 
was dramatically enriching plutonium 
at higher and higher levels that would 
be the equivalent of weapons-grade 
uranium. They were getting closer and 
closer to having nuclear weapons. 

That would have posed an existential 
choice of war or accepting a nuclear 
Iran. Accepting a nuclear Iran would 
have also meant accepting an arms 
race with other nations in the Middle 
East—an arms race that we viewed as 
untenable. So the Obama administra-
tion said: We will talk. We will see if 
we can find a diplomatic deal. That 
doesn’t mean that we approve of Iran 
or that we approve of Iran’s behavior, 
but we believe it is in the interest of 
the region, our country, and the world 
if we could limit Iran’s nuclear ambi-
tions. 

From 2013 until 2015—2 years of nego-
tiation, in my view, produced a very 
solid agreement, a diplomatic agree-
ment with an adversary. It didn’t turn 
the adversary into an ally, just as our 
negotiations with the Soviet Union in 
the 1950s and 1960s over nuclear treaties 
didn’t turn an adversary into an ally, 
but it effectively controlled the Ira-
nian nuclear weapons program. It lim-
ited the amount of enriched uranium. 
It limited the percentage of enrich-
ment to far below weapons-grade. It 
shut off plutonium production in Iran. 
It especially allowed intrusive inspec-
tions into Iran so we could decide 
whether they were cheating—intrusive 
inspections that even gave us intel so 
that if they ever cheated, we would 
know where nuclear assets would be if 
we needed to take action to take them 
out of commission. 

The deal that was struck by the 
Obama administration with Iran was a 
deal that basically had intensive re-
quirements on both parties, the United 
States and Iran, for 8 years. In kind of 
a testing arrangement, every year they 
would say: Did you meet your obliga-
tion? I don’t trust you for anything, 
but did you meet your obligation? And 
they would ask us the same question. 

That is the way you work out of dis-
trust. You can’t work out of it imme-
diately; you work out of it patiently— 
well, we don’t like what you are doing, 
but you actually stuck with the agree-
ment in year 1. Now let’s see about 
year 2. 

The idea was that by the eighth year, 
we could know enough to know wheth-
er the United States could back away 
from the sanctions regime, and we 
would know enough to know whether 
Iran would permanently embrace the 
intrusive inspection provisions of a nu-
clear nonproliferation treaty that the 
IAEA has developed for all nations—in-
cluding an additional protocol devel-
oped after North Korea cheated—to 
make the inspections really intrusive 
so you could catch cheating if it hap-
pens. 

That would be the first 8 years, and 
then there would be a continuation of 
additional requirements on Iran for 
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years 8 to 15 and then somewhat of a 
stepdown from years 15 to 25. But then, 
after year 25, what would remain would 
still be a permanent Iranian agreement 
to follow the inspection requirements 
of the IAEA, including the additional 
protocol and the commitment that was 
in the first sentence of the first para-
graph of the first page of the agree-
ment Iran committed to: We will never 
seek to purchase, acquire, or develop 
nuclear weapons, period. That was the 
first sentence. That was the first para-
graph. That was the opening phrase of 
the agreement Iran reaffirmed, that its 
commitment would be to never seek to 
purchase or acquire nuclear weapons. 

When President Trump came into of-
fice in January 2017, Iran was com-
plying with the agreement. That was 
the position of the International Atom-
ic Energy Agency, which has a high 
record of getting these things right. 

In 2002, the IAEA told us that Iraq 
didn’t have nuclear weapons. We went 
to war to stop their nuclear weapons 
program, saying that the IAEA was 
wrong. The IAEA was right, and we 
blundered into an unnecessary war 
then, at massive cost to the United 
States in life and treasure and at mas-
sive cost to Iraq as well. 

When President Trump came in, the 
IAEA said that Iran was complying 
with the deal. Our allies—Britain, 
France, and Germany, which helped us 
negotiate the deal—said that Iran was 
complying with the deal. 

I am on the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, and I visit with leaders of for-
eign countries. I visit with our allies in 
the Middle East. While the political 
leaders might say one thing, if you met 
with armed services members or intel 
members in Israel, Jordan, and other 
nations, they would say Iran is com-
plying with the deal. 

President Trump’s own Secretary of 
Defense, Jim Mattis—‘‘Mad Dog’’ 
Mattis; he is called Mad Dog because 
he was perceived to be a hawk on 
Iran—testified before the Armed Serv-
ices Committee: Iran is complying with 
the deal. It is in the interest of the 
United States to stay in the deal. 

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, Joe Dunford—a marine general 
who was Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
under President Obama and President 
Trump—testified to the Armed Serv-
ices Committee: Iran is complying with 
the deal. It is in the interest of the 
United States to stay in the deal. 

President Trump’s first Secretary of 
State, Rex Tillerson, said: Iran is com-
plying with the deal. It is in our inter-
est to stay in. 

Dan Coats, the current Director of 
National Intelligence, said Iran is com-
plying with the deal. 

Our allies, the IAEA, and President 
Trump’s own national security team 
said Iran is complying with the deal. 

But a year ago, President Trump 
said: It is going to be the United States 
that will renege—not the adversary 
that will back out, not a bad nation 
that will turn away from a diplomatic 

deal; it will be the United States that 
will back away from a diplomatic deal 
that has effectively limited Iran’s pro-
gram. 

I am not aware of an instance in the 
history of this country where it has 
been the United States that made a 
unilateral decision to break a diplo-
matic deal. Our allies begged us not to 
do this. The national security team 
recommended that the President not 
do this, but the President broke the 
diplomatic deal. And guess what. If you 
break a diplomatic deal, you raise the 
risk of unnecessary war. 

I wrote a piece in the Atlantic in 
July of 2018 urging the President not to 
blunder us into a war. I cited this very 
fact. Once you have broken the deal, 
you raise the risk of war, and this 
President has in breaking the deal. 
Now we are at a point of escalation 
with Iran. They look at the United 
States’ breaking the deal. They look at 
sanctions that the United States has 
imposed. They are preparing for poten-
tial invasion by the United States, and, 
yes, they are also pushing back. They 
are engaged in activities in the region, 
as they were before. 

We will have a briefing tomorrow in 
the SCIF. We are going to hear about 
what Iran is doing. As we are getting 
that briefing, we need to ask: Well, 
what do they think the United States 
is doing? It wasn’t Iran that broke the 
deal. It was the United States. It is not 
Iran that is imposing sanctions. It is 
the United States. 

What we need now is cooler heads 
that will help us understand the Amer-
ican commitment to diplomacy. That 
word still needs to be put at the fore-
front. Sadly, the advisers—the trusted 
advisers, the advisers of great back-
ground and judgment who advised the 
President not to back out of the deal— 
have all been fired or forced to resign. 
Secretary Mattis, Secretary Tillerson, 
and General McMaster, the National 
Security Advisor, had the same posi-
tion about the deal. Two of the key of-
ficials in the Trump administration— 
the second Secretary of State, Pompeo, 
and the third National Security Advi-
sor, John Bolton, individuals whom I 
applaud for their public service 
record—have had a long track record 
of, before being in these positions, en-
couraging war with Iran and of encour-
aging regime change with Iran. 

I was asked last week: Why are the 
tensions with Iran now so palpable? 
Why does it seem like we may be on 
the brink of war? 

I said: There are two reasons. The 
first reason is that the President tore 
up a diplomatic deal that was working, 
and the second reason is that the Presi-
dent replaced sober-minded, careful na-
tional security professionals with peo-
ple who have a long track record of 
publicly encouraging both regime 
change in Iran and military action 
against Iran. There should be no sur-
prise that we are where we are right 
now. 

What do we need to do? What do we 
need to do as a nation, but especially 
what do we need to do in this body? 

As a nation, I think I know what the 
perspective of Virginians is, and I 
would be amazed if that perspective 
were so different than that of Ameri-
cans. It would be very foolish to get 
into another war right now. There have 
been 18 years of war in the Middle East 
since 9/11. That war has multiplied into 
many different countries and against 
many different organizations. As for 
the idea of another war in the Middle 
East right now, when the President and 
his team suggested in the last 10 days 
that war plans have been drawn up di-
rected by NSA Bolton—they have been 
drawn up to call potentially for the de-
ployment of 125,000 American troops 
into the region—I know how that made 
Virginians feel. Virginia families who 
have had their loved ones deployed not 
once or twice but sometimes four or 
five or six times, when they hear the 
President’s team talking about such a 
potential deployment, it is enormously 
frightening to them—enormously 
frightening to them. When Virginians 
who have kids or spouses in the mili-
tary hear Members of Congress sug-
gesting that a war against Iran would 
be easy, it is enormously frightening to 
them—enormously frightening to 
them. 

So what do I hope will happen? I hope 
that knowing what the Nation would 
think about it, I hope that what will 
happen is that Congress will do what 
we are supposed to do as the article I 
branch. The Framers of the Constitu-
tion were so clear about this. The Con-
stitution is filled with clear provisions: 
The President has to be 35 years old. 
And it has vague provisions: You can’t 
have unreasonable searches and sei-
zures. What does ‘‘unreasonable’’ 
mean? 

But on the spectrum of clear to am-
biguous provisions, the war making 
powers are pretty clear. It is Congress 
that declares war, not the President. It 
is Congress. A President can defend the 
Nation against imminent attack with-
out asking Congress for permission. 
That is clear in the Constitution, but 
as for the initiation of war, it is not for 
a President to say it and start it. It is 
not for a President to, by a series of 
provocations, blunder us down the path 
where war becomes inevitable. 

It is for Congress, having a debate in 
this Chamber and the House—a debate 
that can be witnessed by the American 
public, a debate that will educate the 
American public about what the stakes 
are, a debate that has to be finished 
with a vote where every Member of 
Congress has to go on the board with 
the courage of their convictions and 
the backbone to vote yes or no. That is 
what is supposed to precede going to 
war. 

I hope, in this time of escalation, 
that what we might do as a Congress is, 
a, recommit to the virtues of diplo-
macy and vow again not to be the 
party that blows up diplomatic deals 
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and walks away when other nations are 
at the table wanting to pursue peaceful 
diplomacy. And, second, if we are to be 
in a war, I would hope that this body 
would jealously guard that prerogative 
and want to have that debate here on 
the floor. 

There are members of this body that 
feel very differently about what I have 
just stated and the points that I have 
made, and we ought to have that de-
bate here on the floor, not in dueling 
press conferences or dueling appear-
ances on cable shows. We should be 
having that debate here on the floor. 

So, as I conclude, I pray that the es-
calation of tensions that we have seen, 
the discussions of deploying 120,000 
troops in the Middle East, may be abat-
ing a bit. I pray that we will ask tough 
questions. We have our briefing tomor-
row at the all-Senate briefing on this 
important matter. 

I hope that as we enter into a discus-
sion, in the Armed Services Committee 
first and then on the floor of the body, 
about the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act, that this would be a perfect 
opportunity for us to kind of talk 
about the equities, the plusses and 
minuses, what is at stake, and what we 
might do. 

I will also just say, as a last point, 
that we now know how to have that de-
bate on the floor. If the President 
wants to start a war without us—and, 
make no mistake, none of the existing 
authorizations from 2001 or 2002 would 
authorize military action against Iran. 
Not a single person here voting to go to 
war against the perpetrators of the 9/11 
attack intended that to be used as an 
authorization to wage war against the 
nation of Iran. If the President decides 
to go to war against Iran without us, 
we now have a vehicle—a war powers 
resolution vehicle that we just recently 
used in connection with U.S. support 
for the Saudi ‘‘misprosecution’’ of the 
civil war in Yemen. We now have an 
opportunity to force a vote. If the 
President gets us into hostilities that 
are not authorized by Congress, we 
have the opportunity—and, I would 
say, the obligation—to file a resolution 
that must be brought to the floor of 
this body, that must be debated on, and 
it must be voted on. We should not be 
at war with Iran unless this body is 
willing to vote on it. 

If the President decides that he 
wants to go to war with Iran and not 
come to Congress, what does it say 
about his judgment? His judgment is 
that he doesn’t think Congress will 
support it. If he doesn’t think Congress 
will support it, maybe it is because it 
is not a good idea. 

So, as I conclude, I think these are 
very, very challenging times. There is 
not a power we should guard more jeal-
ously than the power to put the men 
and women of our armed services into 
harm’s way. We should not let a Presi-
dent—Democrat or Republican—make 
that decision without us. We should 
not let a President—Democrat or Re-
publican—use a series of provocations 

to blunder us into it. We should not 
casually let a President—Democrat or 
Republican—tear up diplomatic deals 
and have the United States be the 
party that is walking away from a 
table of dialogue where we might find a 
peaceful and diplomatic resolution to 
controversies. 

In the days ahead, in the NDAA proc-
ess, and then, God forbid, if the Presi-
dent were to initiate us into some kind 
of a military action, through a war 
powers resolution of the kind that we 
just voted on here on the Senate floor, 
we will have an opportunity as a body 
to deal with this, and I pray that we 
will deal with it with the seriousness 
that it deserves. There is nothing, 
nothing more serious than this. 

Maybe just the last thing I will say is 
this. You know my background. I start-
ed in city council, and I cast thousands 
of votes, just as you have, as a city 
councilman and mayor, as Lieutenant 
Governor and Governor, and now as a 
Member of this body. I have cast all 
kinds of votes. A vote on war is the 
most significant vote you will ever 
cast. I cast two votes on the war reso-
lutions in the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, and it was interesting casting 
votes on those, even though they ended 
up not leading to votes on the floor. 
There is just a feeling about the grav-
ity of that vote and the feeling in my 
stomach as I was trying to decide how 
to vote. Even when I decided how to 
vote and making my mouth say the 
word about how I wanted to vote, it 
was a vote unlike anything for those 
two, unlike any other vote that I have 
ever cast. 

Part of that, no doubt, is the connec-
tion that Virginians feel so closely to 
the military. Part of it, no doubt, is 
having a child in the military and 
knowing what a vote like that might 
mean to marines like my oldest son. 

This is a topic that has to be the 
most serious thing we do, and we can’t 
outsource our moral responsibility 
about it to a President. In fact, we 
need to jealously guard that responsi-
bility, and I hope we will. 

With that, 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. 
Mr. ROUNDS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

f 

CLOTURE MOTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 
to rule XXII, the Chair lays before the 
Senate the pending cloture motion, 
which the clerk will state. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on nomina-
tion of Daniel P. Collins, of California, to be 
United States Circuit Judge for the Ninth 
Circuit. 

Mitch McConnell, John Hoeven, David 
Perdue, Chuck Grassley, James E. 
Risch, Johnny Isakson, John Barrasso, 
Steve Daines, Roger F. Wicker, Jerry 
Moran, John Cornyn, John Thune, 
Richard Burr, Mike Crapo, Pat Rob-
erts, Lindsey Graham, Shelley Moore 
Capito. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum 
call has been waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the nomination 
of Daniel P. Collins, of California, to be 
United States Circuit Judge for the 
Ninth Circuit, shall be brought to a 
close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. THUNE. The following Senators 

are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE) and the 
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. JOHNSON). 

Further, if present and voting, the 
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE) 
would have voted ‘‘yea’’ and the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin (Mr. JOHNSON) 
would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. BOOKER), 
the Senator from Wisconsin (Ms. BALD-
WIN), the Senator from New York (Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND), and the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS), are nec-
essarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
ERNST). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 51, 
nays 43, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 117 Ex.] 

YEAS—51 

Alexander 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Braun 
Burr 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Daines 
Enzi 

Ernst 
Fischer 
Gardner 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Hyde-Smith 
Isakson 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
McConnell 
McSally 
Moran 
Murkowski 
Paul 

Perdue 
Portman 
Risch 
Roberts 
Romney 
Rounds 
Rubio 
Sasse 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Shelby 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Toomey 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—43 

Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Brown 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Feinstein 
Harris 

Hassan 
Heinrich 
Hirono 
Jones 
Kaine 
King 
Klobuchar 
Leahy 
Manchin 
Markey 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Murphy 

Murray 
Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Sinema 
Smith 
Stabenow 
Tester 
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