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majority spend plenty of time attack-
ing the President and members of the
administration, but virtually nothing
in the way of bipartisan legislation to
actually make progress for the Amer-
ican people.

The problem seems to be that so
many Democrats have moved so far to
the extreme left that they literally
could not pass commonsense legisla-
tion even if they wanted to.

A case in point is the chronic dif-
ficulties and consternation that we
have seen over in the House when it
comes to the seemingly straight-
forward task of condemning anti-Semi-
tism and efforts to delegitimize the
Jewish State of Israel.

Back in March, remember, House
Democrats had their hands full dealing
with one of their freshman members
who had trotted out age-old anti-Se-
mitic tropes—dual loyalties, support
for Israel being driven by money, the
kind of language you would think the
House could have condemned pretty
easily.

But instead, after days of internal
Democratic strife, all the House leader-
ship could drum up was a watered-down
resolution that sort of—sort of—ges-
tured vaguely at the problem. All the
while, Senate-passed legislation that
would actually do something about
anti-Semitism has been languishing
over in the House without a vote.

For more than 5 months and count-
ing, the House has refused to act on S.
1, the foreign policy legislation that we
here in the Senate passed back in Feb-
ruary. This bipartisan bill included a
provision to take on the Boycott, Di-
vestment, and Sanctions movement, an
economic form of anti-Semitism that
targets Israel.

Here in the Senate, taking action
against BDS was a bipartisan goal. 1
am a passionate opponent of the BDS
movement. I know my friend the
Democratic leader opposes BDS as
well, and S. 1 earned 77 votes here in
the Senate back then.

But apparently it is a bridge too far
for this Democratic House. Even a
milder resolution simply condemning
BDS—not doing anything about it, but
condemning it—has become a lightning
rod for the far left this very week.

Reports indicate that ‘‘senior pro-
gressive Democrats are urging House
leaders’ to walk away from the resolu-
tion condemning BDS—a resolution,
not the thing that we passed, which is
much stronger. So the House will not
take action against it, and now it
seems they can’t even merely condemn
it. They can’t even condemn it. In fact,
the far left wants to defend BDS. Let
me say that again. The far left in the
House wants to defend BDS.

I guess this is where we are. Elected
members of the Democratic Party are
openly urging their leadership not to
make them vote on condemning anti-
Semitism. Let me say that again.
Elected members of the Democratic
Party are openly urging their leader-
ship not to make them vote on con-
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demning anti-Semitism—a watered-
down version of what we sent them
back in February—because, for some
reason, it is just too tough a vote.
What a sad and bizarre situation we
find in the House.

I urge the Speaker of the House to do
the right thing. Don’t let these far-left
voices run the show. At long last, bring
S. 1 up for a vote—the comprehensive
legislation that sailed through the Sen-
ate with 77 votes. Bring it up for a
vote, Madam Speaker. Let them vote. I
bet we would see a pretty good out-
come and show anti-Semitism the door.

ECONOMIC GROWTH

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
earlier this week, I spoke about the
economic pain that many Americans
felt under the last administration’s
leftwing policies and all the Trump ad-
ministration and Republicans in Con-
gress have done to turn the page.

Today we see the lowest unemploy-
ment in nearly 50 years, way more job
openings than job seekers, and an all-
American recovery that isn’t limited
to just a select few places and indus-
tries.

My home State of Kentucky has hit
and sustained our lowest unemploy-
ment rate ever recorded—ever re-
corded. Two thirds of Americans now
say they feel optimistic about where
their finances will be a year from now.

But we know the effects of bad policy
are hard to erase. So my colleagues and
I are continuing to fight for the places
that are still struggling to pick up the
pieces.

Unfortunately, my home State of
Kentucky offers a particular case
study, because nothing shows the dif-
ference between the last administra-
tion and this one more clearly than in
the case of affordable energy and the
coal industry.

For more than a century, coal has
been a reliable and low-cost energy
source that has helped fuel America.
Coalfields in both Eastern and Western
Kentucky have provided good jobs and
served as critical drivers of our econ-
omy.

Back in 2009, the industry directly
employed more than 23,000 Kentuck-
ians. It provided more than 90 percent
of our electricity. It brought billions of
dollars in revenue into our State. So
we were especially vulnerable when a
Democratic administration came to
Washington that didn’t even try to
hide its hostility toward Kentucky
coal.

Speaking in San Francisco, then-Sen-
ator Obama pledged to bankrupt any
new coal-fired plants and declared that
under his plan ‘‘electricity rates would
necessarily skyrocket.” His Demo-
cratic leader of the Senate said, ‘‘Coal
makes us sick.”

So clearly, the elite disdain for fossil
fuel in places like New York City, Chi-
cago, and San Francisco was going to
become the law of the land. Sure
enough, the Obama administration de-
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clared a War on Coal. It hurt Kentucky
badly. Plants closed. More than 10,000
miners were let g0—10,000 unemployed
miners. And then these mass layoffs
strained local social services. Entire
communities went into a tailspin.
Unsurprisingly, many of these places
experiencing economic distress subse-
quently became ground zero in the
opioid and substance abuse crisis as
well.

I, and Republicans generally, did all
we could to fight. But when we passed
bills repealing the worst regulations,
President Obama vetoed them. When I
urged his EPA Administrator to hear
from Kentucky families, she turned me
down.

The policies had been dreamt up in
places like New York City and San
Francisco for places like New York
City and San Francisco. Places like
Kentucky? We were just the collateral
damage. So it is no surprise that all
kinds of Americans elected President
Trump and Republican majorities in
2016. And we hit the ground running.

One of the first bills we sent the
President was a bill I introduced to re-
peal the stream buffer rule, a burden-
some part of a series of regulations de-
signed to make coal prohibitively ex-
pensive to mine or to use. We halted
some of the worst regulations, like the
waters of the United States, eliminated
the so-called Clean Power Plan, and re-
placed them with policies to support
American energy dominance.

For former miners and for the indus-
try, the damage can’t be unwound
overnight. This very month, we have
seen two more major coal producers in
Kentucky move toward bankruptcy.
Clearly, even now, all is not well. That
is why my colleagues and I are focused
on lending a helping hand. When
healthcare benefits for thousands of re-
tired coal miners and their families
were at risk, I led the effort to secure
a permanent extension and protect coal
communities in States like Kentucky.

Congressman HAL ROGERS and I es-
tablished the Abandoned Mine Land
Reclamation Economic Development
Pilot Program, which aims to revive
old mine sites into economic drivers
again. That program includes every-
thing from helping dislocated miners
develop the skills they need to transi-
tion to a new career, to delivering re-
sources to strengthen our water infra-
structure, to improving the infrastruc-
ture and tourist attractions to draw
new visitors and money into Appa-
lachia.

With each program and many others,
we are working to revitalize commu-
nities and repair the damage. But
many of our Democratic colleagues are
itching to take us right back to the
bad old days. The most prominent
voices in the Democratic Party are
openly calling to restart a Big Govern-
ment assault on fossil fuels and on so
many Americans’ livelihoods.

We all remember several months ago
when many Democrats embraced an
unabashedly socialist proposal called
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the Green New Deal that would have
made the Obama-era War on Coal look
like child’s play. Among all of its other
craziness, it sought to end all produc-
tion of American oil, coal, and natural
gas within a decade. How ridiculous.
How absurd.

We had a vote on it in the Senate,
and lest we think this was just some
extreme view that only the fringe sub-
scribes to, only 4 of 47 Democrats could
bring themselves to oppose the Green
New Deal in the Senate—only 4 of 47
Democrats could bring themselves to
oppose the Green New Deal in the Sen-
ate. There were 43 of 47 Democrats who
couldn’t vote against this thing. Fortu-
nately, Republicans voted it down.

But last week, not to be deterred, a
number of Democrats rolled out yet an-
other far-left environmentalist mani-
festo. This new resolution calls for—
here we go again—a managed phaseout
of the use of oil, gas, and coal to keep
fossil fuels in the ground—a managed
phaseout of the use of oil, gas, and coal
to keep fossil fuels in the ground. Of
course, this means a whole lot more in-
trusive Big Government.

The bill calls for a ‘‘massive-scale
federal mobilization of resources”—a
“massive-scale federal mobilization of
resources.”” Just imagine what that
would entail. And get this: The new
manifesto dictates that our Nation
model ourselves after Europe, Canada,
and liberal enclaves like New York and
Los Angeles. You just can’t make this
stuff up.

The contrast is clear. Republicans
are working overtime to rebuild the
conditions for middle-class prosperity,
and we are working overtime to help
those who were hit hard in the Obama
years. But Democrats are working to
resurrect the same bad ideas that
caused much of that damage and imple-
ment them yet again, this time on
steroids. The good news is, as long as
this Republican Senate has anything to
say about it, none of these radical job-
killing manifestos have a chance of be-
coming law.

————
CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

——————

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to executive session to resume
consideration of the following nomina-
tion, which the clerk will report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of Clifton L.
Corker, of Tennessee, to be United
States District Judge for the Eastern
District of Tennessee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority whip.

CONSUMER PRIVACY

Mr. THUNE. Madam President, these

days, there is an online component to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

almost everything that Americans do.
Were you at the beach last weekend?
You undoubtedly posted pictures on
Facebook and Instagram. You probably
used Google Maps or Waze or another
map app to find your way there. You
undoubtedly booked a hotel stay on
one of the myriad hotel booking sites,
and you transmitted your credit card
information online to pay for it. Dur-
ing your stay, you probably took ad-
vantage of the hotel’s free Wi-Fi,
whether you were uploading pictures or
watching a show on Netflix. If you had
dinner at a restaurant while you were
there, there is a good chance you used
the internet to make a reservation. If
you booked an excursion while you
were there—maybe a fishing trip or a
boat tour—chances are good you made
that reservation online as well.

I could go on, but you get the idea.
The internet and mobile internet-en-
abled devices like our phones and
watches have resulted in an explosion
of opportunity and innovation. Infor-
mation is more accessible than ever be-
fore. We can communicate more swift-
ly and easily than ever before. We can
shop without leaving our house, strike
out confidently into the unknown
without a map and still find our way
back, turn on the air conditioner or
heater with a simple voice command,
and see who is knocking on our door
while we are 600 miles away on vaca-
tion.

With the convenience and oppor-
tunity of the internet revolution comes
serious privacy concerns. Every time
we book a hotel, navigate a new town,
buy movie tickets, or buy groceries on-
line, we are putting a lot of personal
information into the hands of a lot of
different companies: banking informa-
tion, health information, information
about our location, our preferences,
our habits. All of this information is
likely used in some form or fashion by
some of the world’s most successful
internet businesses to personalize our
search results on Google or to deliver
the content that we see on Facebook or
Instagram.

As a member and former chairman of
the Senate Commerce Committee, I
have gotten an up-close look at the
issue of consumer privacy. I believe
that developing bipartisan consumer
privacy legislation needs to be a pri-
ority in Congress.

Last year, as chairman of the Com-
merce Committee, I convened hearings
into consumer data privacy and the ac-
cessing of millions of Facebook users’
personal data by the political intel-
ligence firm Cambridge Analytica. I
also led a hearing to discuss the Euro-
pean Union’s General Data Protection
Regulation and California’s new pri-
vacy-related law. I have continued to
focus on consumer privacy this year as
chairman of the Commerce Sub-
committee on Communications, Tech-
nology, Innovation, and the Internet.

A few weeks ago, I convened a hear-
ing to look at the use of persuasive
technology on internet platforms like
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Facebook and YouTube. Sites like
YouTube and Facebook use algorithms
and artificial intelligence driven by
user-specific data to tailor just about
everything you see on their platforms,
from ads to the video that plays after
the YouTube video you searched for.
These algorithms can be useful. If you
searched for Paul Simon’s ‘‘Diamonds
on the Soles of Her Shoes” on
YouTube, you probably will not mind
hearing ‘‘Graceland’” next. If you are
shopping for a new computer, you
might find it useful to see an ad for the
latest HP or Apple laptop.

These algorithms can also be de-
ployed in far more troubling ways. For
example, in June, the New York Times
reported that YouTube’s automated
recommendation system was found to
be automatically playing a video of
children playing in their backyard pool
to users who had watched sexually
themed content. Algorithms can also
be used to limit what news stories and
other content people are exposed to.

As we learned from a witness at the
hearing on persuasive technology, a
former Google employee named Tristan
Harris, these algorithms have the po-
tential to be used to influence the
thoughts and behaviors of literally bil-
lions of people.

For all of these reasons, I believe
that transparency needs to be an essen-
tial part of the conversation. Ameri-
cans should be clearly informed about
how their personal data is being used
and how companies influence and con-
trol what Americans see online.

Obviously, users have an obligation
to exercise personal responsibility, but
companies also need to provide greater
transparency about how content is
being filtered.

Given the ever-increasing size of our
digital footprint and the increased pri-
vacy dangers that come along with
that, the question isn’t whether we will
have Federal privacy legislation; it is
what that legislation will look like.

I believe that any final bill should be
bipartisan and should set a single na-
tional data privacy standard so that
companies and consumers don’t have to
navigate 50 different sets of rules. We
need to make consumer data privacy a
priority while also preserving the abil-
ity of companies to innovate and de-
liver the cutting-edge services we rely
on.

I also believe, as I mentioned, that
any bill should include transparency
provisions that give consumers a clear
understanding of what is being done
with their data. I believe consumers
have the option to engage on internet
platforms without being manipulated
by algorithms powered by their own
personal data.

This isn’t the first time Congress has
tackled new and emerging privacy con-
cerns. Over the last few decades, Con-
gress has acted to protect children on-
line, protect sensitive healthcare infor-
mation, and to modernize how institu-
tions use consumer data.
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