
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES4172 July 2, 2020 
TRUMP ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. President, governing is a matter 
of priorities. In this moment of na-
tional crisis, as the COVID–19 pan-
demic rages on, economic hardship 
deepens and the centuries-old struggle 
for racial justice is waged anew. Our 
national priorities have never been 
clearer to everyone, it seems, but 
President Trump. 

This week has been one of the most 
out-of-touch weeks of an out-of-touch 
Presidency. As the citizens of ruby red 
Oklahoma voted to expand Medicaid, 
President Trump, this week, advanced 
his administration’s lawsuit to elimi-
nate our healthcare law and Medicaid 
expansion along with it. As protesters 
continued to march in the streets for 
racial justice, President Trump, this 
week, attacked a program designed to 
end racial segregation in housing. As 
the State of Mississippi decided to take 
down the Confederate flag, President 
Trump threatened to veto the national 
defense bill, including a pay raise for 
our troops, in the name of protecting 
the Confederacy. 

This week, the President of the 
United States seemed more concerned 
with protecting the names of dead Con-
federate generals than doing anything 
to help living American citizens. The 
President is so out of touch that it is 
as if he was dropped into the Oval Of-
fice from another planet, unaware and 
uncaring of anything going on around 
him. Whether it is the resurgent 
COVID killing Americans, a faltering 
economy, a righteous movement for ra-
cial justice, or Putin’s malign actions 
endangering our troops, President 
Trump has the same reaction: stroke 
his own ego, then stick his head in the 
sand and do nothing. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia. 
PROTESTS 

Mr. KAINE. Mr. President, I rise to 
briefly discuss a matter that is con-
tained within the NDAA bill that is 
currently pending before the Senate, a 
matter for which I sponsored as an 
amendment, in the Committee on 
Armed Services’ markup on the bill, 
that received the unanimous voice vote 
of my colleagues, and I just wanted to 
stress its importance. 

A few weeks back, on a Monday in 
May, peaceful protesters assembled in 
Lafayette Square to protest against po-
lice violence. They were peaceful, and 
they were in full compliance with a 
curfew ordinance that was in place. It 
was before the curfew. Federal law en-
forcement officials fired tear gas at 
them to disperse them, which I found 
very, very troubling, as, I know, many 
people did. What concerned me even 
more was the President’s indicating 
that he might use Active-Duty mili-
tary against the protesters. That was 
happening during the same week that 
we were submitting amendments to the 
National Defense Authorization Act. 

So I wrote up a very simple amend-
ment that read: No funds under this 

Act shall be used for any military pro-
gram or personnel to infringe upon peo-
ple’s rights to peacefully assemble or 
petition government for a redress of 
grievances. It was a very simple 
amendment. 

There is an act, the Insurrection Act, 
that sets forth specific circumstances 
under which the military can be used 
to do law enforcement activities for do-
mestic purposes, but I wanted to have 
the strong statement that the military 
should not be used to infringe upon 
people’s rights to peacefully assemble 
and petition the government. I was 
proud, when I presented that to my 
committee colleagues within a week 
after this event, that they agreed and, 
by a unanimous voice vote, included it 
in the base bill. 

I want to just stress why I think this 
is so very, very important, and I appre-
ciate my colleagues’ support to this 
point. Peaceful protests are protected 
in the First Amendment, and I think 
the Framers of the Bill of Rights, when 
they protected something, they sort of 
encouraged it. I think the Framers of 
the Constitution got some things 
wrong, but they also got some things 
right. 

One of the things I have always been 
interested in is that, while elections 
are important—and elections and cam-
paigns are in the Constitution as being 
every 2 years for the House, every 6 
years for the Senate, and Presidential 
elections—the Framers knew elections 
wouldn’t be enough to protect this 
great democracy. If they had thought 
elections would have been enough, they 
wouldn’t have said that people need to 
be able to peacefully assemble and that 
people need to be able to petition the 
government for a redress of grievances. 
If elections had been enough, they 
would have said: Well, if you are mad, 
just wait 2 years, and then you can 
vote out somebody bad and bring in 
somebody good. 

The Framers had been through the 
experiences of things like the Boston 
Tea Party and other events. They knew 
that to have a more perfect Union and 
really preserve the democracy, they 
needed to have elections, but they also 
needed to give people the room and the 
space to be able to peacefully assemble 
and say: Hey, I don’t like this. Can we 
make these changes? 

It is a value that is so important, 
like the freedom of religion and the 
freedom of the press, and were put in 
the First Amendment for a reason. 

Those in the military, just as Sen-
ators, take vows to support and defend 
the Constitution of the United States. 
Yet, in particular today, 2020, we have 
a significant issue that I see cropping 
up sometimes, which is, thank good-
ness, that we as civilians appreciate 
the military—that the ‘‘thank you for 
your service’’ attitude, I think, is wide-
ly shared. There is often a gulf between 
the military and civilians because, in 
the time of an all-volunteer military, 
only 1 percent of people serve in the 
military. That means, for those of us 

who haven’t served, often, we might 
have a general appreciation, but we 
don’t really have an understanding, 
and there can start to be a gap, or a 
gulf, between civilians and the mili-
tary. 

Former Secretary of Defense Mattis 
has commented about this a lot, about 
this gap that can grow. I am not chal-
lenging that an all-volunteer military 
is a good thing, but there can be a gap 
of misunderstanding. We would never 
want to widen that gap, and we should 
always do things to narrow that gap. 
There would be nothing that would 
widen the gap more than if people were 
to perceive that the military were now 
being arrayed against them, against 
the civilian population. It would not 
only endanger important First Amend-
ment rights, but it would also poten-
tially lead to a wider canyon between 
the civilian and the military, and we 
should not do that. 

There can be uses of military assets 
in protest situations. A sort of stand-
ard way of thinking about it, for exam-
ple, would be to use Guard troops. The 
Guard is often called up to protect pro-
testers, and then local law enforcement 
is used to police bad actors. One would 
use a group like the Guard to protect 
protesters, to keep them safe, and to 
make sure they are not doing things to 
or are being harmed by others, but the 
law enforcement activity should be 
carried out by police and not by the 
military. 

This is something we promote in the 
Committee on Foreign Relations all 
the time. I see my colleague from Wyo-
ming who is here, who is on the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations with me 
and does such a good job there. We are 
often encouraging foreign nations: 
Don’t use your military to do police 
work. Have a professional police de-
partment. Use your military to defend 
the country. The professionalizing of 
police is an important thing, because 
that is not what a military should do. 

That was the reason I introduced the 
amendment. It was not solely to pro-
tect First Amendment rights, which 
are really important, but it was also to 
not allow a gulf that exists between ci-
vilians and the military to get even 
worse if civilians feel like the military 
is arrayed against them. 

The last thing I will say—and then I 
will conclude—is that I lived in a mili-
tary dictatorship when I was young. I 
took a year off in the middle of law 
school to go to Honduras and work 
with Jesuit missionaries in 1980 to 1981. 
It was a military dictatorship, and peo-
ple could not vote for anything. It was 
a shock to me, my seeing a society 
where people could vote and, maybe, 
sometimes even choose not to vote, and 
then my going to a society where peo-
ple couldn’t vote. People prayed for the 
day that they might be able to finally 
vote for their leaders, but they 
couldn’t because the military was run-
ning the country at the time. 

There I saw the reaction that the 
people had toward the military, and 
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the reaction that they had toward the 
military and to that form of govern-
ment was not ‘‘thank you for your 
service.’’ It was ‘‘you scare me to 
death.’’ There was military on every 
corner with automatic weapons. There 
were roundups, and they would do an 
organized draft. Sometimes they would 
just surround a movie theater, and as 
young men would come out, they would 
commandeer them to go into the mili-
tary. 

I experienced something so different 
from what I experience here, which was 
a society in which your first reaction 
when you see somebody in uniform—in 
the military—is fear. You are afraid of 
him. We would never want that to be 
the prevailing attitude here. We would 
want our attitude here to be ‘‘thanks 
for your service.’’ 

I believe my amendment, now incor-
porated in the NDAA, will preserve the 
important roles that the military 
plays, preserve the important prin-
ciples of peaceful assembly, petitioning 
government, First Amendment, but we 
will also make sure that we as a soci-
ety don’t find, by pitting the military 
against civilians, that we will be led to 
a situation where we will not be able to 
fully appreciate the sacrifices they 
make and the work they do for us. 

I am excited that the bill on the floor 
now contains this provision and hope 
my colleagues will promptly and 
quickly pass the NDAA. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SCOTT of Florida). The Senator from 
Wyoming. 

JOBS REPORT 
Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, as I 

come to the floor today, we have just 
seen incredible record-setting job num-
bers. It is wonderful news for American 
workers, for families all across the 
country. It is a stellar June jobs re-
port. 

The U.S. economy added 4.8 million 
jobs, shattering all expectations. It is 
the largest monthly jobs gain in our 
Nation’s history. 

So if you flip through the channels 
this morning, Mr. President—and I did 
see you on one of the morning shows, 
doing a wonderful job, as you always 
do, talking about your home State, 
talking about our Nation—but these 
were some of the comments today 
about the jobs numbers: 

CNBC’s Jim Cramer said: ‘‘There’s an 
optimism in the country . . . people 
are hiring.’’ 

Ed Lawrence at FOX Business said: 
‘‘This is amazing. A good report any-
where you look at it.’’ 

Becky Quick, CNBC, said it was a 
‘‘trend from across the board of pretty 
strong numbers.’’ 

Stephanie Ruhle of NBC said it was a 
‘‘big positive.’’ 

Charles Payne, FOX Business, said: 
‘‘Even though the economists keep say-
ing it’s impossible,’’ the numbers are 
terrific. 

Steve Liesman, CNBC, said: ‘‘Bring-
ing a lot of folks back.’’ 

Christine Romans of CNN: ‘‘Big hir-
ing.’’ 

Rick Santelli of CNBC: ‘‘Really solid 
numbers.’’ 

So good news. Americans are getting 
back to work, and we need to make 
sure that we reopen responsibly, smart-
ly, safely—the sorts of things you were 
talking about—knowing what to do, 
how to do it, how to do it right because 
the health and safety, as you men-
tioned, of our families is important, 
and it includes economic health as 
well, and we have that report today 
with a stellar jobs report. 

INFRASTRUCTURE 
Mr. President, I also want to point 

out today that yesterday the Demo-
crats in the House passed their 100-per-
cent partisan version of a highway in-
frastructure bill. They co-opted a bi-
partisan issue, completely cut out Re-
publicans—completely cut them out of 
the conversation. 

Not only that, but House Democrats 
added a laundry list of really leftwing 
proposals in what they passed yester-
day in the House. 

In a sense, it is ‘‘Groundhog’s Day’’ 
for the Green New Deal. This far-left 
fantasy has become a recurring night-
mare, and we saw it yesterday on the 
floor of the House of Representatives. 

The Democrats must be taking their 
cue from Joe Biden. The Biden cam-
paign is promoting the Green New 
Deal, as he said, a ‘‘crucial frame-
work.’’ 

Biden has put the Green New Deal 
author, Representative ALEXANDRIA 
OCASIO-CORTEZ, in charge of his cli-
mate task force. This is where the 
Democrats want to take the country. 

The truth is, Joe Biden has just now 
become the Trojan horse for the far, far 
left. 

House Democrats’ partisan highway 
bill, to me, is a road to nowhere. It is 
going to see no light of day in the U.S. 
Senate. 

Infrastructure must be bipartisan, es-
pecially now. The House should follow 
the Senate’s lead. Senate Republicans, 
in the majority, have worked across 
the aisle with our Democratic col-
leagues to make this serious issue into 
policy that is good for all of America, 
and our bipartisan bill is ready to go. 

America’s Transportation Infrastruc-
ture Act passed the Senate Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee, 
the committee I chair, unanimously, 21 
to 0. The landmark legislation will fix 
our Nation’s roads, bridges, and tun-
nels. 

Now, we invest but $287 billion in our 
highways over 5 years. That is a 27-per-
cent increase over current highway 
funding, and it is important. It is espe-
cially critical to our economic recov-
ery today. 

We still have close to 20 million 
Americans out of work due to the 
coronavirus-related lockdowns. Jump- 
starting highway projects is going to 
speed the recovery, and it will help fuel 
job creation. 

Our bill benefits the entire country— 
both urban areas and rural areas. That 

is why we worked together in a bipar-
tisan way. I will tell you, when I say it 
is overwhelmingly bipartisan, it is be-
cause we have both BERNIE SANDERS 
and President Trump supporting it. In 
fact, President Trump called on Con-
gress to pass the Senate highway bill 
in his State of the Union Address. 

No question, it is the right medicine 
for our roads. It cuts redtape to speed 
up construction. It makes our roads 
safer, stronger, actually, as well, be-
cause of the reinforcement efforts, and 
it sends money directly to States so 
people can get back to work. 

Americans deserve a safe, reliable, ef-
ficient transportation system. So the 
Democrats in the House of Representa-
tives need to get serious. Their 100-per-
cent partisan bill is going nowhere. 

It does seem that the Democrats in 
the House are all about politics and 
nothing about progress—the progress 
we need to make as a country. They 
are over there pushing socialism, and 
right here we are pushing solutions. 

The country needs less 
grandstanding, and it needs more gov-
erning. So I am going to continue to 
work across the aisle. We will work 
with the administration and will not 
quit until our bipartisan highway in-
frastructure bill passes and becomes 
law. Together, we can rebuild America. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT 
Mr. President, now to the issue today 

on the floor of the U.S. Senate. We are 
considering critical national security 
legislation. 

The National Defense Authorization 
Act, NDAA, lays out America’s defense 
priorities for the coming years. The 
NDAA supports our brave service men 
and women, and it sets policies to de-
fend our Nation. 

The investments made through this 
bill safeguard our country from foreign 
threats, and there are many. This is 
why the NDAA has, over the years, be-
come must-pass legislation. 

In fact, the Defense policy bill has 
passed every year for decades. The Sen-
ate continues this proud tradition in 
taking up this, the 60th annual, Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act. 

This legislation is bipartisan to its 
core. It reflects equal input from Re-
publicans and Democrats. The Senate 
Armed Services Committee adopted 229 
bipartisan amendments before approv-
ing the legislation this month by a 
vote in committee of 25 to 2. 

The NDAA will ensure a smart, 
strong, strategic defense for our Na-
tion, and it will maintain America’s 
dominance in a dangerous world. 

The bill supports $741 billion in fiscal 
year 2021 defense funding, and that is 
in line with the bipartisan Budget Act 
of 2019. It implements the national de-
fense strategy to promote a strong 
military deterrent and to strive for a 
lasting peace. 

You have seen it, Mr. President, and 
you have discussed it—with the world 
distracted, China has become 
emboldened. The Chinese military has 
stepped up its aggression against its 
neighbors and in the South China Sea. 
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