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the border because they don’t want to 
answer for the crisis that they have 
created. They have chosen appease-
ment of loud, radical immigration 
groups over American security, over 
American sovereignty. 

President Biden and Vice President 
KAMALA HARRIS haven’t seen the bor-
der stations where the agents sacrifice 
day and night, mentally and phys-
ically, battling a crisis that their De-
partments haven’t given them the 
tools to address. 

For many Americans, this crisis 
seems far away, at least until it is too 
late—until it is their child, their 
grandchild, their brother and sister 
who become a statistic. 

That is the other thing that I heard 
constantly from Border Patrol and law 
enforcement agents: We need someone 
to tell America what is happening here. 

With the President and media avert-
ing their eyes and abdicating their re-
sponsibilities, it becomes even more 
critical to spread the word before more 
American lives are needlessly lost, be-
fore more migrants’ lives are destroyed 
in the journey or through indentured 
servitude once they arrive, and more 
communities are damaged beyond re-
pair. 

So what can we do to address this 
crisis? 

Even though the border cries is worse 
than ever, the Biden administration is 
voluntarily ending title 42 pandemic- 
related authority for expedited re-
moval. 

The Border Patrol agents I met this 
weekend believe that this will make 
this recordbreaking crisis substantially 
worse. Such a surrender of American 
security would be intolerable. 

And there is another health crisis 
that title 42 is critical to battling. The 
cartels send migrants across at stra-
tegic points to bog down Border Patrol 
agents with paperwork processing that 
takes five times longer without title 
42. Then they use the resulting enforce-
ment gaps to move fentanyl across the 
border. 

We have to close these enforcement 
gaps with better policy. 

So I have introduced legislation to 
add drug smuggling as an additional 
basis for title 42 authority. Overdoses 
have become an epidemic in America. 
This legislation would allow the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services 
to use title 42 to combat drug traf-
ficking across the border. This bill 
would give our Border Patrol agents 
the tools they need to quickly remove 
migrants who illegally cross the bor-
der, substantially freeing up agents to 
focus on actually stopping drug traf-
fickers. 

More than 100,000 Americans died last 
year from drug overdoses, many from 
fentanyl coming from across our south-
ern border. We desperately need title 42 
to fight this drug epidemic. It is a tool 
that would quite literally save Amer-
ican lives in every State in the Union 
immediately. 

So, as in legislative session, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-

mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions be discharged from fur-
ther consideration of S. 3959 and the 
Senate proceed to its immediate con-
sideration. I further ask that the bill 
be considered read a third time and 
passed and that the motion to recon-
sider be considered made and laid upon 
the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from Hawaii. 
Mr. SCHATZ. Madam President, re-

serving the right to object. 
This is not the right way to get at 

the fentanyl problem. This gives the 
Secretary permission to shut down all 
asylum seekers from a country on the 
basis of any type of drug, no matter 
how much is in possession, how fre-
quently that drug is possessed, what 
country they are coming from. We are 
calling for essentially a complete shut-
down of the asylum program because 
there might be fentanyl somewhere. 
But it also gives the Secretary author-
ity to stop asylum seekers coming 
from any country for any drug at any 
scale. 

Now, title 42 authority is a serious 
thing. It is a blanket authority to 
block anyone presenting themselves for 
asylum. We have seen the horrific im-
ages in Ukraine. We know between 4 
and 5 million people are already refu-
gees, and we know that the United 
States, as the indispensable Nation, 
wants to take a leadership role in ac-
commodating these refugees in Europe 
and, if necessary, in the United States. 

People presenting themselves for asy-
lum, escaping their dangerous home 
country—that is actually part of the 
American dream. That is, in a lot of 
ways, how many of us arrived, right? 
There may not have been this statu-
tory framework, but the principle in-
volved was not just that you came 
from some other place far away to 
make a better life for yourself—some-
times it was that, but sometimes it 
was to escape the pogrom, as was the 
case with my grandparents, from Kyiv 
to Odesa, actually to Canada, and then 
to Hawaii. 

And so this authority is no small 
thing. And to give the Secretary of 
HHS this blanket authority to essen-
tially shut down all asylum seekers be-
cause we are afraid—appropriately 
afraid—of a specific drug is just a little 
ham-fisted. 

And I appreciate the Senator’s re-
marks. I think there are better ways to 
work on this, and therefore I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

The Senator from Tennessee. 
Mr. HAGERTY. Madam President, I 

want to thank my colleague from Ha-
waii for his remarks, but I want to ex-
plain what just happened here. 

My colleague objects, despite the fact 
that recordbreaking numbers of Ameri-
cans are currently dying from 
overdoses, fueled by fentanyl coming 
across our border. This legislation is a 
tool to help save American lives. In-

deed, 100,000 American lives were lost 
last year to drug overdoses. These lives 
are being deprived of the American 
dream forever. So Democrats are cat-
egorically opposed to commonsense 
border security tools to prevent drug 
trafficking into America no matter 
how bad the drug overdose numbers 
get? How much longer will it take to 
change course from the Biden adminis-
tration policies that have created this 
national security crisis? How much 
longer will we allow our immigration 
system to be manipulated by a massive 
transnational criminal alliance be-
tween the Chinese communists and bil-
lion-dollar cartels who are shipping 
deadly quantities of illicit drugs into 
the United States? 

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

ator from Utah. 
NOMINATION OF KETANJI BROWN JACKSON 

Mr. LEE. Madam President, today, I 
rise to share my concerns with the 
nomination of Judge Ketanji Brown 
Jackson to serve as an Associate Jus-
tice on the U.S. Supreme Court. 

Let me begin my remarks by noting 
that I have enjoyed getting to know 
Judge Jackson. My visits with her and 
conversations with her in the com-
mittee and otherwise and also my 
interaction with Judge Jackson’s fam-
ily have all reinforced what I know of 
her generally, which is that she is a 
good person, a noble citizen, and some-
one who has earned very impressive 
academic and professional credentials. 

After graduating from Harvard Law 
School, she ended up clerking at all 
three levels of the Federal judiciary 
and worked at a number of positions 
over the years as a lawyer. She has 
now, as a judge, served as a Federal 
district judge, which is a trial court po-
sition, and has served on the U.S. Court 
of Appeals for the DC Circuit, which is 
an appellate court position. If con-
firmed to the U.S. Supreme Court, she 
will have served at all three levels of 
the Federal judiciary, which is itself an 
impressive accomplishment and one 
that I think would benefit the Supreme 
Court. Any time they have the insight 
of someone who has served in that 
many roles, it can be helpful. 

She is a good person in many re-
spects and comes with impressive 
qualifications academically and profes-
sionally, but I do have concerns, and 
those concerns are what I want to turn 
to now. 

Many of them date back to efforts by 
groups like Demand Justice to shame 
and intimidate Judge Jackson’s former 
boss and the Justice whom she would 
be replacing if confirmed to this posi-
tion, Justice Breyer, into retiring by 
paying for a billboard mounted on a 
truck to drive around the Supreme 
Court of the United States, bearing the 
slogan ‘‘Retire, Breyer.’’ These same 
groups are now the same groups that 
are spending money—millions of dol-
lars—to advocate for Judge Jackson’s 
speedy confirmation. Then there was 
the shameless leaking of Justice 
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Breyer’s decision to retire well before 
he was ready to announce it. 

Now we find ourselves in the midst of 
a needlessly rushed nomination proc-
ess, where liberal dark money groups 
are pressuring Senate Democrats to 
confirm their preferred Supreme Court 
nominee months—many months—in 
advance of when she could actually be 
seated on the Court. 

Because of this false sense of urgency 
being presented by the radical left, we 
have also seen the chairman of the 
Senate Judiciary Committee refuse to 
accommodate reasonable and common-
sense document requests from Repub-
lican members of that committee. The 
same members of the committee who 
demanded more time to review and in-
terrogate a nominee about his high 
school yearbook are now feigning out-
rage and insisting that it is somehow 
unacceptable that we should demand 
more time to review a nominee’s own 
judicial record. The contrast is signifi-
cant. 

Let me provide some additional con-
text to illustrate how outrageous that 
aspect of this situation is. 

My Republican colleagues and I have 
been very keen to hear from Judge 
Jackson about her judicial philosophy. 
This is something that is an essential 
part of assessing any judicial nomi-
nee’s fitness for office. The higher level 
the nomination, the more important it 
is to understand that. Nowhere is this 
more important than when the nomi-
nee is someone who has been nomi-
nated to serve on the highest Court in 
the land, the Supreme Court of the 
United States. 

Judge Jackson, significantly, has re-
fused to describe her judicial philos-
ophy or even to agree that she has one. 
Instead, she has told us that she has a 
methodology, but this methodology— 
neutrally applying the law to all rel-
evant facts—is nothing more than a 
simple statement—a simple rote reci-
tation—of what judges do, not an ex-
planation of how they do it. 

When Republicans on the Judiciary 
Committee pressed Judge Jackson for 
more information about her judicial 
philosophy or any statement about it, 
Chairman DURBIN and the nominee 
both directed us to her judicial record. 
So we asked Judge Jackson about her 
record. We inquired about questionable 
sentences in child pornography cases, 
sentences that appeared to constitute a 
pattern and practice of giving 
inexplicably light sentences to crimi-
nals—people who are caught traf-
ficking in what can only be described 
as the products of the commercializa-
tion of child sex torture. These are vile 
offenses. Her response was that we sim-
ply couldn’t understand her sentencing 
decisions. We couldn’t understand 
them just by looking only at the public 
record because we didn’t see what she 
saw. We didn’t have the information 
that she had. 

Now, Chairman DURBIN told us that 
we can discern Judge Jackson’s judi-
cial philosophy from her judicial 

record. Judge Jackson told us that we 
can’t understand her judicial record 
without all of the supporting docu-
ments that informed her decisions. So 
we asked for those supporting docu-
ments, which included presentence re-
ports from those cases involving child 
pornography possession. Chairman 
DURBIN’s response? Not on my watch— 
his words, not mine. Democrats dis-
missed our requests as baseless attacks 
on Judge Jackson herself. 

What if we said, ‘‘That isn’t true’’? 
Do they contest that Judge Jackson 
presided over those cases? That she, in 
fact, imposed those sentences? Do they 
contest that she imposed those sen-
tences or that Judge Jackson’s sen-
tences departed from both the sen-
tencing guideline ranges and from the 
requests of the prosecutors? These are 
simply the facts in the record, and we 
have questions about them, legitimate 
questions. 

So, if this is a baseless attack to a 
nominee’s factual record, what exactly 
is the purpose and scope of the Senate’s 
duty to offer our advice and consent 
with regard to such nominations? 

After we pushed back, Chairman 
DURBIN based his continued refusal on 
the sensitive nature of the documents 
at issue. Now, I agree completely that 
presentence reports are highly sen-
sitive. They contain sensitive informa-
tion in them, and this body of written 
work product deals with necessarily 
sensitive materials on a regular basis. 
The U.S. Senate deals with sensitive 
records, so the fact that these are sen-
sitive documents doesn’t mean that we 
can’t handle them. In fact, we already 
have security measures in place to pro-
tect that kind of information. We even 
have specified rooms where we can and 
routinely do review sensitive informa-
tion. So hiding behind a glib quote 
about protecting children at the ex-
pense of thousands upon thousands of 
actual child victims is shameful. 

The chairman says that parents are 
living in fear that presentence reports 
that discuss harm to their children 
would be confidentially shared with 
this body for the limited purpose of al-
lowing us to do our job, to review 
Judge Jackson’s record. I think it is 
more likely—far more likely, in fact— 
that parents of sexually exploited chil-
dren live in fear that their children 
may be victimized again when one of 
Judge Jackson’s defendants gets re-
leased from prison after an unconscion-
ably, indefensibly short sentence. 

To make matters even worse, not 
only have Democrats refused Repub-
lican requests for more information on 
Judge Jackson’s judicial record, but 
they have withheld information from 
me and my Republican colleagues on 
the Judiciary Committee. I am refer-
ring in this context to a chart ref-
erenced accidentally by a Democratic 
member of the Judiciary Committee 
that summarized probation office sen-
tencing recommendations gleaned from 
the presentence reports—the same 
presentence reports that we have re-

quested and that we have not been al-
lowed to see. 

Now, I have to admit I am still un-
clear as to how the majority obtained 
this information. Chairman DURBIN 
wrote to Republicans that the chart 
was given to him by the White House, 
which, in turn, obtained the chart from 
Judge Jackson’s chambers. However, 
when I and every other Republican 
member on the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee wrote to Judge Jackson to re-
quest further information, she replied 
that she had no way of obtaining the 
requested information because it ‘‘is 
the property of the U.S. District Court 
for the District of Columbia, and I am 
no longer a member of that court.’’ 
How, then, did her chambers obtain the 
information that was provided to the 
White House and then provided to Sen-
ate Democrats which came from the 
presentence reports? 

Do the Democrats have something to 
hide—something that they can avoid 
having to reveal and have discussed by 
rushing Judge Jackson’s nomination? 
What might it be? It may be the one 
thing Judge Jackson steadfastly re-
fused to share—her judicial philosophy. 

Despite my Democratic colleagues’ 
pretending that judicial philosophy is 
some arcane and esoteric legal concept 
that doesn’t matter, Americans every-
where instinctively understand its im-
portance. While they may not all use 
the same terminology, Americans 
know that justice—as we imagine Lady 
Justice always depicted as being blind 
or blindfolded—is to ensure equal jus-
tice under the law for everyone regard-
less of their race, their religion, their 
background, their creed. That kind of 
justice matters to every petitioner, 
every respondent, every plaintiff, and 
every defendant who comes before our 
courts. That kind of justice can be en-
sured only by judges adhering to a 
guiding principle by which they bring 
clarity out of often unclear language. 

The Supreme Court is not a rep-
resentative body; Congress is. Justices 
are not accountable to the people once 
they are confirmed, but we are. That is 
why we have heard from virtually 
every nominee that their personal per-
spectives on X, Y, and Z don’t matter— 
because they are fully committed to 
applying the law without their own 
personal perspectives getting in the 
way. That is exactly right and could 
not more fully demonstrated the im-
portance of judicial philosophy. When a 
Justice is swayed by her natural incli-
nations or fails to get to a neutral 
place when deciding a particular case, 
adherence to her judicial philosophy 
keeps her from violating that commit-
ment. That guiding principle con-
stitute a judge’s judicial philosophy. 

Now, look, judicial philosophy is not 
a methodology or, as I said earlier 
when Judge Jackson described her judi-
cial methodology as simply applying 
the law to the facts, that is not de-
scribing her unique approach to judi-
cial decision making. She was simply 
reciting the definition of what a judge 
does. 
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Every judge applies the law to the 

facts. That is literally what it means 
to be a judge. The question is, How? 
Because statutory and constitutional 
language is often unclear, whether on 
its face or as applied in a particular 
context. What matters is how a judge 
resolves that ambiguity. Laws are not 
self-interpreting, and interpretation is 
rarely obvious, especially in the dif-
ficult cases that tend uniquely to come 
before the Supreme Court of the United 
States on the merits. You have to have 
a guiding principle by which to bring 
clarity out of unclear language. That is 
your judicial philosophy. 

So a judge without a judicial philos-
ophy is no more useful than a pastor 
without a theology. It is just someone 
making it up as they go along, dressing 
up their opinions as holy writ. A nomi-
nee who claims to have no judicial phi-
losophy is either being misleading or is 
perhaps unsuited to a lifetime appoint-
ment on the Federal bench, let alone 
on the highest Court in the land. Yet 
the vast majority of President Biden’s 
judicial nominees have repeatedly as-
serted that they simply don’t have one; 
that they lack a judicial philosophy. 
This sudden and uniform shift suddenly 
and strongly suggests that they are 
being coached to give precisely that in-
explicable, indefensible answer. 

And yet every judge does, in fact, 
have a judicial philosophy. Whether 
they acknowledge it or not, whether it 
is easily definable by a few words or a 
few sentences, they do have one. When 
a nominee refuses to describe her judi-
cial philosophy, the likely explanation 
is simply that she does have one; she 
just knows that neither the public nor 
this body would approve of it. In that 
case, we are left to infer what her judi-
cial philosophy is from her record, 
which is precisely what Chairman DUR-
BIN and Judge Jackson suggested that 
we do. Except, as I have already point-
ed out, they don’t want us to have the 
whole record, and they are unreason-
ably denying our access to the whole 
record. 

So, again, Judge Jackson refuses to 
tell us what her judicial philosophy is. 
Senator DURBIN says we can find it in 
her record; Judge Jackson says we 
can’t fully understand her record with-
out all the supporting documents, but 
neither of them will let us see these 
documents. If this makes you nervous, 
that is because it should. 

So why does this matter? Well, we 
got to see this firsthand 2 weeks ago. 
While Judge Jackson insisted that she 
didn’t have a judicial philosophy, she 
actually did give us a small peek into 
it. In response to a question from Sen-
ator DURBIN about the sentencing 
guidelines and child pornography of-
fenders, she acknowledged Congress 
implemented a statutory scheme with 
specific directives to courts to help 
them determine how they are to sen-
tence defendants found guilty of pos-
sessing or distributing child sexual as-
sault material. But then she admitted 
that she and other judges have made a 

habit of using the discretion they are 
given in applying the sentencing guide-
lines that disregard or discount the 
parts that, in their view, no longer 
make sense, saying: 

Courts are adjusting their sentences in 
order to account for the changed cir-
cumstances. 

With all due respect, that is not her 
or any other judge’s decision to make. 
Courts don’t change the law; Congress 
changes the law. If Congress one day 
decides that receiving child sexual as-
sault material electronically is some-
how less offensive than receiving it 
through the mail, then we will change 
the law. 

Judge Jackson insists that she was 
statutorily required to consider the 
factors—the very factors she relied 
upon—to depart from the guidelines, 
consistently sentencing defendants to 
prison terms considerably below where 
the sentencing guidelines would have 
sent her. 

All that is true, but all the factors 
listed in the statute in question, codi-
fied in 18 U.S.C. Section 3553, Judge 
Jackson seems to weigh quite heavily 
those factors that will decrease an of-
fender’s sentence and gives, appar-
ently, short shrift to those who would 
lengthen the sentence in these child 
pornography cases. 

This kind of cherry-picking of con-
siderations resulted in astonishing out-
comes, like giving one defendant 3 
months in prison instead of 10 years. 
Her willingness to change the outcome 
based not on the law but based on her 
own sense of ‘‘changed circumstances’’ 
demonstrates a lack of judicial humil-
ity and restraint, and that is troubling. 

Unfortunately, this lack of judicial 
humility and restraint was not limited 
to any narrow line of cases. It wasn’t 
limited to those cases that involved 
the production and distribution and 
possession of child pornography. 

In the case of Make the Road New 
York v. McAleenan, Judge Jackson ig-
nored clear statutory language, stating 
that she didn’t even have jurisdiction 
to review the case. She set aside that 
language and instead reached back in 
time to apply the previously enacted 
and much broader Administrative Pro-
cedures Act to obtain her preferred 
outcome, the outcome advocated for by 
the dark money group Arabella Advi-
sors, which happens to be funding the 
campaign for her confirmation. When 
asked about this case, Judge Jackson 
doubled down on her faulty reasoning, 
even though it had been overturned by 
the left-leaning DC Circuit. 

Unfortunately, this was not the only 
case where Judge Jackson ignored 
clear statutory language to assert ju-
risdiction and reach her preferred pol-
icy outcome. 

To make matters worse, Judge Jack-
son took multiple opportunities in her 
responses to my colleagues’ written 
questions to separate herself from prin-
ciples that form the bedrock of our 
constitutional Republic. 

When asked by Senator CRUZ if she 
believed that individuals possess nat-
ural rights, she said: 

I do not hold a position on whether individ-
uals possess natural rights. 

This is after she acknowledged that 
these lines from our Declaration of 
Independence reflect natural rights: 

We hold these truths to be self-evident, 
that all men are created equal, that they are 
endowed by their Creator with certain 
unalienable Rights, that among these are 
Life, Liberty, and the pursuit of Happiness. 

When asked by Senator CORNYN if she 
believed that natural law is reflected 
in the Bill of Rights, she stated that 
she ‘‘would interpret the Bill of Rights 
based on the methods of constitutional 
interpretation the Supreme Court em-
ploys, not based on principles derived 
from natural law.’’ 

These responses eliminate any hope 
that I had that even if Judge Jackson 
interprets and applies statutes incor-
rectly, she would still be guided by our 
Founding documents. Every part of 
Judge Jackson’s record—that is, every 
part that we have been given—seems to 
indicate something of a desire to sepa-
rate herself from grounding principles 
in order to reach her desired outcomes. 

This is why judicial philosophy mat-
ters. This is why it isn’t just some eso-
teric exercise for law nerds. This is 
why it matters and should matter to 
every American. 

When a judge can impose her own 
policy views in contradiction of the ex-
pressed will of the people through their 
elected representatives in Congress, it 
doesn’t just undermine our representa-
tive system of government. As we have 
seen here, it can put child predators 
back on the streets. 

In one case, the convict, upon release 
from his inexplicably short jail sen-
tence, resumed seeking out suggestive 
images of children to the point that 
Judge Jackson had to agree to send 
him to 6 months in a halfway house. 

In another case, the convict who had 
been convicted of raping his 13-year-old 
niece and then falsifying his address to 
evade the sex offender registry, sexu-
ally assaulted another family member 
after being released from the light sen-
tence imposed previously by Judge 
Jackson. 

Neither of these defendants would 
have had these opportunities to re-
offend had Judge Jackson just followed 
the sentencing guidelines and what the 
law required. 

Judicial philosophy matters. It is 
foundational to the very fabric of our 
constitutional Republic. And, again, 
there are no magic words we are look-
ing for. There is not a single judicial 
philosophy that is either going to deem 
it acceptable or not acceptable, but 
they need to have one. They need to be 
willing to talk about it and explain 
what animates, what motivates their 
decision making, how they will go 
about construing these statutes. 

If judges won’t commit to giving ef-
fect to the words of the laws that Con-
gress passes, as understood at the time 
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they were written and enacted, then 
American voters have no control over 
the laws that govern them. We will be 
ruled in that kind of scenario by a self- 
anointed class of five philosopher Kings 
in black robes. 

I fear Judge Jackson may see the 
Court in that very way. I fear that 
based on her answer to a question in 
the hearing raised by one of my col-
leagues. In response to that question, 
she said: 

Well, anytime the Supreme Court have five 
votes . . . they have a majority for whatever 
opinion they determine. 

The Constitution demands more, and 
the American people deserve better. 

For all these reasons, I oppose Judge 
Jackson’s nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
OSSOFF). The Senator from Delaware. 

CORONAVIRUS 
Mr. COONS. Mr. President, we are in 

the middle of a horrible global pan-
demic. Later this month, we will pass a 
tragic milestone of a million Ameri-
cans killed by COVID–19. Already, 
more than 6 million globally have died. 

And I know we are all sick and tired 
of it, completely tired of it, done with 
it. I hear all the time at home and here 
that we are done with this pandemic, 
but, unfortunately, it is not done with 
us. 

This week, this body has failed to 
take minimally responsible action. 
And I am going to speak for a few min-
utes to what it means that we have 
failed to come together to pass another 
urgently needed appropriations bill 
both to meet our domestic needs for 
therapeutics and vaccines and for 
treatment and for the development of 
the next vaccine for the next variant 
and what it means that we have deliv-
ered zero additional resources for glob-
al public health to address this worst 
global pandemic in a century. 

The bill that we should be taking up 
now and is being blocked by disagree-
ments would have provided $10 billion 
to help provide additional protection 
for 330 million Americans, to buy the 
therapeutics that we need, to invest in 
the research to make sure that we are 
ready for the next variant, to finish 
providing the public health support for 
vaccinations. 

While we may think we are done with 
the virus, 30,000 Americans yesterday 
tested positive. It has touched all of 
our communities, our families, my own 
family, our own neighborhoods. We are 
not done with this. 

Senator SCHUMER and others of my 
colleagues have been saying on this 
floor and in public and in private re-
lentlessly, we must deliver more re-
sources. Well, I am here to say that we 
cannot get this pandemic under control 
here in the United States and secure 
the safety and health of our people 
until we have delivered meaningful 
vaccine protection around the world. 

It is shortsighted for us to say that 
because we are done with it, it is done 
with us. I will remind you, we have 
twice before gone through periods 

where things were looking better, 
things were looking up, and then the 
Delta variant emerged, the Omicron 
variant emerged in other places in the 
world where vaccination rates were not 
what we might hope for, not what we 
have achieved here and in other coun-
tries. 

So let me briefly explain why this is 
a case of ‘‘pay me now or pay me 
later.’’ I understand the fiscal concerns 
that have driven some to say we should 
spend no more, but I think we will dis-
cover the foolishness of a view that 
says we need not spend more. 

First, it is just a waste of money, 
folks. We have already bought hun-
dreds of millions of vaccine doses that 
are now not going to be delivered in 
countries in the world, and particu-
larly in Africa, where the public health 
systems are not developed enough to 
actually translate vaccine doses into 
vaccinations. 

As I learned during the Ebola epi-
demic in Liberia, that last mile from 
the capital to the regions to villages is 
really hard to navigate. It is hard to 
navigate here in the United States, 
heck. But in countries without cold 
storage chains, without rural public 
health resources, without the resources 
to pay for people to go and vaccinate, 
not having that last dollar to go that 
last mile means that we are letting 
people die when we have got the vac-
cines to save their lives; and it means 
we continue to have 2.8 billion 
unvaccinated people around the world. 

Second, this is a moment where we 
can teach the world, again, that the 
United States, long the most reliable 
global public health partner, can be 
counted on in this critical moment. 
Dozens of countries could not get our 
vaccines 6 months or a year ago, so 
they have relied on Chinese and Rus-
sian vaccines that are ineffective 
against Omicron. A variant emerged 
able to get around Sinopharm and 
Sputnik, the vaccines delivered by the 
Chinese and Russians. 

So we have a moment when dozens of 
countries around the world are asking 
for our help. We have got the vaccines; 
we have got the opportunity; and we 
are failing to take advantage of this 
moment. 

The most compelling reason, of 
course, is our own people’s health. We 
have seen this cycle before, and we will 
see this cycle again. 

How bad is the vaccination status in 
other places around the world? Well, 
briefly: Yemen, a country undergoing a 
horrific war with widespread famine, 
their vaccination rate is less than 1.5 
percent. In Haiti, in our hemisphere, a 
nation of 11 million people, their vac-
cination rate is below 1 percent. The 
number of folks fully vaccinated in two 
great countries on the continent of Af-
rica—Tanzania, 60 million people; Nige-
ria, 200 million people—below 5 per-
cent. 

We cannot afford to allow this virus, 
COVID–19, which is like a safecracker, 
out there in the world to just keep 

twisting the dials and testing, testing, 
testing—because every time it infects 
someone, it has a chance to mutate. 
Every time it mutates, it has a chance 
to get past our defenses. 

We will regret this failure. We need 
to treat this like the global health 
emergency it is, and we need to realize 
that we already had hundreds of mil-
lions of people facing food insecurity 
before the Russian invasion of Ukraine 
accelerated the vulnerability of mil-
lions of people around the world be-
cause Ukraine is the breadbasket from 
which is fed countries all over the re-
gion: the Middle East and North Africa, 
from Syria to Somalia. We are going to 
see food riots, increased instability, 
and millions more in hunger. 

So, folks, I will keep at this. I will 
keep working. I will keep mobilizing 
and engaging my colleagues, both 
Democratic and Republican, in making 
the case until it is done; but we have a 
moral imperative, an economic impera-
tive, a political imperative, a humani-
tarian imperative to save our own 
country and our own people by pro-
viding the resources the world needs 
and deserves. 

We have so many good partners in 
this—organizations like One, USGOC, 
Care, Catholic Relief Services, Save 
the Children, Bread for the World, and 
many others—too many to name. But 
we need the same level of energy and 
commitment and engagement in this 
Chamber that we have heard from calls 
from around our country and our 
world. The world is looking to the 
United States to use the vaccines we 
have, use the resources we have, pro-
vide the support to get us on the other 
side of this pandemic globally. Mr. 
President, this is the moment that we 
should do it. 

NOMINATION OF KETANJI BROWN JACKSON 
Mr. President, I want to speak briefly 

to a great accomplishment that will 
occur in this Senate later this week: 
the confirmation to the U.S. Supreme 
Court of Judge Ketanji Brown Jackson. 

As a member of the Judiciary Com-
mittee, I have lived through—I have 
endured—several confirmation proc-
esses. I will say, this is one that brings 
me some joy, a sense of lift that we are 
making history for this Chamber and 
for the Supreme Court. 

Justice Breyer, who has announced 
his intention to retire, is someone who 
has spent decades on the Federal 
bench, on the Supreme Court, and has 
lived up to the highest ideals of Amer-
ican jurisprudence; and I am confident 
Judge Jackson, as Justice Jackson, 
will continue in that tradition. She 
has, as we learned in our week of con-
firmation hearings, a deep under-
standing of the Constitution, a great 
sense of the balance and the role of a 
judge, limited to understanding the 
Constitution, law, and facts passed in 
front of her and with a limited role to 
decide the questions presented based on 
the law and the facts. 

We also got to hear about her family, 
her history, her experiences, her serv-
ice, her impeccable legal credentials, 
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