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[Rollcall Vote No. 344 Ex.]

YEAS—60
Barrasso Graham Portman
Bennet Hassan Reed
Blackburn Heinrich Romney
Blumenthal Hickenlooper Rosen
Blunt Hirono Rounds
Booker Kaine Sanders
Brown Kelly Schatz
Burr King Schumer
Cantwell Klobuchar Shaheen
Cardin Leahy Sinema
Carper Lujan Smith
Casey Manchin Stabenow
Collins Markey Tester
Coons Menendez Van Hollen
Cornyn Merkley Warner
Cortez Masto Murphy Warnock
Duckworth Murray Warren
Durbin Ossoff Whitehouse
Feinstein Padilla Wyden
Gillibrand Peters Young
NAYS—37
Boozman Hoeven Rubio
Braun Hyde-Smith Sasse
Capito Inhofe Scott (FL)
Cassidy Johnson Scott (SC)
Cotton Kennedy Shelby
Cramer Lankford Sullivan
grgz Eee . Thune
aines ummis 114

Ernst Marshall %)%E oy
Fischer McConnell !

Tuberville
Grassley Moran X
Hagerty Murkowski Wicker
Hawley Paul

NOT VOTING—3

Baldwin Crapo Risch

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 60, the nays are 37,
and the motion is agreed to.

———

CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
OSSOFF). Pursuant to rule XXII, the
Chair lays before the Senate the pend-
ing cloture motion, which the clerk
will state.

The senior assistant 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 the nomi-
nation of Executive Calendar No. 1097, Arati
Prabhakar, of California, to be Director of
the Office of Science and Technology Policy.

Charles E. Schumer, Cory A. Booker,
Tim Kaine, Robert P. Casey, Jr., Gary
C. Peters, Jack Reed, Chris Van Hollen,
Alex Padilla, Debbie Stabenow, Ben
Ray Lujan, Christopher Murphy, Rich-
ard Blumenthal, Christopher A. Coons,
Catherine Cortez Masto, Tammy Bald-
win, Edward J. Markey, Raphael G.
Warnock.

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 Arati Prabhakar, of California, to be
Director of the Office of Science and
Technology Policy, shall be brought to
a close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory
under the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
called the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Wisconsin (Ms. BALDWIN),
is necessarily absent.
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Mr. THUNE. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from North Dakota (Mr. CRAMER), the
Senator from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO), and
the Senator from Idaho (Mr. RISCH).

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 58,
nays 38, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 345 Ex.]

YEAS—b58
Bennet Hickenlooper Reed
Blumenthal Hirono Rosen
Blunt Kaine Rounds
Booker Kelly Sanders
Brown King Schatz
Burr Klobuchar Schumer
Cantwell Leahy Shaheen
Cardin Lujan ) Sinema
Carper Lummis Smith
Casey Markey
Cassidy Menendez Stabenow
Collins Merkley Tester
Coons Moran Tillis
Cortez Masto Murkowski Van Hollen
Duckworth Murphy Warner
Durbin Murray Warnock
Feinstein Ossoff Warren
Gillibrand Padilla Whitehouse
Hassan Peters Wyden
Heinrich Portman
NAYS—38
Barrasso Hagerty Romney
Blackburn Hawley Rubio
Boozman Hoeven Sasse
Braun Hyde-Smith Scott (FL)
Capito Inhofe Scott (SC)
Cornyn Johnson Shelby
Cotton Kennedy Sullivan
Daines Lee Thune
Ernst Manchin Toomey
Fischer Marshall Tl.lbervﬂle
Graham McConnell Wicker
Grassley Paul Young
NOT VOTING—4
Baldwin Crapo
Cramer Risch
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

KELLY). On this vote, the yeas are 58,
the nays are 38.
The motion is agreed to.

——
EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the nomination.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of Arati
Prabhakar, of California, to be Direc-
tor of the Office of Science and Tech-
nology Policy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

S. RES. 753

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I rise
today to say a few words about the
state of democracy, both in terms of
the upcoming election in Brazil as well
as here in the United States.

It is no great secret that, today, de-
mocracies around the world are under
great threat from rightwing extre-
mism. That obviously includes our
own, as we all saw tragically on Janu-
ary 6, 2021, when there was an attack
on this very building by those seeking
to overturn our Presidential election.

One of the countries where democ-
racy is now under threat is Brazil, the
largest nation in Latin America and
one of the largest democratic countries
in the world. On October 2, less than 2
weeks from now, Brazil will hold its
Presidential election. According to
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many polls, it appears that the two
major candidates in that election are
President Jair Bolsonaro and former
President Lula da Silva. If no can-
didate in that election receives over 50
percent of the vote, there will be a run-
off election between the top two can-
didates on October 30.

Mr. President, over the past many
months, Brazilians from all sectors of
society have publicly expressed serious
concerns about ongoing efforts in that
country to undermine democracy, in-
cluding close to 1 million Brazilians
who signed an open letter released on
July 26, 2022, defending the democratic
institutions of Brazil and the rule of
law.

And there is, in fact, a very good rea-
son as to why the people in Brazil are
concerned about their democracy, and
that is that the current President and
candidate for reelection, Jair
Bolsonaro, has made some very provoc-
ative statements which suggest that he
might not accept the election results if
he loses. In other words, Bolsonaro
might attempt to destroy Brazilian de-
mocracy and remain in power no mat-
ter what the people of Brazil determine
in a free and democratic election.

Here are just a few examples of what
Mr. Bolsonaro has said over the years.

Back in September 2018, before he
won his election, Bolsonaro stated:

I will not accept an election result that is
not my own victory.

On September 7, 2021, as reported by
the Financial Times, Bolsonaro stated:

There are those who think they can take
me from the presidency with the mark of a
pen. Well, I say to everyone I have only three
possible fates: Arrest, death or victory. And
tell the bastards I'll never be arrested. Only
God can take me from the presidency.

According to Human Rights Watch,
previously, President Bolsonaro had
claimed, without providing any evi-
dence, that the last two Presidential
elections were fraudulent, including his
own election, in which he claimed he
got more votes than the final tally
showed.

But it is not just Bolsonaro’s words
that should be of concern to those of us
who still believe in democracy. Accord-
ing to a recent survey by the Federal
University of the State of Rio de Janei-
ro, Brazil is experiencing a 335-percent
increase in violence directed against
political leaders in 2022 relative to 2019.

Mr. President, it is obviously not the
business of the United States to deter-
mine who the next President of Brazil
is or to get involved in Brazil’s Presi-
dential elections in any way. That is a
decision to be made solely by the peo-
ple of Brazil through a fair and free
election. But it is the business of the
United States to make clear to the peo-
ple of Brazil that our government will
not recognize or support a government
that comes to power through a mili-
tary coup or the undermining of a
democratic election. That is our busi-
ness.

In that regard, Mr. President, I ask
my colleagues to support a resolution
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that I have introduced with Senator
KAINE, S. Res. 753. And Senator KAINE,
of course, is the chair of the Senate
Foreign Relations Subcommittee on
the Western Hemisphere, and that is
also cosponsored by Senators LEAHY,
MERKLEY, BLUMENTHAL, and WARREN.

This resolution is very simple and
straightforward. It does not take sides
in Brazil’s election, obviously, and that
would be unacceptable. But what it
does do is express the sense of the U.S.
Senate that the U.S. Government will
make it unequivocally clear that the
continuing relationship of the United
States and Brazil depends upon the
commitment of the government of
Brazil to democracy and human rights.

This resolution urges the Biden ad-
ministration to make clear that the
United States will not support any gov-
ernment that comes to power in Brazil
through undemocratic means and to
ensure U.S. security assistance to
Brazil remains compliant with our laws
related to the peaceful and democratic
transition of power—in other words, no
military aid to a military coup in
Brazil.

This does not seem to be a com-
plicated or, in my view, controversial
piece of legislation. Yet—and I say this
with a great deal of sadness, and maybe
it tells us the state of democracy in the
United States—we have not been able
to get one single Republican to cospon-
sor this very simple, straightforward
resolution.

Why is that? And the answer is, I
would love for my Republican col-
leagues to explain to me why they can-
not support and add their names to a
resolution that simply supports Bra-
zil’s democracy and the peaceful trans-
fer of power. Obviously, it would be
most effective if this resolution had bi-
partisan support, and I hope that it
will.

Mr. President, in my view, it is im-
perative that the U.S. Senate make it
clear through this resolution that we
support democracy in Brazil. It would
be unacceptable to the United States
to recognize a government that came
to power undemocratically; and, if we
did that, it would send a horrific mes-
sage to the entire world. So it is impor-
tant for the people of Brazil to know
that we are on their side.

We are on the side of democracy, and
that is what this resolution is about. I
ask my colleagues, in a bipartisan way,
to support it.

————
EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
consider the following nominations en
bloc: Calendar Nos. 1056 and 1060; that
the Senate vote on the nominations en
bloc without intervening action or de-
bate; that the motions to reconsider be
considered made and laid upon the
table; and that the President be imme-
diately notified of the Senate’s action.

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

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the nominations of
Roselyn Tso, of Oregon, to be Director
of the Indian Health Service, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services,
for the term of four years; and Robert
A. Wood, of New York, to be an Alter-
nate Representative of the TUnited
States of America to the Sessions of
the General Assembly of the United
Nations, during his tenure of service as
Alternate Representative of the United
States of America for Special Political
Affairs in the United Nations, en bloc?

The nominations were confirmed en
bloc.

———

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to legislative session and be in
a period of morning business, with Sen-
ators permitted to speak therein for up
to 10 minutes each.

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

———
DISCLOSE ACT

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I
rise today in support of the DISCLOSE
Act and the need to take action to get
secret money out of our elections.

I want to thank Senator WHITEHOUSE
for his leadership on this legislation—
and testimony at the Rules Committee
hearing I held on it this summer—as
well as Leader SCHUMER for holding
this vote. Senator WHITEHOUSE has
championed this bill since 2012, and I
have been proud to support it alongside
him in every Congress.

This vote could not come at a more
important time, as we are seeing an
unprecedented flood of money into our
elections. Over $14 billion was spent
during the 2020 elections, the most ex-
pensive in our country’s history.

As we approach the general election
in November, with 48 days left, this is
already the most expensive midterm
election ever. One estimate expects
that nearly $10 billion will be spent
just on political advertising this elec-
tion cycle, more than double the $4 bil-
lion in the 2018 midterm elections.

As spending on elections increases,
the sources of the spending are less ac-
countable than ever before. One inves-
tigation found that more than $1 bil-
lion was spent on the 2020 elections by
groups that do not disclose their do-
nors at all.

Americans know there is way too
much money in our elections, and—for
our democracy to work—we need to
know where this money is coming
from. But since the Supreme Court’s
decision in Citizens United opened up
the flood of outside money, no signifi-
cant improvements have been made to
our disclosure laws or regulations.

Unlimited, anonymous spending in
our elections doesn’t encourage free
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speech; it drowns out the voices of the
American people who are seeking to
participate. And this unrelenting se-
cret spending will continue unless we
take action to address it, which is why
we need to pass the DISCLOSE Act.

The DISCLOSE Act would address
this tidal wave of secret money by re-
quiring outside groups that spend in
our elections to disclose their large do-
nors—those that contribute more than
$10,000—to the public.

Importantly, the bill also makes it
harder for wealthy special interests to
hide their contributions or cloak the
identity of donors; and it cracks down
on the use of shell companies to con-
ceal donations from foreign nationals.

I held a hearing on the bill in the
Rules Committee this summer, where
we heard about the effects that secret
money is having on our democracy—
and why we need to pass this legisla-
tion.

Senator WHITEHOUSE testified at that
hearing, and he spoke powerfully about
the impact that secret money is having
on our government—affecting all as-
pects of our lives, from the makeup of
our courts to people’s healthcare deci-
sions to addressing climate change.

We also heard from Montana’s Com-
missioner of Political Practices Jeff
Mangan, who told us how his State’s
version of the DISCLOSE Act passed in
2015 with bipartisan support. I couldn’t
agree more that transparency in our
democracy should not be a partisan
issue, and regardless of political party,
we should know who is spending in our
elections.

The American people know what is at
stake, so it is no surprise that cam-
paign finance disclosure laws have
overwhelming support. One recent poll
found that in swing States, 91 percent
of likely voters—Republicans and
Democrats—support full transparency
of campaign contributions and spend-
ing in our elections. Another poll from
2019 found that, across America, 83 per-
cent of likely voters support public dis-
closure of contributions to groups in-
volved in elections.

There is also a long history of bipar-
tisan support for reducing the influ-
ence of money in our democracy. In
fact, the very first limits on corporate
campaign contributions in 1907, the
landmark Federal Election Campaign
Act in 1972, and the Bipartisan Cam-
paign Reform Act in 2002—which my
friends and former colleagues Senators
John McCain and Russ Feingold joined
together to champion—were all passed
on a bipartisan basis and signed into
law by Republican Presidents.

Former Supreme Court Justice
Antonin Scalia—never one to hide his
opinions—was also a staunch supporter
of campaign finance disclosure. In a
2010 case, Doe v. Reed, he wrote: “For
my part, I do not look forward to a so-
ciety which, thanks to the Supreme
Court, campaigns anonymously
hidden from public scrutiny and pro-
tected from the accountability of criti-
cism. This does not resemble the Home
of the Brave.”
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