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Then there is his opinion of money in
politics. Our Constitution starts with
those beautiful three words, ‘“We the
People,” not ‘““We the powerful who can
spend billions of dollars in third-party
campaigns to have a megaphone the
size of a stadium sound system.” No.
Jefferson said, for us to really secure
the will of the people, the individuals
have to have essentially an equal voice.

This individual who is before us
today doesn’t like that whole concept
of equal voice. He doesn’t like the mis-
sion statement of the Constitution of
the United States of America. He
wants government by and for the pow-
erful and the privileged and nothing
less. Therefore, he should go and serve
in some foreign country that doesn’t
have a vision of government of, by, and
for the people. He certainly doesn’t be-
long in our court system in the United
States of America.

There is so much more that people
have described, including his writing in
support of the ‘‘lock her up’” chants at
last summer’s Republican convention,
his trafficking in birtherism, and more
and more.

I will be vehemently opposing this
confirmation. I urge my colleagues to
do the same. Let’s fight for the vision.
Let’s fight for the ‘“We the People”
mission on which our Constitution was
founded and that we have the responsi-
bility to uphold.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Ms. WARREN. Mr. President, so far
this year President Trump and Senate
Republicans have selected a long list of
Wall Street insiders, corporate CEOs,
lobbyists, and radical rightwing
ideologues to run the Federal Govern-
ment, but the Republicans haven’t
stopped there. They are also working
to fill vacancies on the courts with the
same kind of people—mominees who re-
flect pro-corporate, radically conserv-
ative views that will threaten the prin-
ciple of equal justice under law.

That is not coincidence. Powerful
rightwing groups have had their sights
set on the courts for decades, and over
the past 8 years they have launched a
relentless campaign to capture our
courts. During the Obama administra-
tion, a key part of their strategy was
stopping fair, mainstream nominees
with diverse, professional backgrounds
from becoming judges. Our Federal
courts suffered the consequences. Va-
cancies sat open for months. They sat
open for years, and cases piled up on
the desks of overworked judges.

Now, with President Trump in the
White House and Senate Republicans
are in control of the Senate, those pow-
erful interests see an unprecedented
opportunity to reshape our courts in
ways that will benefit billionaires and
giant corporations for decades to come.
Now they see their chance to stack the
courts with radical, rightwing, pro-Big
Business conservatives.

John Bush, President Trump’s nomi-
nee to sit on the Sixth Circuit Court of
Appeals, is one of those radical, right-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

wing, pro-business conservatives. Mr.
Bush is not just a member of the ultra-
conservative Federalist Society. He is
the cofounder and 20-year president of
the Louisville chapter. During his ca-
reer, he has earned a reputation for
fighting for the big guys. For example,
Mr. Bush supports weakening our cam-
paign finance laws so giant corpora-
tions and wealthy individuals can flood
our elections with unlimited contribu-
tions and buy the officials they want. I
believe Mr. Bush’s pro-corporate views
call his qualifications to the Federal
bench into question. I do not under-
stand how he can be fair and impartial
when his billionaire buddies show up in
court.

My concern about Mr. Bush runs
much deeper. He has demonstrated a
level of disrespect for other people that
flatly disqualifies him for a lifetime
appointment to the Federal bench.
Here is just a glimpse of what the man
nominated to be a Federal judge has
written and said in public:

In a blog post, he called for then-
House Speaker NANCY PELOSI to be
gagged.

In another blog post, Mr. Bush
mocked policies that recognize same-
sex parents saying that “‘[i]t’s just like
the government to decide it needs to
decide something like which parent is
number one and which parent is num-
ber two.”

In a speech in Louisville, he repeated
a quote from a late journalist saying:
“I come here every year, let me tell
you one thing I've learned—this is no
town to be giving people the impres-
sion you’re some kind of. . . .”” He fin-
ished the quote with an anti-gay slur
that begins with an ““f.”

There it is: dismissive, demeaning,
and downright ugly. If that word
makes you furious, or if you believe
that term is hurtful, then think about
what it means that this is the man
President Trump has put forward to be
a Federal judge to sit in judgment on
others. Whatever his other qualifica-
tions, Mr. Bush has aggressively and
conclusively disqualified himself to be
a judge. I think Mr. Bush knows that.

In his hearing before the Judiciary
Committee, Mr. Bush was not keen to
defend what he said. When asked about
those hateful statements, he ducked
and dodged like a prize fighter. He
played that old game we have seen be-
fore—the ‘I promise to be a fair and
impartial judge if I am confirmed”
game. He is selling, and I am not buy-
ing. Mr. Bush should be embarrassed to
defend those statements. They are
shameful.

Senator MCCONNELL might defend
this man, calling those statements, as
he did, ‘‘personal views about politics,”
but I call them hateful views that dis-
qualify him for a lifetime appointment
as a Federal judge. Yes, decent, reason-
able people can disagree on policy, and
decent, reasonable people can disagree
on legal interpretation, but decent,
reasonable people should not disagree
on basic norms that all judges in our
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Federal court should abide by. Anyone
who thinks it is OK to use anti-gay
slurs and to tell anti-LGBTQ jokes is
disqualified to be a Federal judge, pe-
riod.

No Senator—Republican or Demo-
cratic—should be willing to confirm
such a man. Our courts have one duty:
to dispense equal justice under the law.
No one can have confidence that Mr.
Bush could fulfill such a task, and no
Senator should be willing to give Mr.
Bush a seat on the court of appeals of
the United States of America.

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. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

———————

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate be in a period of morning business,
with Senators permitted to speak
therein for up to 10 minutes each.

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

——————

REMOVAL OF NOMINATION
OBJECTION

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, on
June 20, 2017, I notified the majority
leader of my intent to object to any
unanimous consent request relating to
the nomination of Steven A. Engel, of
the District of Columbia, to be the As-
sistant Attorney General for the U.S.
Department of Justice Office of Legal
Counsel, until he adequately responded
to my questions regarding his views on
the OLC’s May 1, 2017, opinion, ‘‘Au-
thority of Individual Members of Con-
gress to Conduct Oversight of the Exec-
utive Branch.”

As I have previously noted, the opin-
ion erroneously states that individual
Members of Congress are not constitu-
tionally authorized to conduct over-
sight. It creates a false distinction be-
tween oversight and what it calls non-
oversight requests. It relegates re-
quests from individual Members for in-
formation from the executive branch to
Freedom of Information Act requests. I
have written a letter to the President
requesting that the OLC opinion be re-
scinded. The executive branch should
properly recognize that individual
Members of Congress have a constitu-
tional role in seeking information from
the executive branch and should work
to voluntarily accommodate those re-
quests.

My June 12, 2017, letter to Mr. Engel
asked him several questions about the
opinion, including whether the opinion
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