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The Under Secretary General for Hu-

manitarian Affairs and Emergency Re-
lief Coordinator, Mark Lowcock, 
warned that this famine could become 
‘‘the largest famine the world has seen 
for many decades, with millions of vic-
tims.’’ 

Every day, about 130 children die 
from hunger and disease. We pride our-
selves on going to the assistance in the 
world when children are being slaugh-
tered or starved or decimated by dis-
ease. In this case, we are participating 
in this carnage. Does any Member of 
this Senate want to stand up and say 
that is an appropriate mission for the 
United States to participate in, this 
carnage? I certainly hope not. 

The death and destruction in Yemen 
is unimaginable. It is appropriate that 
we debate on the floor the Sanders-Lee- 
Murphy resolution, a bipartisan resolu-
tion to say: Let’s honor the Constitu-
tion. Let’s abide by the 1973 War Pow-
ers Act. Let’s hold the administration 
accountable because it is not just this 
issue—although this issue is massive— 
it is also the standard by which the Ex-
ecutive will operate in every potential 
war theater around the world for a dec-
ade to come. 

If we proceed to say that it is OK 
that you trample the Constitution in 
Yemen, that you disregard the War 
Powers Resolution in Yemen, then we 
will be giving carte blanche to this ad-
ministration to do so in one nation 
after another. We have long abdicated 
our responsibility. Let’s abdicate no 
more. Play the role, the responsibility 
the Founding Fathers gave us in the 
Constitution, and bring an end to our 
participation without authorization in 
this horrific conflict. 

f 

RECESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until 2:15 p.m. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:39 p.m., 
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. PORTMAN). 

f 

S.J. RES. 54—MOTION TO 
DISCHARGE—Continued 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
President pro tempore. 

JUDICIAL VACANCIES 

Mr. HATCH. I thank the Presiding 
Officer. 

Mr. President, 1 year ago today, the 
Senate Judiciary Committee opened its 
hearing on the nomination of Supreme 
Court Justice Neil Gorsuch. The Stan-
ford Law & Policy Review has now pub-
lished my article on one of the opposi-
tion’s arguments made in that hearing 
and sure to be repeated should Presi-
dent Trump have the opportunity to 
make another Supreme Court nomina-
tion. 

Today, I want to look at the lower 
courts because no fewer than 138 posi-
tions on the Federal district and ap-

peals courts are vacant. That does not 
include 33 vacancies that we already 
know will occur in the next year or so. 
Everyone must understand both the se-
riousness and the cause of this crisis. 

By itself, 138 is just a number. It is a 
big number, but it needs a frame of ref-
erence or a standard for us to know 
whether this number of judicial vacan-
cies is normal or a serious problem 
that has to be addressed. I certainly 
don’t want to be accused of partisan-
ship, so I will rely solely on the stand-
ards and criteria used in the past by 
my Democratic colleagues. Let’s first 
use some Democratic standards to 
evaluate the number of judicial vacan-
cies that we face today. 

One standard is that the Democrats 
have specifically identified how many 
vacancies are unacceptable. In Feb-
ruary 2000, with a Democrat in the 
White House, the Democrats said that 
79 vacancies were ‘‘too high.’’ In Sep-
tember 2012, with the Democrats both 
in the White House and controlling the 
Senate, they declared a ‘‘judicial va-
cancy crisis’’ when there were 78 va-
cancies. 

If 78 vacancies is a crisis, what is the 
label for 138 vacancies? This is the 
highest judicial vacancy total since 
September 1991, but more than half of 
those vacancies were fresh from 
Congress’s having created new judge-
ships several months earlier. So I think 
it is fair to say that in either total or 
percentage terms, we face today the 
most serious judicial vacancy crisis 
that anyone in this body has ever seen. 

A second Democratic vacancy stand-
ard is that, as they did in April 2014, we 
can compare judicial vacancies today 
with vacancies at the same point under 
previous Presidents. If that Democratic 
standard is valid, vacancies today are 
35 percent higher than at this point 
under President Obama and 46 percent 
higher than at this point under Presi-
dent George W. Bush. 

There is a third Democratic vacancy 
standard. In June 2013 and at least as 
far back as April 1999, the Democrats 
have complained that the Senate was 
not confirming enough judicial nomi-
nees to keep up with normal attrition. 
Well, judicial vacancies today are 30 
percent higher than when President 
Trump took office, and, as I said, at 
least 33 more have already been an-
nounced. 

Finally, the Democrats have fre-
quently said that the 107th Congress— 
the first 2 years of the George W. Bush 
administration—should be our judicial 
confirmation benchmark. During that 
time, the Senate confirmed an average 
of just over four judicial nominees per 
month. The Senate has so far con-
firmed 28 of President Trump’s district 
and appeals court nominees or fewer 
than two per month. 

Take your pick. By any or all of 
these Democratic standards, we face a 
much more serious judicial vacancy 
crisis than in years past. In addition to 
the gravity of this crisis, however, the 
American people need to know its 

cause. I can tell you what is not caus-
ing this vacancy crisis. President 
Trump started making nominations to 
the Federal district and appeals courts 
on March 21, 2017, just 61 days after 
taking office, as you can see on this 
chart. By August of last year, he had 
made more than three times as many 
judicial nominations as the average for 
his five predecessors of both parties. 
President Trump has nominated 86 men 
and women to the Federal bench since 
he took office 14 months ago. 

If the President is making so many 
nominations, perhaps the problem lies 
somewhere in the Senate confirmation 
process. Once again, my Democratic 
colleagues can help figure this out. In 
November 2013, then-Judiciary Com-
mittee Chairman PATRICK LEAHY spoke 
about obstructing judicial nominees 
‘‘in other ways that the public is less 
aware.’’ The Democrats are using such 
below-the-public-radar obstruction tac-
tics at each stage of the confirmation 
process. 

The first stop in the confirmation 
process is the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee. Under Chairman CHUCK GRASS-
LEY’s leadership, the committee has 
held a hearing for 62 of President 
Trump’s judicial nominees—more than 
under any of the previous five Presi-
dents at this point. So that is clearly 
not the problem. The first sign of 
Democratic obstruction is the unwar-
ranted and partisan opposition to re-
porting judicial nominations from the 
Judiciary Committee. 

In February 2012, 3 years into the 
Obama administration, the Democrats 
complained that five nominees to the 
U.S. district court had been reported 
by the Judiciary Committee on a 
party-line vote. This, they said, de-
parted dramatically from Senate tradi-
tion. Today, just 14 months into the 
Trump administration, eight nominees 
to the U.S. district court have been re-
ported by the Judiciary Committee on 
a party-line vote. The present rate of 
such party-line votes in the Judiciary 
Committee is more than four times 
what the Democrats criticized just a 
few years ago. 

The below-the-radar obstruction tac-
tics continue when the Judiciary Com-
mittee sends judicial nominees to the 
full Senate. The Democrats, for exam-
ple, refuse to cooperate in scheduling 
confirmation votes. They can’t prevent 
confirmation votes altogether because 
they abolished nomination filibusters 
in 2013, but if they can’t make judicial 
confirmations impossible, they are de-
termined to make them very difficult. 
Here is how they do it. 

The Senate must end debate on a 
nomination before it can vote on con-
firmation. The majority and minority 
have traditionally cooperated to end 
debate and set up confirmation votes. 
In March 2014, not for the first time, 
the Democrats said that refusing con-
sent to schedule votes on pending 
nominees was obstruction. When the 
minority refuses that consent, the only 
way to end debate and set up a con-
firmation vote is by the formal cloture 
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process, which requires a cloture vote 
and can add up to several days to the 
confirmation timeline, as seen here. 

Since President Trump took office, 
the Democrats have forced the Senate 
to take 28 cloture votes on judicial 
nominations, compared to just two clo-
ture votes at this point under the pre-
vious five Presidents combined. Even 
when cloture is invoked, Senate rules 
provide for up to 30 hours of debate be-
fore a confirmation vote can occur. 
Nearly half the time under President 
Obama, a judicial nomination cloture 
vote was followed by a confirmation 
vote on the same day. Under President 
Trump, that has plummeted to 17 per-
cent. The average time between cloture 
and confirmation votes for President 
Trump’s judicial nominations is more 
than 55 percent longer than it was 
under President Obama. 

When a judicial nomination gets out 
of the Judiciary Committee, survives 
an unnecessary cloture vote, and then 
is subjected to postcloture delay, 
Democratic obstruction is still not 
over. In March 2012, the Democrats 
complained about Senators having 
voted against nominees to the U.S. dis-
trict court who were supported by their 
own two Senators. In fact, the Demo-
crats called this a new standard of ob-
struction because it departed so far 
from Senate tradition. 

OK. Let’s assume for the moment 
that this Democratic standard is also 
valid. At this point in the previous five 
Presidencies—from President Reagan 
to President Obama—U.S. district 
court nominees had received a com-
bined total of 10 negative votes. So far, 
under President Trump, his confirmed 
district court nominees have received 
72 negative votes. 

Two weeks ago, the Pew Research 
Center released a new analysis showing 
that President Trump’s confirmed 
judges have ‘‘faced a record amount of 
opposition.’’ In fact, this analysis con-
cluded that President Trump’s judges 
have each received an average of more 
than 22 negative votes, ‘‘by far the 
highest average for any president’s 
judges since the Senate expanded to its 
current 100 members in 1959.’’ This 
level of opposition is more than four 
times what it was under President 
Obama—or should I say oppositional 
delay. 

These tactics don’t involve high-pro-
file filibusters or headline-grabbing 
confirmation defeats but, rather, inter-
nal Senate rules and unwritten tradi-
tions. That is why they operate below 
the radar. Yet the Democrats have 
criticized these tactics precisely be-
cause they take their toll. Individually 
and especially in combination, they 
can add days and weeks to the time it 
takes to confirm a single judicial nom-
ination even when the final confirma-
tion vote is unanimous. 

In November 2013, for example, the 
Democrats said that taking cloture 
votes on unopposed nominees amount-
ed to ‘‘obstruction and abuse of Senate 
rules.’’ At that point, almost 4 years 

into the Obama administration, the 
Senate had taken one cloture vote on a 
judicial nominee who was later con-
firmed without opposition—just one. 
We are only 14 months into the Trump 
administration, and the Democrats 
have already forced the Senate to take 
five cloture votes on nominees who 
were later unanimously confirmed. It 
has already happened twice this 
month. If doing this once amounted to 
obstruction and abuse, what would my 
Democratic colleagues call doing it 
five times as often in one-fourth the 
time? 

These are just a few of what then- 
Chairman LEAHY called obstruction 
tactics that the public may not be 
aware of. Believe me. There is more 
where these came from. As I said, I 
want to avoid partisanship. Each of 
these is a Democratic standard. These 
are Democratic criteria. If my col-
leagues who once thought these were 
valid standards want to abandon them 
now, then perhaps they were also 
wrong the first time around. Other-
wise, we have to face the conclusions 
that follow from applying these Demo-
cratic standards and criteria. 

We face an unprecedented judicial va-
cancy crisis. Since President Trump is 
making nominations and the Judiciary 
Committee, under Chairman GRASS-
LEY’s leadership, is steadily processing 
them, there remains only one expla-
nation for the vacancy crisis we face 
today—plain, old-fashioned, partisan 
obstruction. The Democrats are manip-
ulating this process at every stage, 
using the very tactics that they have 
loudly condemned in the past to make 
confirmations as difficult and time- 
consuming as possible. 

Even in politics, actions speak louder 
than words. In July 2012, when there 
were 76 judicial vacancies, Chairman 
LEAHY said that ‘‘we should be doing 
better.’’ Today, with nearly twice as 
many vacancies, I challenge my Demo-
cratic colleagues to put actions to 
those words. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my concern about the 
continued deterioration of the situa-
tion in Yemen and to share my views 
about the resolution that is currently 
before us. 

The military conflict going on in 
Yemen has gone on for far too long and 
has affected tens of millions of civil-
ians who face displacement, famine, 
and a widespread cholera outbreak. Ac-
cording to the United Nations, more 
than 15,000 Yemenis have been killed or 
injured since the war began in March of 
2015. The humanitarian situation there 
has been described as the worst in the 

world, with more than two-thirds of 
Yemen’s approximately 29 million peo-
ple facing severe food shortages. An 
outbreak of cholera has already in-
fected at least 1 million people, mark-
ing the worst such outbreak in decades. 

Continued instability in Yemen also 
benefits our adversaries. While we have 
sought to maintain pressure on al- 
Qaida in the Arabian Peninsula, or 
AQAP, and ISIS, the lack of a func-
tioning government or state security 
apparatus inhibits our ability to go 
after these groups. Additionally, it is 
clear that Iran has taken advantage of 
the current situation to spread its ma-
lign influence and provide lethal sup-
port to the Houthis, thereby further 
undermining regional stability and se-
curity. 

Unfortunately, we have yet to hear 
any strategy from the administration 
as to how they would propose to use 
U.S. diplomatic leadership to help 
bring about an end to the conflict in 
Yemen. We still do not have an Ambas-
sador to Saudi Arabia, and occasional 
visits by White House officials are not 
a replacement for sustained diplomatic 
efforts by our experts in the Foreign 
Service. I am encouraged, though, by 
the appointment of a new United Na-
tions Special Envoy to Yemen, Martin 
Griffiths, and hope that the U.S. Gov-
ernment will seek to support his efforts 
wherever possible. 

While the primary conflict in Yemen 
is between an Iranian-backed Houthi 
insurgency and a Saudi-led coalition, 
the United States is involved. 

As stated in a letter sent by Sec-
retary Mattis to congressional leader-
ship last week, ‘‘Since 2015, the United 
States has provided limited support to 
Saudi-led coalition military operations 
to restore the U.N.-recognized govern-
ment of Yemen and preserve Saudi ter-
ritorial integrity from Houthi aligned 
forces in Yemen.’’ Moreover, according 
to Secretary Mattis, U.S. forces are not 
authorized to use force against the 
Houthis but do support the Saudi-led 
coalition with ‘‘intelligence sharing, 
military advice, and logistical support, 
including air-to-air refueling.’’ 

Last week, the commander of U.S. 
Central Command, General Votel, tes-
tified before the Armed Services Com-
mittee that our support to the Saudi- 
led coalition is ‘‘primarily defensive’’ 
in nature and focused on the Iranian- 
supported ballistic missile threat to 
Saudi Arabia that originates in Yemen, 
maritime threats to international ship-
ping in the Bab el Mandeb Strait and 
the Red Sea, the defense of Saudi Ara-
bia’s southern border, and counterter-
rorism. 

However, General Votel also ac-
knowledged that when the United 
States provides aerial refueling to coa-
lition aircraft, we do not know where 
those aircraft then go; therefore, they 
could be going to conduct offensive 
strikes against Houthi targets, which 
may result in civilian casualties, which 
is a major concern for me. Even more 
troubling, if these aircraft went to con-
duct strikes against targets outside of 
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Yemen, the United States would be 
complicit in a much more dangerous 
and provocative activity. 

I have significant concerns about per-
sistent reports of civilian casualties 
and damage to civilian infrastructure 
caused by the Saudi-led coalition in 
Yemen. Far too many of the strikes by 
the coalition have killed or injured ci-
vilians and resulted in the destruction 
of infrastructure needed to provide 
basic services to the population, there-
by exacerbating the humanitarian cri-
sis. 

It is also clear that more must be 
done by both the coalition and the 
Houthis to facilitate the flow of hu-
manitarian aid into and throughout 
Yemen. The United Nations and hu-
manitarian organizations continue to 
express concern about their ability to 
access seaports and airports and dif-
ficulties in distributing aid to vulner-
able populations once it is inside the 
country. 

It is important that shipments into 
Yemen be subject to inspection by the 
U.N. Verification and Inspection Mech-
anism to help prevent the transit of il-
licit materials in violation of the U.N. 
arms embargo, but all parties to the 
conflict in Yemen have a responsi-
bility, including under international 
humanitarian law, to allow access to 
aid by those in need. 

We are faced with a very difficult set 
of issues, and I certainly understand 
and commend my colleagues, Senators 
SANDERS, MURPHY, and LEE, for bring-
ing this issue to the floor. The Saudi- 
led coalition clearly must do more to 
end this war and must prosecute this 
war in a way that limits civilian cas-
ualties and the humanitarian crises. 
On the other hand, Saudi Arabia and 
the United Emirates, or UAE, remain 
important partners for the United 
States, and we share many common in-
terests in the region, including in the 
fight against al-Qaida, ISIS, and other 
violent extremist groups. 

The resolution before us would estab-
lish a blanket prohibition on all assist-
ance to the Saudi-led coalition except 
for the purposes of countering al-Qaida 
and associated forces. While I under-
stand the argument for this approach, I 
believe it would prevent us from exert-
ing influence to limit and hopefully 
end the conflict. Indeed, it may even 
cause harm as both sides potentially 
act more violently. 

We can and should engage if there is 
a possibility that we can help minimize 
collateral damage by providing the co-
alition with training and advice on 
best practices. General Votel testified 
last week that U.S. assistance has con-
tributed to improvement by the coali-
tion on these issues. Specifically, the 
Department of Defense told us that en-
gagement by U.S. military personnel 
has resulted in the introduction of a 
‘‘no-strike’’ list. That is a process 
which actually puts targets off-limits 
and ensures that pilots and others un-
derstand those targets. They also 
caused a cessation—an ending—of the 

use of cluster munitions by Saudi-led 
forces and the formation of a body to 
investigate noncombatant casualties. 
These are positive steps, but it is clear 
that much more must be done to mini-
mize the impact of the war on Yemeni 
civilians. I support our continued en-
gagement for that purpose. 

Both Saudi Arabia and the UAE face 
a significant threat from Houthi rebels 
armed with ballistic missiles, appar-
ently with the technical assistance of 
the Iranians. There have reportedly 
been dozens of attacks against Saudi 
Arabia since the spring of 2015, includ-
ing against civilian targets like the 
international airport in Riyadh, which 
was attacked in December. I strongly 
support the right of our partners to de-
fend themselves against these threats 
and believe that continued sharing of 
U.S. intelligence for defensive purposes 
is appropriate, especially in light of 
the fact that tens of thousands of U.S. 
civilians, military, and diplomatic per-
sonnel also face these threats while liv-
ing and working in the region around 
Riyadh and throughout Saudi Arabia. 

I also have concerns that ending all 
support to the Saudi-led coalition may 
cause the conflict to escalate. As Sec-
retary Mattis wrote to congressional 
leadership this past week, restrictions 
on our ‘‘limited U.S. military support 
could increase civilian casualties, jeop-
ardize cooperation with our partners 
on counterterrorism, and reduce our 
influence with the Saudis—all of which 
would further exacerbate the situation 
and humanitarian crisis.’’ Secretary 
Mattis also expressed concern that 
withdrawal of our support would ‘‘em-
bolden Iran to increase its support to 
the Houthis, enabling further ballistic 
missile strikes on Saudi Arabia and 
threatening vital shipping lanes in the 
Red Sea, thereby raising the risk of a 
regional conflict.’’ 

Therefore, I believe that support by 
the U.S. military of the Saudi-led coa-
lition in Yemen should not be abso-
lutely prohibited but should be explic-
itly limited to the following objectives: 
No. 1, enabling counterterrorism oper-
ations against al-Qaida and ISIS; No. 2, 
defending the territorial integrity of 
Saudi Arabia and the UAE, including 
against ballistic missile threats; No. 3, 
preserving freedom of navigation in the 
maritime environment around Yemen; 
and No. 4, enhancing the training and 
professionalism of their armed forces, 
with a primary focus on adherence to 
the law of armed conflict and preven-
tion of civilian casualties. 

Our support for the Saudi-led coali-
tion needs to be considered in a 
thoughtful and deliberate manner. 
From a policy perspective, we should 
distinguish between assistance that is 
provided for defensive or noncombat 
purposes and that which could be used 
to enable offensive military operations 
in the Yemeni civil war. 

Let me be clear. I am not in favor of 
giving the Saudi-led coalition a blank 
check. In fact, I believe we should no 
longer provide aerial refueling assist-

ance unless it is used to enable aircraft 
conducting counterterrorism missions 
pursuant to the 2001 authorization for 
use of military force or countering spe-
cific identified threats to Saudi terri-
torial integrity. Indeed, use of our 
military assets to support Saudi-led co-
alition efforts or the efforts of other 
nations to conduct other operations 
outside this narrow scope would raise 
very serious legal questions. 

Given its comprehensive approach, I 
do not believe the Sanders resolution is 
the appropriate vehicle for these issues 
to receive the careful and deliberate 
consideration they are due. I under-
stand the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee may soon take up this issue, 
and I urge them to do that. I look for-
ward to engaging further in those dis-
cussions when presented with the op-
portunity. 

The administration must make clear 
to both the Saudi-led coalition and the 
Houthis that there is no military solu-
tion to this conflict and that the time 
has come to reach a negotiated settle-
ment. Congress also has an important 
role in setting the policy framework 
for the use of U.S. Armed Forces over-
seas and ensuring that U.S. military 
capabilities are only used for author-
ized purposes. At the same time, we 
should not take action that would un-
duly restrict our engagement with 
partners for legitimate purposes and, 
in doing so, undermine our ability to 
help bring an end to the conflict in 
Yemen, ease civilian suffering, and de-
fend the territorial integrity of our 
partners. 

With that Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, it is 
about time we had a debate, if only for 
a few hours, on the participation of the 
U.S. military in the civil war in 
Yemen. Frankly, I cannot comprehend 
nor am I able to explain to my 
Vermont constituents the ongoing in-
volvement of U.S. troops in support of 
the Saudi-led coalition as it flies U.S.- 
origin planes and drops U.S.-made 
bombs—purchased at a discount thanks 
to American taxpayers—amid contin-
ued reports of indiscriminate targeting 
and horrific civilian casualties. 

These are not isolated incidents in 
Yemen. They have occurred time after 
time over the past 3 years. Houses, 
health clinics, and markets are de-
stroyed, millions of people uprooted 
from their homes. Whether extreme 
negligence or intentional and a war 
crime, the effect is the same for those 
who are killed, wounded, or displaced. 
There is no evidence that U.S. military 
involvement nor the recurrent appeals 
of international humanitarian and 
human rights organizations has im-
proved the situation. 

This is not just a matter of the car-
nage we have observed. It is that we 
are supporting these military oper-
ations at all. Only Congress has the 
power to declare war, and the ongoing 
participation of U.S. forces in the 
Saudi-led coalition’s war against the 
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Houthis in Yemen clearly meets the 
definition of the ‘‘introduction of 
United States Armed Forces into hos-
tilities’’ under the War Powers Resolu-
tion. The War Powers Resolution also 
authorizes Congress to direct the re-
moval of U.S. forces if their introduc-
tion has not been authorized by law, as 
is the case in the war against the 
Houthis. 

That is why I support the resolution 
before us, S.J. Res. 54, which would ex-
ercise Congress’s prerogative to limit 
the involvement of U.S. forces, in this 
case to the narrow purpose of combat-
ting al-Qaida, which does serve our na-
tional security interests in the region. 
I recognize, as some others have point-
ed out, that the war in Yemen is part 
of a larger conflict of interests and ide-
ology between Iran and Saudi Arabia. 
If there are other legitimate and com-
pelling national security interests that 
justify the deployment of U.S. forces in 
that region, let us debate them. 

We should also be doing more to de-
mand greater transparency and ac-
countability for civilian casualties in 
Yemen, regardless of the context in 
which they occur. If the Saudis want 
U.S.-taxpayer subsidies, they need to 
focus their efforts on terrorists, take 
effective steps to minimize civilian 
casualties, and credibly investigate 
such casualties when they occur. 

I have heard Senators who oppose 
this resolution say they intend to hold 
hearings and focus more attention on 
what is happening in Yemen. I welcome 
that, but I have to wonder why it has 
taken so long and whether anything 
will change as a result. Yemen has 
been a humanitarian disaster for years, 
and there is no end in sight. The For-
eign Relations Committee should have 
held hearings and voted to invoke the 
War Powers Resolution when the U.S. 
military first became involved in 
Yemen. 

This is not a new crisis, and other 
than the increasing toll of death and 
destruction. the facts on the ground 
have not materially changed. The 
Saudis have seemingly done nothing to 
improve the conduct of their air force 
in Yemen. 

The least we can do is support this 
sensible resolution to put an end to the 
unauthorized involvement of the U.S. 
military in this civil war, as the War 
Powers Resolution compels us to do. 
The alternative is conceding un-
checked power to the executive branch 
to use U.S. troops in support of any 
armed conflict, without congressional 
debate or authorization. That is just 
what the War Powers Resolution was 
designed to prevent. It is time to live 
up to the responsibility entrusted to us 
in the Constitution. Only Congress can 
declare war. If we are unwilling to do 
so, we have no business asking the men 
and women of the U.S. military to risk 
their lives in Yemen today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas. 

HUMAN TRAFFICKING LEGISLATION 
Mr. BOOZMAN. Thank you, Mr. 

President. As you know, our Chamber 

is focused on a heavy subject at the 
moment—human trafficking. 

An estimated 25 million people are 
victims of human trafficking all 
around the world. Smuggling people for 
forced labor and sex slavery is a hei-
nous crime. It is the kind of crime that 
we tend to think happens in some far- 
off place, but these atrocities are hap-
pening all across the globe—sadly, in-
cluding, unfortunately, here in the 
United States. In fact, human traf-
ficking appears to be on the rise in our 
country, according to data released by 
Polaris, which shows a 13-percent jump 
in cases reported to the help lines it 
runs. 

Since Polaris began operating over 10 
years ago, its help lines have received 
reports of 203 cases of human traf-
ficking from my home State of Arkan-
sas. Almost half of those were reported 
in the last 2 years. Fortunately, our 
State is fighting back. Last year, Ar-
kansas legislators approved a law re-
quiring State-licensed truckers to be 
trained in spotting the red flags of 
human trafficking. Using their position 
on the road, these drivers have the 
tools to recognize the signs of human 
trafficking and alert the authorities to 
any suspicious activity. 

Congress is also increasing its efforts 
to combat human trafficking. In Sep-
tember, the Senate unanimously 
passed two pieces of legislation to 
renew existing programs in support of 
survivors and help bring perpetrators 
of these horrific crimes to justice. 

The Abolish Human Trafficking Act 
provides more resources to law enforce-
ment in its effort to combat human 
trafficking and establishes human traf-
ficking justice coordinators at every 
U.S. attorney’s office and at the De-
partment of Justice. In addition, the 
legislation helps survivors rebuild their 
lives by extending the Department of 
Justice Domestic Trafficking Victims’ 
Fund. 

The Trafficking Victims Protection 
Act reauthorizes key programs to help 
survivors in their recovery, as well as 
offering specialized training on human 
trafficking to judges and Federal inves-
tigators. 

We have made progress, but more 
needs to be done, and the legislation on 
the floor this week will help by giving 
law enforcement and prosecutors addi-
tional tools to crack down on crimes 
involving exploitation of the vulner-
able. It will help us to take on nefar-
ious actors like Backpage, which hid 
behind the Communications Decency 
Act to avoid prosecution for trafficking 
crimes. 

It is time to rip the cover away from 
these bad actors. We are going to do 
that by making narrowly crafted 
changes to the law to ensure that 
websites that knowingly facilitate sex 
trafficking online are held account-
able. ‘‘Knowingly’’ is the keyword here. 

During the last session of Congress, 
the Homeland Security Committee, 
under the leadership of Senators 
PORTMAN, MCCASKILL, and JOHNSON, 

uncovered just how much Backpage 
knew. It was a lot. In fact, Backpage’s 
operators helped customers modify 
their ads to hide references to underage 
prostitutes. I think we can all agree 
that rises to the threshold of know-
ingly facilitating sex trafficking on-
line. 

Should this bill pass—and I believe it 
will in a very bipartisan way—these 
bad actors will not be able to fade 
quietly into the dark, as we are going 
to give State attorneys general the au-
thority to prosecute websites that vio-
late sex trafficking laws. That is why I 
support this bill. That is why I cospon-
sored similar legislation here in the 
Senate. It is also why I supported the 
inclusion of at least $90 million in Fed-
eral funding to combat human traf-
ficking. As a member of the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee, I will con-
tinue to support funding for these im-
portant programs, and I look forward 
to the Senate’s completing work on fis-
cal year 2018 funding bills. 

I am pleased to see all levels of gov-
ernment lending their support to help 
fight this crime. Together we can end 
this attack on human rights in our 
State, our country, and around the 
world. 

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

ator from Indiana. 
Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, in light 

of the vote later today on the Sanders- 
Lee-Murphy legislation, or S.J. Res. 54, 
I rise today to discuss the situation in 
Yemen and the path forward. As many 
know, over the last year I have focused 
persistently on the humanitarian crisis 
in Yemen. 

My activities have been manyfold. I 
have issued letters to the administra-
tion and the Saudi Government, an ad-
ministration nomination, hearings, a 
Senate resolution, and countless meet-
ings, briefings, and phone calls with 
senior administration officials, Saudi 
officials, and leaders of the NGO com-
munity. 

My goal? My goal has been to address 
impediments to the delivery of human-
itarian assistance—food, fuel, and med-
icine—into the country of Yemen. 

Now, we have seen some progress, 
and I have been encouraged by this. 
The USAID-funded World Food Pro-
gramme cranes have been delivered, 
and the Red Sea ports have been 
opened. According to the United Na-
tions, since the ports were open, we 
have seen more than 884,000 metric 
tons of food and more than 410,000 met-
ric tons of fuel delivered to the ports of 
Hodeidah and Saleef alone. 

Of course, we understand the impor-
tance of the food. But why is the fuel 
so important? Well, without the fuel, 
you can’t run the water treatment fa-
cilities and, therefore, the cholera epi-
demic that has broken out in Yemen 
will only get worse. So 884,000 metric 
tons of food and more than 410,000 met-
ric tons of fuel have resulted in the 
saving of countless of lives in Yemen. 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 02:02 Mar 21, 2018 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00018 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A20MR6.004 S20MRPT1rf
re

de
ric

k 
on

 D
S

K
B

C
B

P
H

B
2P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1817 March 20, 2018 
Look, there is a continued humani-

tarian crisis in Yemen. A lot of prob-
lems persist, and we need to address 
those. We have seen progress with re-
spect to the delivery of some of the hu-
manitarian assistance I mentioned, but 
commercial and humanitarian vessels 
have been offloading their lifesaving 
cargo less quickly than we would like. 
So there is a lot left for us to do. 

The National Security Council presi-
dential statement issued on March 15 
related to Yemen indicated that there 
are still over 22 million people in need 
of humanitarian assistance. This is the 
world’s largest humanitarian disaster. 
The risk of famine persists for millions 
of Yemenis. 

The Saudi-led coalition continues, 
unfortunately, to impose unacceptable 
delays on ships carrying food and fuel 
into Yemeni ports. According to the 
U.N., the Saudi-led coalition caused 5.9 
days of additional delay in the month 
of February on ships going to the 
major ports of Hodeidah and Saleef. 
Those delays continue this month. 

Now, why does this matter? Well, 
this matters, of course, because we 
don’t want people to suffer. It is incon-
sistent with our basic human values. It 
is inconsistent with what we Ameri-
cans believe. When people suffer, it 
also exacerbates a national security 
crisis. It facilitates radicalization. 

In fact, last week I chaired a Foreign 
Relations Committee subcommittee on 
this very topic—the connection be-
tween food insecurity, specifically, and 
the instability or radicalization of 
those who are food insecure. The hear-
ing demonstrated that there is now a 
strong, evidentiary, and academic basis 
to conclude that it is in America’s 
clear national security interest to ad-
dress food insecurity, as well as a lack 
of fuel and medicine. A retired Marine 
Corps general testified at that hearing, 
Lieutenant General Castellaw. I 
thought he put it succinctly. He said: 
‘‘Food crises [can] grow terrorists.’’ 
Well, we have seen a lot of terrorists 
grown in Yemen in recent years. 

The longer the civil war persists in 
Yemen, the worse the humanitarian 
crisis will grow. This will radicalize yet 
more people and provide even further 
opportunities to Iran to undermine our 
national security interests and those of 
our partners. 

What are our objectives in Yemen? 
That is a fair question. It is one that 
all of us as policymakers and, really, 
all Americans ought to be asking. Well, 
consistent with our humanitarian prin-
ciples and our national security inter-
ests, I believe we have to continue to 
pursue two primary objectives. First, 
we want to address the largest humani-
tarian crisis in the world, and, second, 
we want to press all parties to end the 
civil war. 

The real question here—because I 
don’t think there is agreement on 
those two primary objectives—is how 
can we best achieve these two goals? 
That takes me to the Sanders-Lee-Mur-
phy resolution before us today. We, of 

course, need to fulfill our article I con-
stitutional responsibilities. Article I, 
section 8, of the Constitution indicates 
that it is Congress’s responsibility to 
declare a war, and it is Congress’s re-
sponsibility to authorize the use of 
military force. I share Senator LEE’s 
conviction, Senator SANDERS’ convic-
tion, and Senator MURPHY’s conviction 
that we need to take that responsi-
bility very, very seriously. This is why 
I introduced an authorization for the 
use of military force last year. It is 
also why I have been working with 
Chairman CORKER of the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee, Senator 
KAINE, and other members of the com-
mittee to break a logjam in negotia-
tions—some principled disagreements 
that exist with respect to what the au-
thorization for the use of military 
force should look like moving forward. 

We have finalized an updated AUMF 
against Islamic terrorist groups like 
al-Qaida and ISIS that will merit con-
sideration in coming weeks. In fact, we 
heard from Chairman CORKER. He has 
now offered a public assurance that 
there will be hearings on the issue of 
authorizing military force and there 
will be marking-up and reporting of 
legislation so that this 17-year-old au-
thorization for the use of military 
force can be re-upped. My own view is 
that whatever one thinks of the legal 
merits of this long war under the au-
thorizations given in 2001 and 2002, the 
further away we get from that point in 
time, where a past Congress authorized 
force, the more attenuated that argu-
ment is and the less power it has. 
Moreover, we owe it to the men and 
women in uniform to consistently de-
bate our involvement in overseas con-
flicts. So I commend the chairman for 
agreeing with other members of the 
committee that we need to have hear-
ings and to pass legislation specifically 
on this matter through the committee 
of jurisdiction through what we call 
regular order. 

Let me share with those who are 
watching my remarks here today what 
I believe the wrong approach is. I be-
lieve S.J. Res. 54 is the wrong ap-
proach. That resolution sidesteps the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee. 
It doesn’t lead to the sort of fulsome 
debate. It doesn’t allow us to hear from 
professional witnesses and members of 
the administration the way a formal 
committee hearing and markup would 
allow. 

Moreover, the legislation is never 
going to become law. It will never be-
come law. It is an exercise in mes-
saging. Now, messaging is important. 
We need to make the argument, and I 
respect my colleagues for making their 
principled arguments. They are strong 
in conviction, and they make each of 
them quite articulately. But the ad-
ministration has already indicated 
that the President wouldn’t sign this 
into law. The administration has al-
ready indicated that they do not re-
gard, under the law, that we are engag-
ing in hostilities, which is required to 

trigger the law they have invoked. So 
this will never become law. 

Moreover, we most certainly will not 
be overriding a Presidential veto 
should this pass out of the Senate and 
the House and go to the President, 
whereupon he would veto it. So this 
will never become law. 

The last reason I think S.J. Res. 54 is 
the wrong approach is because it will 
not achieve our shared objectives. It 
would fail to achieve its stated objec-
tive because the administration rejects 
the premise of the Sanders-Lee legisla-
tion related to hostilities, as I have al-
ready stated. 

So there is a better approach. Rather 
than just criticizing S.J. Res. 54—and 
let me be careful to distinguish be-
tween criticizing the legislation that 
we will be voting on later and my col-
leagues, because I have great respect 
for my colleagues and their motives. I 
wanted to play a more constructive 
role in this debate. So I wanted to in-
troduce legislation that would provide 
leverage to pressure the Saudis to ac-
tually end the civil war in Yemen and 
to actually improve the humanitarian 
situation. At the same time, we have 
to acknowledge and respond to Iran’s 
malign behavior in Yemen, as well as 
the presence in Yemen of ISIS and 
AQAP—al-Qaida in the Arabian Penin-
sula. This is arguably the most aggres-
sive and most dangerous al-Qaida fran-
chise in the world. We also have to rec-
ognize Saudi Arabia’s legitimate right 
to not have ballistic missiles launched 
into their cities. This is our partner. 

So I wanted to develop a bipartisan 
compromise that could actually pass 
out of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, be passed by both Cham-
bers, and signed by the President of the 
United States. I think we are well on 
our way to doing that. I wanted to de-
velop legislation that would actually 
further its stated purpose and our ob-
jectives in Yemen—ending the civil 
war and addressing the humanitarian 
crisis. 

So that is why I and Senator SHA-
HEEN introduced S.J. Res. 55 on March 
8. Now, since then, we worked with the 
committee, we have worked with mem-
bers of both parties, and we have 
worked with the administration and 
outside experts to further refine our 
legislation, making numerous sub-
stantive changes and principled com-
promises. 

The current version of our legislation 
would require the Department of State 
to certify in an unclassified and writ-
ten report that Saudi Arabia is under-
taking the following: No. 1, an urgent 
and good-faith effort to conduct diplo-
matic negotiations to end the civil war 
in Yemen; No. 2, appropriate measures 
to alleviate the humanitarian crisis in 
Yemen by increasing access for Yem-
enis to food, fuel, and medicine, includ-
ing through Yemen’s Red Sea ports, 
the airport in Sana’a, and external bor-
der crossings with Saudi Arabia; and, 
No. 3, demonstrable action to reduce 
the risk of harm to civilians and civil-
ian infrastructure resulting from its 
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military operations in Yemen, includ-
ing by complying with applicable 
agreements and laws regulating the use 
of cluster munitions and other defense 
articles and services purchased or 
transferred from the United States. 

Now, if the Department of State 
can’t make that certification, then 
U.S. air refueling missions, which are 
essential to the Saudi coalition’s oper-
ations, would end. They would be pro-
hibited under our law. Given the hu-
manitarian crisis in Yemen and our na-
tional security interests there, I appre-
ciate Chairman CORKER’S commitment 
today to mark up Yemen legislation in 
the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee when we return from recess in 
April. 

So based on this reasoning, which I 
have laid out quite clearly here today, 
I plan to oppose the Sanders-Lee-Mur-
phy legislation today. Instead, I will 
support legislation like ours that could 
actually become law and would provide 
the administration the leverage they 
need to result in real change in Yemen. 

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

ator from California. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 

note that the Senator who was to be on 
the floor is not, so I ask to proceed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise to participate in the discussion on 
the conflict in Yemen. 

In 2015, I received a phone call from a 
Saudi official informing me that the 
kingdom was about to take military 
action in Yemen. The official said the 
conflict would not last long. They 
would launch airstrikes to push the 
Houthis out of Sana’a, restore Hadi to 
power, and broker a political com-
promise. That was nearly 3 years ago, 
and the conflict has since grown into 
the world’s worst humanitarian dis-
aster. 

More than 10,000 civilians have died, 
and more than 40,000 have been wound-
ed. More than half of Yemen’s 
healthcare facilities have been de-
stroyed. Three-quarters of the popu-
lation—almost 22 million people—need 
humanitarian assistance. Eleven mil-
lion require urgent assistance to sur-
vive, which means they are close to 
starvation. 

The situation for children is espe-
cially dire: 1.8 million children under 
the age of 5 are malnourished. Of that, 
more than 400,000 are so malnourished 
that they are now 10 times more likely 
to die. 

On top of the bloodshed and famine, 
the people of Yemen are facing a hor-
rific outbreak of cholera. More than 1 
million cases of cholera have been re-
ported, potentially the worst cholera 
outbreak in world history. More than 
2,200 people have died from it, almost 
one-third of whom are children. Chol-
era has spread because more than 80 
percent of the population lack clean 
drinking water. 

We can’t turn away from suffering 
because we are a party to this conflict. 
The United States is providing intel-
ligence, military advice, logistical sup-
port, and aerial refueling to Saudi Ara-
bia. The fact is, we are enabling a 
major proxy war between Saudi Arabia 
and Iran. 

We do all that despite there being no 
military solution. This has not been a 
brief war. It has turned into a major 
war that must end. The longer we per-
mit suffering to continue, the more in-
nocent men, women, and children are 
going to die. Instead of facilitating 
endless fighting, we should be pushing 
for reconciliation. 

I have personally urged Saudi and 
Iranian officials to meet to discuss 
their differences. To my great dis-
appointment, they have refused to do 
so. Iran is expanding its influence 
across the Middle East. It continues to 
arm Hezbollah, back President Assad 
in Syria, and support the Houthis. 
Saudi Arabia and its partners will not 
back down. Just last week, Crown 
Prince Salman said his nation would 
pursue the same nuclear capabilities as 
Iran. What does that say to us? 

Their fight in Yemen offers no mili-
tary solution. Only a political resolu-
tion will end this miserable war. 

It is time we separate ourselves from 
this bloodshed. The United States must 
make it clear that we will not continue 
to support unending conflict. That is 
why I support the Sanders-Lee resolu-
tion, which would require the United 
States to stop refueling Saudi and 
Emirati aircraft. 

Now, this seems like just a small 
step, and it certainly will not imme-
diately end the war, but it is a deeply 
symbolic one. This resolution will send 
a clear message that we will no longer 
enable this proxy war. 

There is no reason a diplomatic solu-
tion can’t be found to end this vio-
lence, and a strong push for reconcili-
ation will save the lives of thousands 
upon thousands of men, women, and 
children in Yemen, but that peace is 
only achievable if we speak with one 
voice and pass the Sanders-Lee resolu-
tion, otherwise we will continue to en-
able this barbaric war. 

Thank you very much. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 
FOREIGN POLICY 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I 
come to the floor with a series of my 
colleagues on the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee on the Democratic 
side to enter into a colloquy about this 
administration’s chaotic and incoher-
ent approach to foreign policy—an ap-
proach that has left our allies confused 
and our adversaries emboldened and 
undermines the standing of the United 
States on the global stage. 

To be fair, the President’s own na-
tional security strategy echoes decades 
of bipartisan recognition that the 
founding values of the United States— 
democracy, the rule of law—should 
continue to drive our foreign policy. 

Yet the President himself has shown a 
fundamental disrespect for these very 
principles: declining to publicly cham-
pion the importance of human rights 
and good governance, refusing to con-
demn dictators around the world who 
brutally repress their own citizens, sow 
instability across the world, or even at-
tack those who attack the United 
States—something I fear will ulti-
mately weaken our ability to promote 
the security and prosperity of all 
Americans. 

Last week’s unceremonious firing of 
our Nation’s top diplomat was the 
President’s latest and brazen example 
of disrespect for the role of diplomacy, 
diplomats, and of the State Depart-
ment itself. While I had my differences 
with Secretary Tillerson, the reality is, 
it does not serve the interests of the 
United States when the President un-
dermines his top diplomat on major 
foreign policy initiatives, from the cri-
sis in the gulf to, ironically, his out-
reach to North Koreans. 

Secretary Tillerson’s legacy will be 
shaped not just by the President’s mis-
guided efforts but also his own ill-ad-
vised attempt to dismantle the State 
Department, leaving the United States 
without key voices to advance our in-
terests around the world. 

The administration has failed to even 
nominate critical, high-level posi-
tions—Under Secretaries, Assistant 
Secretaries—leaving a void of empow-
ered voices. Meanwhile, there are gap-
ing vacancies in some of the world’s 
most troubled regions. For example, as 
we confront a nuclear-armed North 
Korea, the President has yet to nomi-
nate an ambassador to South Korea, 
our critical ally on the peninsula—one 
that has historically relied upon Amer-
ican assurances and allegiance. 

Similarly, the President took more 
than a year to nominate an Assistant 
Secretary for East Asian and Pacific 
Affairs. The impact of these vacancies 
was on full display last week when the 
President—without the knowledge of 
his top diplomat—announced a meeting 
with North Korean Dictator Kim Jong 
Un, an assertion that was then ulti-
mately walked back and modified by 
his Secretary of Defense and his White 
House Press Secretary. 

In the Middle East, as the President 
continues to send more and more 
American troops and we face an 
emboldened Iranian regime creeping 
further into Syria, facilitated by the 
Kremlin’s military support, he has yet 
to appoint Ambassadors to consequen-
tial posts, including Saudi Arabia, 
Egypt, Qatar, Turkey, and Jordan, 
which has proved a critical partner in 
our fight against terrorism in the re-
gion and in supporting refugees—two 
essential components of U.S. policy in 
the Middle East. 

How can we possibly expect to assert 
American leadership and secure our in-
terests with these posts unfilled and 
with no empowered individuals at the 
Department itself? Under the Presi-
dent’s watch, the number of career Am-
bassadors, which is basically the State 
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Department’s equivalent to four-star 
generals at the Department of Defense, 
has plummeted by 60 percent. If we 
were shedding four-star generals this 
quickly, we would be sounding the 
alarm of a national security crisis. 

We have just one career-level Ambas-
sador left at the State Department. Let 
me say that again: One career-level 
Ambassador left, and this administra-
tion has seen fit to ship him off to an 
academic institution rather than to en-
gage him in frontline diplomacy. 

We are witnessing a mass exodus of 
experienced diplomatic and security 
professionals who have dedicated their 
lives to this country. This is a forced 
exodus, and I am deeply alarmed to see 
reports revealing what we have feared 
for some time. 

We just started to learn about dis-
turbing efforts to purge the Broad-
casting Board of Governors and impose 
a partisan editorial voice on U.S. inter-
national media. Alarmingly, last week, 
press reports highlighted emails that 
provided concrete evidence of the ad-
ministration’s efforts to effectively 
purge the Department of anyone they 
do not believe would be a purist for the 
President’s vision. Emails showed po-
litical leadership describing some civil 
servants as ‘‘turncoats, leakers, and 
troublemakers.’’ 

The conversations showed senior po-
litical appointees working with outside 
organizations engaged in vicious smear 
campaigns against career civil servants 
and dismissing death threats against 
some of these same career officials. 
Diplomats who have served Republican 
and Democratic Presidents alike, who 
have spent their careers working to 
build a more prosperous and secure 
world so a Commander in Chief would 
not have to send our sons and daugh-
ters into war. 

This is America. Our government 
functions because of apolitical civil 
servants across agencies who dedicate 
their lives to advance the interests of 
their fellow citizens, from distributing 
Social Security checks to negotiating 
nuclear arms treaties. It is outrageous. 
It is disgraceful. It is dangerous. 

We face challenges from every corner 
of the globe. We simply cannot con-
front them if we are not present, and 
we cannot overcome these challenges 
when the President himself does not 
acknowledge them. 

As China’s political leadership con-
solidates power and as the country ex-
pands into the South China Sea and 
pursues an aggressive economic agenda 
around the world, the President, for his 
part, praises these dictatorial moves. 
Meanwhile, he has failed on his prom-
ise to deliver better trade deals. 

In Latin America, while the Presi-
dent calls our neighbors to the south 
drug dealers, criminals, and rapists, 
China is expanding its economic and 
cultural presence in our own backyard. 

In Mexico, one of our most integral 
bilateral partners—Mexico is the sec-
ond largest market for U.S. goods and 
services in the world—we will soon lose 

our Ambassador, as we hear about how 
the Russian Government is seeking to 
interfere in their upcoming elections. 

When it comes to Russia, again and 
again, the President’s own intelligence 
officials have made clear that the Rus-
sian Government not only meddled in 
our election in 2016 but continues its 
interference in the American political 
system to this day. Yet the President 
refuses—refuses—to condemn Vladimir 
Putin or impose congressionally man-
dated sanctions to hold them account-
able for their attack on the United 
States. I understand today he con-
gratulated him on his ‘‘election.’’ That 
is not an election. Putin is seeking to 
be a czar, not to be a President. 

The Russian Government continues 
its military aggression in the Ukraine 
and its disinformation campaigns 
across Europe. 

In the Middle East, it continues to 
enable Bashar al-Assad’s slaughter of 
innocent civilians and Iran’s efforts to 
expand its presence and threaten 
Israel. In a brazen move this month, 
the Kremlin used an unlawful chemical 
agent to commit murder on British 
soil, showing how far they will go if 
they are unchecked. 

Beyond these great power threats, we 
must also confront nonstate actors and 
new tools designed specifically to de-
stabilize free and democratic societies. 

We must demand more information 
to learn about Cambridge Analytica 
and the efforts of this organization to 
exploit private information from social 
media users across the world to pro-
mote particular political agendas. 

The only way to confront old and 
emerging threats is to stand united 
with our allies. We have spent decades 
building these alliances based on mu-
tual respect, accountability, and vig-
orous engagement in the international 
institutions and security agreements 
that are essential to promoting peace 
and security around the world. We our-
selves must be a reliable ally and part-
ner. We must speak with an authori-
tative voice. We must have our na-
tional security agencies executing 
clear, integrated, coherent strategies. 

The President himself must cham-
pion the fundamental ideas that have 
made America secure and prosperous: 
democracy, human rights, free expres-
sion—values we champion not because 
simply they are right but because they 
are also strategic. We stand for these 
values because, globally, governments 
that uphold the rule of law, that re-
spect human rights and freedom of ex-
pression, that welcome economic com-
petition—these are the nations that 
form America’s most reliable allies, 
most prosperous economic partners, 
and most strategic security relations. 

Let me close with this: The American 
people and the institutions we have 
built remain resilient. Now more than 
ever, Congress must exercise its role as 
a coequal branch of government when 
it comes to our foreign policy. We need 
Republicans and Democrats in Con-
gress to uphold our duty to conduct 

oversight, to ensure that bipartisan 
values that have guided American for-
eign policy for decades can be executed 
by an experienced, empowered, fully 
funded and fully staffed State Depart-
ment. 

Together, we must ensure that our 
reputation as a leader of nations is not 
eroded by a President and an adminis-
tration that thus far, in my view, far 
from putting America first, threaten to 
leave America isolated and behind. 
That is our challenge. That is our 
choice. I appreciate my colleagues who 
join us in this regard. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

HOEVEN). The Senator from New Mex-
ico. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. President, I would 
like to say how glad I am to have Sen-
ator MENENDEZ back in the saddle as 
our ranking member on Foreign Rela-
tions, and I thank him so much for his 
speech and for his leadership on our 
very important committee. 

I join my colleagues from the For-
eign Relations Committee in their cri-
tique of President Trump’s handling— 
or maybe we would call it mis-
handling—of foreign policy. I am most 
concerned about how U.S. power, pres-
tige, and diplomacy have been weak-
ened across the world as a direct result 
of this President. The United States 
has stood as a world leader of liberal 
democracy, the rule of law, and human 
values since the end of World War II. 
Our actions abroad have not always 
been perfect, but over the decades, we 
have earned the world’s respect be-
cause we have acted on our principles. 

After the fall of the Berlin Wall, au-
thoritarian regimes were in retreat. 
Today, authoritarianism is back on the 
march. The President himself even 
cheers them on, praising Vladimir 
Putin, Xi Jinping, and others who fash-
ion themselves President for life of 
one-party, repressive regimes. 

In this President’s short but raucous 
and chaotic tenure, he has diminished 
our standing within the world commu-
nity by grossly offending other nations 
and their leaders, including many of 
our closest allies, by abruptly changing 
foreign policy with no clear policy 
basis, and by denigrating countries and 
an entire continent with comments 
laced with racism. The President issues 
conflicting messages. World leaders 
and international diplomats cannot 
rely on his word or his tweets. He has 
plenty of criticism for our friends and 
allies but little for strongmen like 
Vladimir Putin. The world is alarmed. 
It is less stable under this Presidency. 

Secretary Tillerson had disagree-
ments with the President, and early 
on, the President undercut and side-
lined him. The day before Mr. Tillerson 
was shown the door, the Secretary 
broke with the White House by directly 
pointing the finger at Russia for using 
a chemical weapon on the ex-British 
spy in his homeland, and this incident 
shows that the President will not tol-
erate daylight between his own corrupt 
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political beliefs and the views of his 
lieutenants. 

During confirmation hearings for Mr. 
Pompeo, our committee must find out 
whether he will hold fast to traditional 
American values or bend to the Presi-
dent’s servility to Vladimir Putin and 
other autocrats around the world. 

The President’s own diplomacy has 
been chaotic and dangerous. He has 
alienated one of our closest friends and 
biggest trading partners—the country 
of Mexico. He insists that Mexico will 
pay for this offensive wall that he says 
is necessary to keep out rapists and 
criminals. 

The President has imperiled our rela-
tionships with both Mexico and Canada 
with his threats to tear up NAFTA, 
which he seems to say over and over 
again. In my home State of New Mex-
ico, border communities rely on the in-
tegrated border, and border commu-
nities rely on the economy that has 
been built up over the last 24 years. We 
have a trade surplus with Mexico. 
NAFTA negotiations continue, but 
there has been a chill on economic ac-
tivity in States like New Mexico, 
Texas, California, and Arizona. 

The President has shaken the world 
with his grade-school taunts about nu-
clear weapons—a deadly serious sub-
ject. He chided Secretary Tillerson 
that talking to North Korea won’t 
work, undercutting the Secretary once 
again, and then suddenly agreed to 
meet and even negotiate with Kim 
Jong Un without the careful diplo-
matic work needed to ensure success. I 
support diplomacy as the best solution, 
but rash diplomacy can easily lead to 
rash wars, and impulsive decision-
making is extremely risky. 

I hope the President seriously studies 
the issues between now and any meet-
ing, brings an experienced team, and 
sets realistic and achievable goals for 
any negotiation. He must understand 
that diplomatic failure is potentially 
catastrophic. A war would likely result 
in 20,000 casualties a day in the opening 
week, and Secretary Mattis has warned 
that there would be, in his words, ‘‘the 
worst kind of fighting in people’s life-
times.’’ 

I do not trust this President to follow 
the constitutional process required to 
go to war. That is why I am cospon-
soring S. 2047, prohibiting any Presi-
dent from launching a preemptive 
strike on North Korea. Starting a war 
with North Korea would only under-
mine the security of the United States 
and our regional allies and should not 
be done without approval of the Amer-
ican people through the Congress. 

The President’s attitude toward Rus-
sia and Vladimir Putin complicates our 
ability to gain support for our efforts 
overseas. Russia interfered with our de-
mocracy and continues to interfere in 
the affairs of our allies. 

There is no good explanation why he 
has not directed our Nation’s security 
agencies to take all possible action in 
response to Russia’s interference with 
the 2016 election, and increasingly we 

see in the special counsel’s investiga-
tion how Russia is playing a bigger and 
bigger part. There is no reason why 
this administration took so long to 
begin to implement Congress’s sanc-
tions against Russia. Special Counsel 
Mueller’s investigation has already 
produced indictments against Russians 
and key officials from President 
Trump’s campaign, but the President 
himself does not send the message to 
deter future interference by Russia. 
The President’s failure to fight back, 
his resistance to sanctioning the Rus-
sians, and his subservience to Putin be-
tray the national trust. 

The President’s hostility toward 
Iran’s agreement to disarm its nuclear 
weapons program is mind-boggling. Di-
rector Pompeo reportedly shares this 
hostility. But just last week, the com-
mander of U.S. Central Command, 
Army GEN Joseph Votel, testified be-
fore the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee that the Iran deal is in our na-
tional interest. Defense Secretary 
Mattis and the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Chairman, Gen. Joseph Dunford, also 
agree. Our close allies—also signatories 
to the deal—agree it is in the inter-
national community’s interests. 

This is not the United States the 
world has come to know, rely upon, 
and believe in. The President’s failure 
to protect our national interest weak-
ens our position within the world com-
munity. 

Morale at the State Department is 
suffering as our foreign policy suffers. 
Any new Secretary of State must work 
to reverse this. This Congress and the 
world have watched as the President 
and the Secretary of State have 
hollowed out the State Department. 

Highly experienced and talented For-
eign Service officers have been fired, 
pushed out, reassigned to menial tasks, 
and ignored. Many senior diplomats 
have just packed up and left. Nicholas 
Burns and Ryan Crocker, who served as 
Ambassadors in both Republican and 
Democratic administrations, have 
warned that ‘‘we are witnessing the 
most significant departure of diplo-
matic talent in generations.’’ On top of 
retirements, the number of people who 
took the Foreign Service exam dropped 
by more than half between 2016 and 
2017. There is real concern that this 
will have a lasting and negative impact 
long after the Trump administration. 

Director Pompeo will need to answer 
tough questions during confirmation: 
Will he impose congressionally man-
dated sanctions on Russia? What ac-
tions will be taken to counter Russia’s 
ongoing cyber warfare? We are on the 
razor’s edge with North Korea. As chief 
diplomat, does he support a preemptive 
strike against North Korea? What will 
he do to avoid a disaster? Does he agree 
with our military leaders about stay-
ing in the Iran denuclearization deal? 
Will he certify Iranian compliance if 
the facts show compliance? Does he 
support the President’s proposal to 
decimate the State Department’s budg-
et? Will he continue Secretary 

Tillerson’s plan to decrease staff by 8 
percent? What will he do to recover 
agency morale, which we hear over and 
over is at an alltime low? Will he stand 
up to this President when long-held 
American values are at stake? 

Director Pompeo will need to prove 
to the Senate that he will put the 
State Department and the U.S. stand-
ing in the world back on track. Our 
international partners do not view the 
United States as the reliable and 
strong partner they had in the past. 
Dictatorships and harsh regimes are 
emboldened by our lack of attention to 
free speech and human rights. 

President Ronald Reagan said at the 
Berlin Wall that ‘‘the totalitarian 
world produces backwardness because 
it does such violence to the spirit, 
thwarting the human impulse to cre-
ate, to enjoy, to worship.’’ 

Dictators now smirk and echo our 
President, saying ‘‘fake news’’ about 
any news outlet that shines a light on 
their indiscretions. Leaders like Vladi-
mir Putin are emboldened to continue 
to try to undermine our democracy and 
sow conflict and division within the 
American public. 

The world is less stable without a 
strong, principled United States to 
lead. It is imperative that the United 
States preserve and strengthen its dip-
lomatic power, not sabotage it. 

With lack of leadership in the execu-
tive branch, Congress must step up, 
particularly the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee. As I said at the be-
ginning, I am so pleased that Senator 
MENENDEZ is back to work with Sen-
ator CORKER to try to assert the role 
that Congress should be playing in 
these very important issues. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I 

thank my colleague from New Mexico, 
a key member of the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee, for his insight, 
input, and continuing efforts to make 
sure we have a diplomacy in the world 
that ultimately pursues our national 
interests and security. 

I understand there are some col-
leagues who are on their way to the 
floor—Senator SHAHEEN and Senator 
CARDIN. When they get here, we will 
hopefully have the Chair recognize 
them at that point. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join Senator MENENDEZ, the 
ranking member of the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee, and my col-
leagues from the committee to talk 
about the importance of diplomacy as 
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we look at the many challenges and 
conflicts that the world is facing right 
now. 

From North Korea to Syria to Ven-
ezuela, there is really no end in sight 
for growing tensions and conflict in the 
world. Our military presence in Af-
ghanistan is growing, we have approved 
lethal weapons for Ukraine, and we are 
forging a new partnership with NATO 
in Iraq. I support these efforts, but 
without a vigorous diplomatic capa-
bility to back our military, these ini-
tiatives risk failure. Sadly, instead of 
providing for a robust diplomatic 
corps, the administration has laid the 
foundation for a weakened U.S. hand 
on the international stage. Ultimately, 
this places Americans at risk. As Sec-
retary of Defense Jim Mattis said, it 
forces his men and women to buy more 
bullets. Equally critical is the oppor-
tunity this provides for the great 
power conflicts to continue and to fes-
ter. 

In November, I wrote to then-Sec-
retary of State Rex Tillerson with the 
Senate Armed Services Committee 
chairman, Senator JOHN MCCAIN, to ex-
press bipartisan concern over the ad-
ministration’s State Department hir-
ing and promotion rates. I was told 
that the statistics we had received 
from the American Foreign Service As-
sociation were wrong and that the re-
design of the State Department is not 
forcing anyone from their jobs. 

Unfortunately, since that time, the 
State Department has lost even more 
precious, diplomatic talent. Congress 
has received a budget request that cuts 
even more personnel, and Foreign Serv-
ice hiring and promotion rates con-
tinue to plummet. Last month, the 
highest ranking senior Foreign Service 
officer, Tom Shannon, announced that 
he, too, would be retiring. With his re-
tirement, we will have no senior For-
eign Service officers serving in the De-
partment’s leadership. 

To date, we have only one active ca-
reer ambassador who will serve in the 
entire State Department, and he is not 
even working in the building. Aside 
from the mass exodus of critical talent, 
we are allowing decades of investments 
made by our country and our diplomats 
to dwindle along with their ranks. 

For the past 2 years, the Senate has 
also received abysmally low budget re-
quests for the State Department and 
USAID. 

Meanwhile, our problems aren’t de-
clining. The Kremlin continues to sow 
chaos across the globe. China increas-
ingly flexes its muscle by buying stra-
tegic properties throughout Europe, 
Africa, and the Middle East. We are 
facing the greatest refugee crisis since 
World War II. Our intelligence commu-
nity repeatedly warns that in this 
year’s midterm elections, Russia will 
repeat another hybrid operation 
against the U.S. election. The obvious 
response to these challenges should not 
and cannot be to reduce the oper-
ational capacity and personnel of the 
lead agency that is responsible for alle-

viating global crises and promoting the 
United States’ public face throughout 
the global outreach. That is the State 
Department. 

Just this month, the New York 
Times revealed that the State Depart-
ment had failed to spend any of the 
$120 million allocated to fund the Glob-
al Engagement Center, which is aimed 
at countering state-led misinformation 
campaigns. While America is under at-
tack and Western democracies are 
under attack by misinformation cam-
paigns, the State Department’s re-
sponse has been totally insufficient. It 
has been not to spend any of the money 
that Congress has allocated. It seems 
the administration is completely un-
aware of Special Counselor Mueller’s 
indictment against Russia’s Internet 
Research Agency. 

I wish to spend a minute to read from 
excerpts of Mueller’s indictment of 13 
Russians, which came out last month. 
If we can look at this through objective 
eyes, it reminds us all of the threats we 
face because of Russia’s interference. 

This is stated in Mueller’s document: 
The [Internet Research Agency] is a Rus-

sian organization engaged in operations to 
interfere with elections and political proc-
esses. 

I am quoting now from the indict-
ment. 

By in or around September 2016, the [Inter-
net Research Agency’s] monthly budget for 
Project Lakhta (its interference operation in 
the U.S.) exceeded 73 million Russian rubles 
(over 1,250,000 U.S. dollars). 

They are spending, on a regular 
basis, 1.25 million in American dollars 
on this interference operation. For all 
of the people out there who think this 
is a partisan issue, this is not a par-
tisan issue. This is an issue about 
interfering in our democracy. We can 
see how much they are willing to spend 
to do that. 

Continuing to quote from the indict-
ment: 

Defendants and their co-conspirators also 
traveled, and attempted to travel, to the 
United States under false pretenses in order 
to collect intelligence for interference oper-
ations. 

In or around 2016, the defendants and their 
co-conspirators also used, possessed and 
transferred, without legal authority, the so-
cial security numbers and dates of birth of 
real U.S. persons without those persons’ 
knowledge or consent. Using these means of 
identification, defendants and their co-con-
spirators opened accounts at PayPal; created 
false means of identification, including fake 
driver’s licenses; and posted on Internet Re-
search Agency-controlled media accounts. 

That is the Russian entity that is 
doing this. 

Think about that. We know of the 
Kremlin’s efforts to influence and use 
the American people to its own advan-
tage. It is laid out pretty clearly in 
this indictment from Robert Mueller. 
Yet, somehow, the State Department is 
incapable of spending $1 of the money 
that has been allocated by Congress to-
ward countering Russia’s most overt, 
public messages against the United 
States. 

This is truly remarkable and, sadly, 
disappointing. The American people de-
serve better. Unfortunately, the Global 
Engagement Center is not alone in its 
lack of support from the administra-
tion. According to an analysis of data 
from the Office of Management and 
Budget, last year the State Depart-
ment spent just 79 percent of the 
money that Congress had authorized 
for the conduct of foreign affairs, the 
lowest level in the last 15 years. 

Many of us on the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee would agree that 
most of our greatest global achieve-
ments—the Marshall Plan, the end of 
the Cold War, and the reduction of nu-
clear weapons—have been secured 
through diplomacy. Without it, I fear 
we will stray far from President 
Trump’s ideal of brokering deals and 
instead cause irreparable damage to 
one of America’s most precious re-
sources—our diplomatic corps. That 
will harm this country’s standing in 
the world and will have us viewed as 
weak by our great power adversaries. 

The hollowing out of the State De-
partment under this administration 
will cause irreparable damage to Amer-
ica’s diplomatic efforts, and it will 
harm our country’s standing in the 
world. Congress has to step in and 
make sure this doesn’t happen. 

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

ator from Maryland. 
Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I join 

my colleagues on the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee and under the 
leadership of Senator MENENDEZ to 
point out that now—I guess it has been 
14 months under President Trump’s 
leadership—we have seen a dramatic 
shift in U.S. foreign policy that jeop-
ardizes our standing globally and our 
national security. It starts with this 
administration’s hollowing out the 
State Department and our capacity to 
participate in diplomacy. 

As my colleagues have pointed out, 
so many vacancies exist today, unfilled 
by this administration. It is not the 
slowness of the Senate in confirming 
the positions. Many of these positions 
are not even positions that require 
Senate confirmation. We have seen an 
exodus of the most experienced people 
in the State Department, and the ca-
pacity of the State Department has 
been dramatically reduced. President 
Trump’s budget speaks volumes about 
his support for diplomacy, as we see 30- 
percent reductions in the State Depart-
ment budget being proposed by this ad-
ministration. 

The role of diplomacy in solving 
international issues is at an all-time 
low. There are many times I disagreed 
with Secretary Tillerson, but he at 
least was an independent voice in the 
White House as it related to certain 
issues on Iran or climate change. Now 
his voice has been silenced in this ad-
ministration. 

America first is America alone. It is 
the isolation of our country. We have 
seen that with the United States under 
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President Trump and pulling out of the 
climate talks—the only country in the 
world. We see it now, potentially, in 
Iran, with reports that the President 
may unilaterally withdraw the United 
States from the nuclear agreement, 
putting the United States as the 
outlier where we should be putting our 
attention on Iran. This is reflected in 
the Gallup polls, showing that the 
global opinion toward the United 
States has dropped dramatically. We 
see the President embracing oppressive 
leaders around the world, such as the 
leaders of Russia, China, Turkey, and 
Egypt, and embracing the autocratic 
practices of the President of the Phil-
ippines. Then, he attacks our closest 
allies, calling into question the trans-
atlantic partnership. 

Perhaps more than anything else, 
this administration has trampled on 
America’s values. As Secretary 
Tillerson said early in this administra-
tion, America’s interests will no longer 
be dictated by our values. That is not 
what the trademark of America is 
about. The President over and over has 
questioned universally what America 
stands for when he gave space to hate 
in his response to Charlottesville and 
when he implies that people who come 
to our country of certain religions or 
certain races are less favored than oth-
ers. When he suggests he cannot have a 
conflict because he is President of the 
United States and does not have to di-
vest of his business interests or when 
he says things that we know are not 
true and the President of the United 
States is standing up for matters that 
are outright lies, it diminishes the 
value and strength of America and our 
global leadership. 

One issue I want to talk about in the 
time I have is that of ignoring one of 
our greatest national security 
threats—what Russia is doing to the 
United States under Mr. Putin. We just 
saw in Russia’s most recent election 
that it was neither free nor fair. The 
opposition candidates were not allowed 
to participate, as they were handpicked 
by Mr. Putin, and he controlled the 
media. As the OSCE observed, the elec-
tion took place in an overly controlled 
legal environment, and it had pressure 
on the critical voices of the Russian 
people. 

We find a Russia today under Mr. 
Putin that is contrary to the values we 
stand for. In January, I authored a re-
port on Russia, with the other Demo-
crats on the committee, that talked 
about the asymmetric arsenal Mr. 
Putin uses that includes propaganda. 
We saw this on display when he was 
asked about what happened in the 
United States. According to the tran-
script, as reported by the Washington 
Post, these are Mr. Putin’s own words: 
‘‘Maybe they’re not even Russians,’’ in 
his talking about who attacked our 
country and referring to those behind 
the election interference. ‘‘Maybe 
they’re Ukrainian, Tatars, Jews—just 
with Russian citizenship.’’ He also 
speculated that France, Germany, or 

Asia might have interfered in the elec-
tion or even Russians who were paid by 
the U.S. Government. 

That type of rhetoric is straight out 
of the Soviet and Russian playbook to 
cast Jews and other minorities as 
undesirables—enemies of the state. As 
an American Jew who has family roots 
in Eastern Europe and Russia, I find 
that kind of rhetoric to be dangerous 
and frightening, but at its most basic, 
such rhetoric is part of Mr. Putin’s 
grand design. That is what he does. 

We saw it play out in the UK just 2 
weeks ago when a person was poisoned 
in England who was an enemy of Mr. 
Putin’s. We see it play out over and 
over again. Prime Minister May spoke 
out. She called it for what it was. She 
sent a clear signal to Moscow that that 
type of behavior by the Russian state 
against the British people would not be 
tolerated and that there would be con-
sequences. This is how a leader of a 
great nation should speak out in de-
fense of its people to counter a major 
threat from a global adversary. 

Yet what happened here in Wash-
ington with the threat we saw to our 
own country by Mr. Putin? The Presi-
dent has said virtually nothing. His 
spokesperson condemned the crime but 
ignored that likely Russian link. The 
Secretary of State later did what the 
President could not or would not do by 
calling out the Russians. Maybe that 
was his swan song because it was the 
last thing we heard before he was si-
lenced by Mr. Trump. 

Never before in America’s history has 
such a clear threat to our national se-
curity been so clearly ignored by the 
President of the United States. The 
President’s difficulty in publicly ac-
knowledging the Russia threat and 
leading our country forward to combat 
that threat is one of the most per-
plexing and reckless pieces of Mr. 
Trump’s disastrous foreign policy. We 
in Congress took action. We passed leg-
islation. We passed mandatory sanc-
tions against Russia. Yet this adminis-
tration has not taken full advantage of 
the law we passed. The President needs 
to protect America’s interests, not ap-
pease Mr. Putin. 

Congress’s role in shaping and ad-
vancing U.S. foreign policy has never 
been more important. I will continue 
to advance legislation, conduct over-
sight, and speak out about these im-
portant issues in the name of the 
American people and the values and 
norms that define us and our place in 
this complicated world. I am proud to 
be a part of the group of Senators who 
will stand on this floor and work to 
make sure we protect our national se-
curity interests. 

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

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, I come 

to the floor to share my deep concern 
over the Trump administration’s ap-
proach to North Korea. 

I thank the Senator from New Jer-
sey, the leader of the Democrats on the 

Foreign Relations Committee, for ask-
ing the Members to come out here to 
speak to the Trump administration’s 
foreign policy. 

North Korea is a serious and ever- 
worsening threat to its people, to our 
allies and partners in the region, and 
to the United States. Unfortunately, 
the Trump administration has mis-
managed our North Korea policy, and 
the potential consequences of failure 
are too great to ignore. North Korea 
may have bent over backward to ap-
pear conciliatory during the Winter 
Olympics and through its offers of 
talks with South Korea and the United 
States, but Kim Jong Un has not 
stopped his dangerous activities—far 
from it. While the North Korean re-
gime is all smiles and open arms, its 
malign behavior continues. 

Its engineers race to perfect a nu-
clear-tipped intercontinental ballistic 
missile. North Korean laborers around 
the world—modern-day indentured 
servants—send paychecks home to the 
regime to help fund its illicit military 
programs. Illegal ship-to-ship transfers 
of refined petroleum products con-
tinue. North Korea’s army of cyber 
warriors grows more capable, and the 
Kim regime’s thugs make no efforts to 
scale back rampant human rights 
abuses. 

However, President Trump’s ap-
proach to date threatens to make an 
already bad situation even worse. De-
spite his recent announcement that he 
would accept a meeting with Kim Jong 
Un, President Trump has systemati-
cally undermined the effectiveness of 
the very agency—the U.S. Department 
of State—he will need to make talks 
successful. By so doing, he has harmed 
U.S. foreign policy right as the United 
States is poised to embark on a crucial 
diplomatic effort with North Korea. 

By firing Rex Tillerson, President 
Trump threw the State Department 
further into chaos when what we need 
right now is more consistency. This is 
indicative of a President who considers 
himself to be his own diplomat, nego-
tiator, and strategist. Yet the gutting 
of the State Department goes much 
deeper. It has been badly depleted of 
both staff and resources by the Trump 
administration and is consistently ig-
nored in the opaque process the White 
House is using to try to conduct Amer-
ican foreign policy. 

President Trump has stifled dissent, 
ignored experience, politicized key dip-
lomatic and national security agencies. 
The Special Representative for North 
Korea Policy, Ambassador Joseph 
Yun—the lead American negotiator 
with North Korea—has stepped down. 
One wonders whether he felt his advice 
was being heeded. We still don’t have a 
U.S. Ambassador to South Korea more 
than a year into the Trump adminis-
tration. We still don’t have a confirmed 
Assistant Secretary for East Asian and 
Pacific Affairs. We still don’t have a 
special envoy for North Korean human 
rights issues. We no longer have a sanc-
tions coordinator. 
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Going into talks at the senior-most 

level with a hollowed-out State Depart-
ment is no way to peacefully resolve a 
crisis. To the contrary, it exposes us to 
greater risk, and as if these vacancies 
were not enough, it gets worse. 

The Trump administration’s recently 
released budget request for fiscal year 
2019 would drastically cut State De-
partment funding. The State Depart-
ment is already alarmingly 
underresourced and understaffed to 
handle the significant and increasing 
threats from North Korea. Yet there is 
no explanation as to why the President 
believes it is prudent to cut diplomatic 
resources, especially in the middle of a 
crisis. 

We deserve an answer as to why the 
administration believes the State De-
partment deserves fewer resources 
while trying to execute a wide-ranging 
strategy of diplomatic engagement and 
pressure. All the while, the White 
House is subjecting our allies and part-
ners to contradictory statements that 
cause confusion and dampen the pros-
pects of a peaceful solution. 

We hear different thoughts on dif-
ferent days. Before firing him, Presi-
dent Trump routinely undercut Sec-
retary Tillerson and, with it, our diplo-
matic high ground. Confusing our allies 
in South Korea and Japan, whose as-
sistance in helping resolve the North 
Korean crisis is indispensable, only 
serves to embolden Kim Jong Un, who 
seeks to drive a wedge between the 
United States and our allies. 

We cannot afford to fail. I am con-
cerned that if these talks do not go 
well, President Trump will be able to 
claim he tried both economic pressure 
and diplomacy, with neither path hav-
ing solved the problem. He will be left 
with the conclusion that the only ap-
proach remaining will be military 
force. We must be clear. There is no 
military solution to the North Korea 
crisis. 

Today marks the 15th anniversary of 
the U.S. invasion of Iraq. Although the 
current situation we face with North 
Korea is not identical to the one we 
faced in the runup to the Iraq war in 
2003, the North Korea situation is, in 
fact, worse, and the consequences are 
even more severe. Unlike Iraq, North 
Korea has nearly completed the devel-
opment of long-range nuclear-armed 
missiles that will be capable of cre-
ating nuclear mushroom clouds in our 
cities. 

We all agree we need to act to ensure 
that this never happens. The only re-
sponsible course of action is for the ad-
ministration to use all tools of Amer-
ican statecraft to reduce the threats 
from North Korea. We have an obliga-
tion to American families, service-
members, and our allies to say, un-
equivocally, that we did everything in 
our power without resorting to armed 
conflict. 

Let’s return the United States of 
America to the forefront of statecraft 
and allow for our diplomats to advance 
our interests without having to risk a 

frivolous loss of life. That is what is at 
stake as the President moves further 
away from using the kinds of tools 
which are available that can try to 
peacefully resolve this conflict with 
North Korea. 

I thank the Presiding Officer. 
I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut. 
Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Senators 
COONS, CARDIN, LEE, SANDERS, and I be 
recognized for up to 5 minutes each and 
then Senator CORKER be recognized for 
up to 15 minutes prior to the vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. MURPHY. I thank the Presiding 

Officer. 
Mr. President, I just returned from a 

trip to a major transatlantic con-
ference in Europe. While the Europeans 
have spent a lot of time over the course 
of the last 12 months hand-wringing 
about whether the United States is 
committed to Europe, committed to 
NATO, committed to our common de-
fense, my feeling upon going to Brus-
sels for this particular conference is, 
they are kind of over the hand-wring-
ing. They are now just making plans to 
move on without us. They are making 
plans to protect themselves without us. 
They are making plans to set the rules 
of the road economically, politically, 
and culturally around the world with-
out the United States. The evidence of 
that was very clear. 

The Europeans are setting up some-
thing called the European Defense Ini-
tiative, in which they are going to 
start doing military planning and pur-
chasing outside of NATO because they 
are just not convinced, not confident 
that the United States is going to be 
seriously engaged in NATO. That com-
promises our security as the Europeans 
start to make plans for their defense 
without us, even though we still have 
an obligation under the treaty to pro-
tect them. 

Over and over, you see the world 
moving on as they watch this massive 
withdrawal of America from the world. 
The President said at a rally in Ala-
bama a few months ago that the world 
is starting to respect the United States 
of America again. That could not be 
further from the truth. The Pew orga-
nization charts other countries’ opin-
ions of the United States. It also charts 
whether other countries believe the 
United States is going to act in the 
best interests of the world. The num-
bers are, frankly, startling. 

Of the 37 countries they surveyed, 
only two of them have higher con-
fidence in the United States under 
Trump than they did under Obama. 
One is a rather statistically significant 
increase, that being Russia, which by 
42 percentage points is more confident 
that the United States is going to act 
in that country’s best interests. South 
Korea had 88 percent confidence under 
Obama and has 17 percent confidence 

under Trump. Canada had 83 percent 
confidence under Obama and has 22 per-
cent confidence under Trump. Germany 
is 86 to 11. They have come to this be-
lief because, as my colleagues have 
mentioned, the Trump administration 
had signaled its unwillingness to try to 
set a moral tone for the world in the 
way that it budgets. The budget they 
presented to us reduces accounts dedi-
cated to countering Russian aggression 
around its periphery by 63 percent. It is 
a clear telegraph to Europe that they 
are on their own, that countries that 
are trying to fight back against a coun-
try that wants to reestablish a new 
version of the Soviet Empire will have 
no help from the United States. 

In this budget, the National Endow-
ment for Democracy is cut by $100 mil-
lion. It is no secret that countries like 
Hungary and Poland are starting to 
slip away from traditional democratic 
norms. Countries like the Philippines 
are doing the same because there is not 
a moral force here in the United States 
committing to bring them closer to the 
ideals of participatory democracy. 

There is a $1.6 billion cut in humani-
tarian aid, telling the rest of the world: 
If you want to solve these enormous 
problems of humanitarian catas-
trophe—famine and refugee displace-
ment—you can’t look to us anymore. 
You are on your own again. 

There is a 35-percent cut in overall 
international narcotics and law en-
forcement funding, just at a time when 
record amounts of fentanyl are finding 
their way into the United States. 

The moment of panic is over for the 
world. They have watched this admin-
istration walk away from its tradi-
tional obligations to try to stand up 
for the rule of law, to try to promote 
democracy and human rights, and to 
try to protect America’s interests and 
our allies. They are simply making 
other plans. I hope the next adminis-
tration will be able to correct that, but 
those plans are hard to break once they 
are made. 

I hope Republicans and Democrats 
will stand up to make sure that Amer-
ica does not become any weaker in the 
world than it already is today, 15 
months into this administration. We 
are less safe as a nation because of this 
wholesale withdrawal from the global 
stage. It is not too late to try to turn 
it around. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

FLAKE). The Senator from Delaware. 
Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I join my 

colleagues on the floor this afternoon 
to address the mounting concerns we 
have with the foreign policy of the 
Trump administration. I want to thank 
my colleague, Senator MENENDEZ of 
New Jersey, the ranking member of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, and 
comment at the outset on two things 
that have been widely said that I don’t 
think are true. 

First is that Democrats are bottling 
up the President’s vitally needed nomi-
nees for senior ambassadorial positions 
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or senior Department of State nomina-
tions and that we are holding key 
nominees. 

Frankly, nothing could be further 
from the truth. Earlier today, in a 
business meeting, our Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, which works well on 
a bipartisan basis, voted out a whole 
series of Ambassadors, treaties, and 
Assistant Secretaries of State. 

Second, I heard it said by some pun-
dits that Democrats wish President 
Trump ill, that we are working to do 
everything we can to hold him back 
and prevent him from being successful. 

Let me start by saying that I think 
all of us know that we are strongest 
when we stand together and work to-
gether. All of us have at some point 
heard the old adage that politics 
should stop at the water’s edge, and 
nothing would make me happier then 
to see our foreign policy, our military, 
and our diplomatic efforts succeed 
around the world. 

I do not wish our President ill or our 
State Department a lack of success, 
but I think it deserves mentioning for 
the few minutes I am taking on the 
floor today that President Trump, who 
promised as a candidate to be unpre-
dictable and nontraditional, has over-
performed in that category. His foreign 
policy has been defined by inconsist-
ency, volatility, unpredictability, and 
at times, a failure to advance our val-
ues. This comes exactly at a time, as 
my colleague from Connecticut was 
just reciting, when our allies and part-
ners crave stability and leadership and 
when the threats to our democratic 
way of life from Russia and China are 
on the rise. 

Trump’s ‘‘shock and awe’’ style of 
governing was demonstrated recently 
by his abrupt firing of the Secretary of 
State in a tweet and his further humil-
iation of the Secretary of State in sto-
ries that dribbled out about exactly 
how and when and where he was fired. 
We should not be conducting foreign 
policy in the same way that one might 
host a reality TV show like ‘‘The Ap-
prentice.’’ 

In just a year, as I have attended a 
variety of conferences and meetings 
around the world, I have been struck 
by the number of ways in which the 
President has undermined alliances 
and friendships that have taken dec-
ades to build. Let me briefly review a 
few of the ways our European and 
Asian allies have been puzzled or con-
founded—by our withdrawal from the 
Trans-Pacific Partnership; by imposing 
a travel plan on citizens from majority 
Muslim countries; by withdrawing 
from the Paris climate accord; by im-
posing tariffs on steel and aluminum, 
including against our close North 
American and European allies; by ques-
tioning our commitments to NATO; 
and by denigrating an entire continent 
when discussing the value of potential 
immigrants from Africa. 

Real and consistent leadership 
around the world that reflects Amer-
ican values is needed now more than 

ever. In the dozen countries I have vis-
ited for regional security conferences 
in the past year, I have heard the same 
from our vital allies. Senator MCCAIN 
and I traveled to Halifax in Canada and 
to Singapore in Southeast Asia for a 
series of bilateral meetings of rep-
resentatives of close and trusted allies. 
Senator FLAKE and I have traveled to 
Africa. Senator GRAHAM and I have 
traveled to the Middle East. In all of 
these trips, what I have heard is that 
our allies are concerned, that they 
need reassurance about how and where 
we stand, and that in many cases, yes, 
they are beginning to move on past us 
and to reach accommodations with 
China or Russia, having concluded that 
we are not committed to engagement 
with the world. 

Every time I go on a visit to a for-
eign embassy—an embassy of the 
United States overseas—I sit down 
with our Foreign Service officers and I 
ask about their work and service, and I 
am overwhelmingly impressed with the 
professionalism and dedication of our 
career development professionals and 
our diplomats. Yet, overwhelmingly, 
the big number of vacancies at the 
State Department and a budget that 
proposes a more than 30-percent cut in 
the State Department and USAID have 
had a significant, demoralizing impact 
on these people whom we count on to 
advance America’s interest and values 
around the world. 

Let me also say briefly that on the 
continent of Africa, where I have spent 
a great deal of my time on the Foreign 
Relations Committee, we are missing 
Ambassadors to some of the biggest 
and most important countries—South 
Africa and Tanzania being just two, for 
example. It is a continent where Chi-
na’s pervasive presence is not being 
countered by an America that is 
robustly engaged. Why does this mat-
ter? Because in this century, Africa 
will become the fastest growing and 
largest market for our goods and 
should be the continent in which we 
have the closest alliances and partner-
ship. But instead of building partner-
ships and helping to extend markets 
here at home, the Trump administra-
tion is squandering the current mo-
mentum and watching from the side-
lines as democratic norms deteriorate. 

As a member of both the Appropria-
tions and Foreign Relations Commit-
tees, I was gravely concerned that for a 
second year in a row, the Trump ad-
ministration budget proposed deep cuts 
in diplomacy and development. We 
must recognize that while these invest-
ments serve a humanitarian purpose, 
they also make us stronger by spread-
ing American values, safer by building 
coalitions, less susceptible to terrorism 
by creating a more stable world, and 
more prosperous by creating stronger 
export markets for our goods. If we 
want to remain a global leader, we 
need a strong State Department and 
USAID that are sufficiently funded. 

Let me turn to the matter of Russia 
before I conclude. Throughout his ad-

ministration, President Trump has not 
only turned away from some of our 
critical allies and weakened our com-
mitments to international coalitions 
but has also refused to head-on, clearly 
address the real and multifaceted 
threats we face from Russia. 

Russia’s activities, as has been testi-
fied to by senior administration offi-
cials over many hearings, now are di-
rectly interfering with our democ-
racy—our last election and likely our 
next election, as well as those of our 
closest allies throughout the world. 
Rather than sending a clear and force-
ful signal to Russia that our political 
affairs are not to be meddled with, 
President Trump has instead at times 
turned aside from this challenge and 
failed to address it. 

Let me conclude by simply saying 
that now more than ever, the United 
States must lead in the world, and I 
look forward to working with my col-
leagues on the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee on a bipartisan basis to advance 
our interests. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland. 
Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I take 

this time because I think this issue is 
an extremely important issue. I am 
talking about the authority of the Con-
gress of the United States versus the 
President on the introduction of our 
troops into war or hostilities. This has 
been a struggle we have been debating 
for a long time. Congress passed the 
War Powers Act over the objections of 
the President because we recognize 
that the Constitution gives us the 
power to introduce troops into harm’s 
way. 

The resolution says very clearly that 
the introduction of the U.S. Armed 
Forces into hostilities will allow Con-
gress to have an expedited process if 
the administration has not gotten the 
authorization for the use of that mili-
tary force. The Supreme Court decision 
made it very difficult for us to enforce 
that, causing us to pass, in the State 
Department authorization, a process in 
which a joint resolution could be filed 
in order for Congress to express itself if 
the President has not sought the au-
thorization for the use of military 
force. 

We now have a circumstance where 
the United States, in my view—the 
President has introduced American 
troops into hostilities by assisting the 
Saudis in refueling missions in regard 
to the campaign in Yemen. To me, that 
is introducing troops. Whether it is 
right or wrong, Congress has a respon-
sibility to respond to this. I say that 
knowing that our Presiding Officer has 
been very articulate about the need for 
us to pass an authorization for the use 
of military force in regard to our cam-
paign against ISIS. 

Here is the challenge we have. The 
administration and previous adminis-
trations have interpreted hostilities in 
such a narrow way, it would take away 
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from Congress our ability to have the 
authorization for the introduction of 
American troops into hostile cir-
cumstances. Yet compare that with 
this administration’s and previous ad-
ministrations’ interpretations of the 
2001 authorization for use of military 
force, which we passed after the attack 
on our country on 9/11. They would 
have you believe that authorization, 
which was limited to those who 
planned the attack against us in 9/11, 
applies to our military campaign 
against ISIS in Syria or ISIS in Yemen 
or wherever we may find ISIS any-
where in the world. I think that is an 
absurd interpretation. 

Yes, I know the distinguished chair-
man of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee is on the floor. I think our 
committee needs to take up this issue. 
We need to take up what is happening 
in Yemen with our support of the 
Saudis and what is happening in regard 
to the authorization for the use of mili-
tary force. But this campaign has been 
going on for a long time. Congress 
needs to weigh in whether we are for or 
against it. We need to exert our juris-
diction, and we haven’t done that. It is 
very frustrating that those of us who 
believe very deeply in our constitu-
tional responsibilities, assume that re-
sponsibility—and I have a lot of con-
fidence in the distinguished chairman 
of the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, but I question whether we are 
going to get more time in the future to 
debate this issue. I know the chairman 
will give us time in committee, but 
will we have time on the floor of the 
Senate to debate this issue? I think we 
need to debate it and vote up or down 
whether American troops should be as-
sisting in this mission. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah. 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I stand to 
urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on the motion to 
table. We are involved as cobelligerents 
in hostilities in someone else’s war—in 
a civil war in Yemen. 

It is very difficult to dispute the con-
tention that there is no decision made 
by a government that is more severe, 
more serious, that carries with it more 
dire consequences than sending brave 
young men and women sworn to pro-
tect us into harm’s way, into battle, 
into hostilities. 

We have been faced with the debate 
here about what amounts to hos-
tilities. We have the executive branch 
of government that understandably has 
defined that term narrowly but in this 
case so narrowly as to obliterate any 
meaning behind that word, basically 
suggesting that we are not in hos-
tilities unless we have people on the 
ground firing upon an enemy and being 
fired upon. That is not always the way 
modern warfare is conducted and 
hasn’t been for some time. 

The fact is that we have our uni-
formed military personnel who are en-
gaged in things like midair refueling 

on combat missions, refueling the com-
bat aircraft of another country when 
those combat aircraft are in route to a 
battlefield, to a theater of warfare. If 
those aren’t hostilities, I don’t know 
what is. 

We have been told that we need to do 
this in regular order. Let’s talk about 
regular order for a minute because, as 
I mentioned a moment ago, there is 
nothing more serious than sending our 
uniformed military personnel into hos-
tilities. We have in this body adopted 
laws and procedures making it possible 
for us to receive fast-track consider-
ation of measures that indicate that 
the executive branch of government 
has overstepped its power. 

We are in our third year involved in 
this civil war in Yemen—3 years—and 
yet this hasn’t come up for a vote; 3 
years and we haven’t had anything 
come out of committee and voted on 
the Senate floor. Three years ought to 
be long enough. In fact, the War Pow-
ers Resolution gives us expedited con-
sideration. It gives the committee 10 
days to consider that. The committee 
has now had more than twice that time 
to consider that, and the committee 
has not put anything out. This is why 
we are well within our rights, well 
within the boundaries of what is appro-
priate, in fact, and well within what 
the Constitution already grants us, 
which is the power to declare war. That 
power, with good reason, was not vest-
ed in the executive branch of govern-
ment. It was vested only in Congress— 
that branch of government most ac-
countable to the people at the most 
regular intervals. 

The reason this is so important is 
that before we send our young people 
into a place where they could die, we 
want to make sure that an open, hon-
est debate is held in public view, not 
behind closed doors at the Pentagon or 
at some other government office build-
ing, but right here on the Senate floor 
and in the House of Representatives. 
We cannot exercise that power capably, 
we cannot claim to be mindful, and we 
cannot be deemed faithful to our oath 
to uphold, protect, and defend the Con-
stitution of the United States if we 
don’t look out for our authorities and 
if we don’t make sure that someone 
else isn’t exercising authority that was 
granted to this body. That authority 
belongs not to any one person; it be-
longs to the people. 

If we refuse to take this vote today, 
if we choose instead to table this meas-
ure rather than to allow it to come up 
for a vote on the Senate floor, we are 
choosing not to decide, and we will still 
have made a choice—a choice to abdi-
cate our responsibility. If we make 
that decision today, then shame on us. 
It is our prerogative as a coequal 
branch of government to make sure 
that we do our job, to do that which 
only Congress can do. 

This is, in fact, a war. There are, in 
fact, grave humanitarian concerns pre-
sented by that war, and that makes it 
all the more important, not less impor-

tant, for us to debate this and for us to 
discuss this under the light of day, in 
public, and on the Senate floor. 

I urge my colleagues in the strongest 
terms I am capable of communicating 
to vote against the motion to table. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Tennessee. 
Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, I have 

enjoyed hearing the discussion about 
the item before us. I must say that I 
would feel a whole lot better about this 
debate if it were focused on our refuel-
ing French jets going into Mali—the 
same exact debate. I assume these indi-
viduals would consider those to be hos-
tilities, but, somehow or another, that 
doesn’t rise to congressional approval. 

This one, I think, is politically 
tinged. Saudi Arabia certainly has 
issues. They have conducted them-
selves in manners that we wish were 
better. The Crown Prince was here 
today, and all of us who met with him 
‘‘demarched’’ him, if you will, on the 
conduct relative to Yemen. Yet, at the 
same time, we know that because 
American folks are involved in refuel-
ing and because we are helping, to a de-
gree, with intelligence, we know that 
less civilians are being killed there. We 
know that. We know that our being 
there has affected their conduct. 

I wish to talk about process here. 
The sponsors of the resolution, who I 
have great respect for, have used a very 
entrepreneurial method to bring this to 
the floor, and I don’t say that to be pej-
orative. They have reached into the 
War Powers Act and pulled out some-
thing that was unintended for this pur-
pose. I think everyone understands 
that, and I think everyone understands 
that if we don’t table this, we will be 
setting a precedent here. It will be a 
situation of first impression where 
from now on, when our Air Force is re-
fueling jets in the air, we are involved 
in hostilities. I don’t think that is a 
standard that we wish to set. 

I want to argue this on a different 
level. It is hard for me to believe that 
we would take up an issue of this seri-
ous nature and not allow the com-
mittee of jurisdiction to work its will. 
We had a hearing last week that Sen-
ator MCCONNELL set up for all Senators 
to come in and be briefed on Yemen. 
His stated reason for doing that was 
that most people in the Senate don’t 
know much about what is happening in 
Yemen. People on the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee do, and the people on 
Intel do, and the people in Armed Serv-
ices do. But most of the Senate has not 
really been involved recently in that 
issue. 

Typically, the way we work around 
here is that the committee does its 
work. It does its recommendation. It 
works with the administration, and 
you come forth with a piece of legisla-
tion. Can we imagine, for instance, 
with tax reform, if we just had some 
kind of entrepreneurial way of bringing 
tax reform to the floor without the Fi-
nance Committee working, or bringing 
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FISA to the floor without Intel work-
ing? That is not the way we are sup-
posed to do things here. 

So we have a bill that is being gen-
erated right now—it is a bipartisan 
bill—by JEANNE SHAHEEN and TODD 
YOUNG. It may not be the bill we deal 
with on Yemen, but it is just now being 
developed. 

By the way, I skipped a beat here. I 
want to refresh people’s memory as to 
what we are voting on. We are not vot-
ing on anything but a decision to dis-
charge the Yemen issue from the com-
mittee without the committee taking 
any action, without the committee 
having any hearings. This is a vote to 
say that we are going to skip the For-
eign Relations Committee and we are 
going to set precedent here on the floor 
in this entrepreneurial way and that 
we have reached into the War Powers 
Act to find a clause to bring it to the 
floor, which was never intended for this 
purpose. 

So what I would say to people is that 
a better way of handling this would be 
to table this motion, to let the Foreign 
Relations Committee do the work that 
you have assigned the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee to do. We are going to 
have a hearing on Yemen. We have a 
piece of legislation that is being devel-
oped in a bipartisan way, with the Re-
publicans and Democrats, to deal with 
this issue. Let us work our will in the 
appropriate way—by the way, in a way 
that actually will generate an out-
come. 

In addition, I know there are Mem-
bers on the floor who have been frus-
trated, as someone referenced earlier, 
that the 2001–2002 AUMF is still being 
used. The Presiding Officer has been 
very involved in trying to develop a 
new AUMF that would supersede those 
two AUMFs and give the Senate and 
the House the ability to weigh in every 
4 years on these types of actions. We 
are going to have a markup on a bill 
that our Presiding Officer, Senator 
KAINE from Virginia, Senator YOUNG 
from Indiana, and many people have 
been involved in. That markup is going 
to take place on April 19. 

So, hopefully, the Senate will not 
only have an ability to deal with a real 
bill on Yemen that actually will gen-
erate a real outcome coming through 
committee but also will have the abil-
ity to deal with an AUMF that will set 
aside the fact that for years the Con-
gress has not weighed in on this issue. 
To me, that is a much better outcome. 

I urge everyone in this body, instead 
of following this unique process that is 
not going to generate an outcome re-
gardless, to allow the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee to do its work and to 
bring a bill to the floor that will gen-
erate an outcome. I am going to make 
a motion in a moment to table it, but 
I realize there may be one more speak-
er before I do so. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a brief moment? 

Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority whip. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the leadership of the chairman of 
the Foreign Relations Committee, and 
I agree with his proposed outcome on 
this vote. That is not to diminish the 
importance of the issues raised by the 
Senator from Utah and the Senator 
from Vermont, but I do agree with him 
that it is the preferred, careful, cau-
tious way of dealing with competing 
interests in a complex world. 

I just ask the Senator further to that 
point whether he can confirm my un-
derstanding that actually using this 
unique process—is it his under-
standing, as it is mine—that there 
would actually be a vote-arama; that 
is, we would end up voting on multiple 
different proposals, not just this one 
proposal, and create perhaps some con-
fusion and some more chaos in what is 
admittedly a complex and sensitive 
foreign relations and national security 
matter? 

Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, that is 
correct. 

So, in closing, I would just ask—just 
like every other committee here in the 
Senate that hopefully takes its work 
seriously and does work especially on 
important matters like this that affect 
people’s lives—that this body would 
think that a better recommendation 
would be to table this effort to have 
this wild West debate on the floor over 
the course of the next several hours 
and, instead of doing it in that manner, 
to give the committee of jurisdiction 
the ability to work its will with Yemen 
through hearings, through a process on 
the committee that would actually 
bring a bill to the floor that has been 
thought through and where we had 
worked with other bodies of govern-
ment to get it in a place where then it 
could be amended and dealt with in a 
more methodical and appropriate way. 

I would like to remind people one 
more time that we also plan to mark 
up an AUMF on April 19 to deal with 
the lingering issue of having an open 
situation where we are still dealing 
with ISIS and al-Qaida and others 
based on something that was author-
ized to be done in Afghanistan years 
ago. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont. 
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, the 

resolution that we will soon be voting 
on is really very simple. It has two 
basic points. Point No. 1, I and the 14 
other cosponsors of this resolution be-
lieve that under the definitions laid 
out in the 1973 War Powers Resolution, 
U.S. forces have been introduced into 
the Saudi-led war in Yemen, a war 
which is causing a humanitarian dis-
aster. 

I would say to my good friend Sen-
ator CORKER, the chairman of the For-
eign Relations Committee, that this 
war has been going on for 3 years. 
Some 10,000 civilians in Yemen are 
dead and 40,000 have been wounded. A 
million are dealing with cholera right 
now, and millions have been displaced. 

You come tonight on the floor and you 
say: We are going to hold a hearing. 
That is good, but it is 3 years too late. 

The issue that we are dealing with 
right now is whether or not the U.S. 
Senate and the U.S. Congress accepts 
its constitutional responsibility on the 
issues of war. This is not a complicated 
issue, and I don’t think anybody here 
disagrees. Article I, section 8, of the 
Constitution says not that the Presi-
dent can make war and send our young 
people into harm’s way. It is the Con-
gress of the United States that should 
make war. 

Our role now in Yemen working with 
the Saudi-led intervention there is one 
of hostilities under the War Powers 
Resolution of the United States. It is 
not just my view on this. As many may 
know here—as I suspect the chairman 
of the committee knows—last Novem-
ber, by a vote of 366 to 30, the U.S. 
House of Representatives agreed with 
the essence of what Senator LEE and I 
are trying to do, and the House passed 
a nonbinding resolution stating that 
U.S. involvement in the Yemen civil 
war is unauthorized. Every Member of 
the Democratic leadership voted for 
that, as did the Republican chairman 
of the House Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee, ED ROYCE. 

An editorial in the New York Times 
today states: 

The United States initially deployed forces 
to combat Al Qaeda in Yemen under post- 
Sept. 11 congressional authorization meas-
ures. But Congress never specifically ap-
proved military involvement in the Saudi- 
Houthi war even though the Constitution 
and the 1973 War Powers Act give lawmakers 
a role. 

The New York Times: 
For too long, Congress has abdicated its 

role as America prolonged its stay in some 
wars and expanded into others. And presi-
dents have been too reluctant to share these 
crucial decisions with lawmakers. Resolu-
tions like this— 

The one we are debating— 
can and must force serious debate and ac-
countability. 

I say this to my friend the chairman: 
I think now of the two major foreign 
policy disasters that have taken place 
in our lifetime—No. 1, the war in Viet-
nam. In that war—a Democratic ad-
ministration under an otherwise very 
good President, Lyndon Johnson—he 
and the Secretary of Defense misled 
and lied to the American people with 
regard to the Gulf of Tonkin Resolu-
tion. That is now established fact as a 
result of declassified information. The 
United States got sucked into that 
war, and my generation—the young 
men of my generation—suffered so ter-
ribly. Over 60,000 died, and many others 
came home wounded in body and in 
spirit. The U.S. Congress abdicated its 
responsibility at that point in 1964. 

Fifteen years ago—oddly enough, on 
this day—there was the war in Iraq, 
under a Republican administration, 
and the administration lied to the 
American people again. Where was 
Congress getting the facts? We had the 
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Vice President of the United States: 
Oh, Saddam Hussein is building weap-
ons of mass destruction. There is a con-
nection between Saddam Hussein and 
Iraq and the 9/11 perpetrators. 

It was a lie. It was a lie. Mistakenly, 
Congress voted to approve the war 
based on false information. 

So what I say today is that it is time 
for the Congress to accept its constitu-
tional responsibility. I don’t know how 
well we will do. Maybe we will screw it 
up as well. It is very possible. But that 
is what the Founding Fathers sug-
gested, and I think they were right. We 
are closer to the people—the House and 
the Senate—than is the White House, 
this White House or any other White 
House. 

So there are two issues today. Do we 
accept our constitutional responsi-
bility to vote on matters of war? I 
would suggest that every Member of 
the Senate vote yes. Don’t duck your 
responsibility. Don’t abdicate your re-
sponsibility. Second of all, this war in 
Yemen, in my view, has been a humani-
tarian disaster as a result of Saudi 
intervention. But the most important 
vote is, do we actually have a vote on 
whether American troops are involved 
in the war in Yemen? 

I hope very much we will vote 
against Senator CORKER’s motion to 
table, and I hope that after we do that, 
we will vote for the resolution that 
says it is time for the United States to 
get out of Yemen. 

Thank you. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

JOHNSON). The Senator from Tennessee. 
Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, very 

briefly, I just want to set the record 
straight. The House of Representatives 
voted to say that the war in Yemen is 
not covered by the 2001–2002 AUMF, and 
I think this body would agree. They did 
not do as was just mentioned by the 
Senator from Vermont. As a matter of 
fact, they decided not to take up this 
measure that we are taking up today 
because they thought it was not a good 
measure to take up. 

I don’t want anybody in this body to 
think that the House has already sup-
ported this effort. The House not only 
didn’t support it, they wouldn’t take it 
up because they thought it was dam-
aging to our country’s foreign policy. 

I hope that today people will join me 
in voting to table this motion and to 
let the committee do its work as it is 
supposed to do. Let’s bring something 
to the floor that will actually have an 
outcome, and then let’s have a debate 
down the road on the AUMF—the 2001 
and 2002 AUMF—which I hope will be 
given floor time. 

With that, I think all time has ex-
pired. 

Mr. President, I move to table the 
Sanders motion to discharge S.J. Res. 
54, and I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
motion. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator 

is necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 55, 
nays 44, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote 58 Leg.] 

YEAS—55 

Alexander 
Barrasso 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Burr 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Cochran 
Coons 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Cortez Masto 
Cotton 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Donnelly 
Enzi 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Flake 
Gardner 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hatch 
Heitkamp 
Heller 
Hoeven 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johnson 
Jones 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Manchin 
McConnell 
Menendez 
Murkowski 
Nelson 

Perdue 
Portman 
Reed 
Risch 
Roberts 
Rounds 
Rubio 
Sasse 
Scott 
Shelby 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Toomey 
Whitehouse 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—44 

Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Booker 
Brown 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Collins 
Daines 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Feinstein 
Gillibrand 

Harris 
Hassan 
Heinrich 
Hirono 
Kaine 
King 
Klobuchar 
Leahy 
Lee 
Markey 
McCaskill 
Merkley 
Moran 
Murphy 
Murray 

Paul 
Peters 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Smith 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Udall 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warren 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

McCain 

The motion was agreed to. 

f 

ALLOW STATES AND VICTIMS TO 
FIGHT ONLINE SEX TRAF-
FICKING ACT OF 2017—MOTION TO 
PROCEED—Continued 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, last 
night I came to the floor to talk about 
legislation we are debating in the Sen-
ate this week that has to do with com-
bating human trafficking, an issue that 
every Senator in the Chamber cares 
about. Last night, I talked about some 
of the women and children who have 
been exploited online, their stories— 
some of the heartbreaking stories. 

This opportunity we have before us is 
to pass legislation that addresses that 
very directly because we are seeing in 
this country, in this century, unbeliev-
ably, an increase in trafficking right 
now. The experts all say it is for one 
primary reason; that is, because the 
trafficking is moved online. 

The ruthless efficiency of the inter-
net, the dark side of the internet—Mr. 
President, you have been involved with 
this issue in our committee. As you 
know, we spent a couple of years com-
ing to this point, an 18-month inves-
tigation of what is happening online, 

why it is happening, and then coming 
up with a legislative solution. The re-
ports of human trafficking to one of 
the major anti-trafficking groups in 
the country, called Polaris, through 
their hotline and through their text 
line, have increased 842 percent over 
the past 10 years. This is consistent 
across the board in talking to other ex-
perts. There is this increase. When 
they look at it, where they see it is 
happening is online. Victims have told 
me, have told you and other Members, 
this has now moved from the street to 
the smartphone, from the street corner 
to the internet. 

According to National Center for 
Missing and Exploited Children, nearly 
75 percent of the child trafficking re-
ports it receives from the public in-
volve one single website; that is, 
backpage. That is why we spend a lot 
of time looking into backpage, why 
this was happening, and how we could 
address it. 

According to Shared Hope Inter-
national—another advocacy group—the 
number is even higher than 75 percent. 
We researched this through a process 
that many in this body were involved 
with. CLAIRE MCCASKILL was the rank-
ing member of the Permanent Sub-
committee On Investigations. We in-
vestigated that. I see she is on the floor 
now. She and I, along with our sub-
committee, along with you, Mr. Presi-
dent, and other members of the full 
committee, looked into this issue. 
What we found was even more shocking 
than we expected. We knew people were 
being trafficked online by this website. 
We knew they had to be complicit with 
some of this. What we didn’t know was 
they were actually taking ads and al-
tering the ads, editing the ads to try to 
hide the fact that people were selling 
underaged girls online. As they put it, 
they were cleaning the ads for illegal 
transactions and then covering up the 
evidence of these crimes in order to in-
crease their profits. 

Last night, I talked about three 
brave mothers who shared the tragic 
stories of their daughters who were ex-
ploited and sold for sex on 
backpage.com. Their daughters were 
between the ages of 14 and 16 when they 
were trafficked. Kubiiki Pride was one 
of the women we talked about. She is 
also part of a documentary called ‘‘I 
am Jane Doe.’’ It tells the stories of 
her family and other families. It is a 
powerful, powerful presentation, and it 
is powerful in that you can feel their 
frustration, feel their pain. It is not 
easy to see, but it is important to see, 
and I recommend it. You can go on 
Netflix and find ‘‘I am Jane Doe.’’ 

Unfortunately, for those mothers and 
countless others, backpage has gotten 
away with this. It is not because people 
haven’t tried to sue them, prosecutors 
haven’t tried to go after them; it is be-
cause the courts have consistently said 
they are shielded from prosecution, 
they are shielded from these lawsuits. 
They are shielded by a Federal law, one 
we passed in this Chamber 21 years ago. 
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