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cancel a chunk of student loan debt for
nearly 4 million borrowers. It would
fund public media. It would restore
cuts to humanitarian aid and USAID.
And to put it in even more perspective,
that $40 billion that Donald Trump is
sending off to Argentina, it could fund
childcare for military families for al-
most 20 years.

It would fund the Consumer Finan-
cial Protection Bureau to stop big
banks and giant corporations from
scamming people for almost 50 years.

And it could pay for 100 Qatari jets,
meaning one for every Governor of all
50 States and a backup plane for each
and every one of them.

So there you have it. Remember
Trump’s promise to lower costs for
Americans on day one?

————

PRAYER

Pursuant to the order of February 29,
1960, the hour of 12 noon having ar-
rived, the Senate having been in con-
tinuous session since yesterday, the
Senate will suspend for a prayer by the
Senate Chaplin.

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Eternal God, who alone spreads out
the Heavens and rules the raging of the
sea. We cry out to You, refusing to be-
lieve that the problem of this govern-
ment shutdown is too difficult for You
to solve.

Lord, You have been our help in ages
past. You are our hope for years to
come.

Today, give our Senators a faith that
will not shrink, though pressed by
many a foe; that will not tremble on
the brink of any Earthly woe.

We promise to give You all the glory
for the great things You have done and
will do.

We pray
Amen.

in Your mighty Name.

———
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
RICKETTS). The Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

Ms. WARREN. Thank you very much.

I just want to go back to this point
as I tee up the question for Senator
MERKLEY here, and that is, Donald
Trump right now is sending $40 billion
to Argentina, and I just want to go
through the list again about what
could we do with that $40 billion if we
kept it right here in the United States.

Forty billion dollars would stop
health insurance premiums from dou-
bling. Forty billion dollars would re-
store food assistance for families that
will be hurt by Donald Trump’s cuts.
Forty billion dollars would cancel a
chunk of student loan debt for nearly 4
million borrowers. Forty billion dollars
would fund public media.

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, re-
taining the floor, I yield to the ques-
tion that is being posed by my col-
league from Massachusetts.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts has the floor.

Ms. WARREN. I yield the floor.

Mr. MERKLEY. I yield for a question
to be posed by my colleague from Mas-
sachusetts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon is recognized.

Mr. MERKLEY. Thank you very
much, Mr. President. I see that my col-
league from Massachusetts is here and
has gotten half of her question out.

If you would like to continue the
question, I would invite you to give me
a question.

Ms. WARREN. OK.
there.

Am 1 recognized to do that, Mr.
President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon has the floor and has
yielded to you for a question.

Ms. WARREN. As I was saying, I was
talking about what this $40 billion that
Donald Trump is sending to Argentina
could be used here at home, and that is
to stop the doubling of health insur-
ance premiums, to restore food assist-
ance for families that the Trump ad-
ministration is cutting, to cancel stu-
dent loan debt, to fund public media,
and to restore humanitarian aid and
USAID.

To put it in a different perspective,
that same $40 billion could fund
childcare for military families for
nearly 20 years; it could fund the Con-
sumer Financial Protection Bureau to
stop big banks and giant corporations
from scamming people, for almost 50
yvears; and it could pay for 100 Qatari
jets—omne for every Governor in the
United States, plus a spare jet for
them.

So there you have it.

Remember Donald Trump’s promise
to lower costs for Americans on day
one? Well, instead, Donald Trump is
bailing out his ‘‘favorite President”
and bailing out rich Wall Street inves-
tors who invested in Argentina debt.

The American people are begging us
to do something about the sky-
rocketing cost of living. They are cry-
ing out for help. But Donald Trump
can’t hear them over the sound of the
bulldozers that are demolishing a
chunk of the White House to build his
brandnew ballroom, a $250 million ball-
room—a monument to Donald Trump
himself, paid for by big corporations
that are trying to suck up to the ad-
ministration for special favors.

The American people told Donald
Trump to cut the cost of living. In-
stead, he is cutting off part of the
White House for his new billionaires’
ballroom.

Families are missing car payments,
but Donald Trump is too busy building
his ballroom to notice.

The price of coffee is up nearly 30
percent, but at least Donald Trump
will have a fancy, new ballroom in the
White House. The price of coffee is up
nearly 30 percent, but at least Donald
Trump will have a fancy, new ballroom
where the White House is supposed to
be.

I am almost
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Farmers are going bankrupt, but
Trump is too worried about the con-
struction of his ballroom to help.

The cost of baby strollers—or, as
Donald Trump calls them, the things
you carry babies around in—those are
going up, but Trump is too busy build-
ing his fancy ballroom to notice.

So my friend JEFF MERKLEY is ex-
actly right. We are not in normal
times. All of us need to stand up, speak
out, and push back.

My question for you, Senator
MERKLEY, is, How is the fight to lower
costs for families all around this coun-
try linked to the fight against Donald
Trump’s authoritarianism?

Mr. MERKLEY. I thank so much my
colleague from Massachusetts for the
question of how the price of goods
around the country is linked to
Trump’s authoritarian undertakings. It
kind of boils down to this—and a col-
league came to the floor and used this
term a little while ago, a colleague
from New Hampshire. She said: In an
authoritarian structure, the authori-
tarian believes that the people are ac-
countable to the authoritarian, and in
a democracy, the leader believes that
the leader is accountable to the people.
That is the difference.

So if you are in a situation where
you have an authoritarian for the
President, first thing they do is try to
erode the checks and balances of the
constitution to concentrate more and
more power in the Executive. Of
course, we see that in all kinds of ways
we have been discussing.

Then they proceed to try to change
the rules for elections so they can rig
the next elections.

Then they start to attack any form
of dissent—suppress freedom of assem-
bly, freedom of press, freedom of
speech and due process. We see that.

Then they say: Now we want to free
the military. But in all of that is this
sense that the people are simply pawns
for the authoritarian President.

Then, in that setting, it becomes just
fine to do a Dbill that savages
healthcare for the people to fund tax
breaks for billionaires. It becomes just
fine to do a bill that savages child nu-
trition to do tax breaks for billion-
aires. It becomes just fine to run up
debt over the next 30 years $30 trillion
to fund tax breaks for billionaires.

That is the way the authoritarian
personality is connected to the policies
that emerge from bills that authori-
tarian champions. They are not bills by
and for the people; they are bills by
and for the powerful.

I see that my colleague from Con-
necticut has come to the floor, and I
would be happy to yield if you have a
question.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. I am very grate-
ful for the opportunity to ask a ques-
tion and for the Senator from Oregon
yielding to me.

Mr. MERKLEY. I will yield, abso-
lutely.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. First of all, I
want to thank him for his leadership,
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his fortitude, and his determination ex-
hibited so eloquently over these last 24
hours. He is really providing a model
for all of us in standing up and speak-
ing out.

Let me say that after listening to the
eloquent words of my colleague from
Massachusetts, that the destruction
Donald Trump is doing to the White
House is emblematic of the wrecking
ball he is taking to our democracy.

Put aside the waste of money that
could be used to improve our education
system, to solve food insecurity, to
guarantee the election integrity of this
Nation, the damage that he is doing to
this iconic symbol of America is so
costly to our image and esteem around
the world.

The White House is a symbol of
America, and he is destroying a part of
it. What he intends to build as a re-
placement to the East Wing is a gar-
gantuan insult to America, and it is
unfortunately emblematic of a lot of
the other destruction he is doing in so
many other areas as we watch the
norms and laws that protect our great
experiment in democracy erode under
his destructive action.

In some ways, it is a little bit like
the frog in the pot. The water begins to
heat without our noticing it. The acts
seem benign when taken individually,
but cumulatively, they will boil and
destroy our democracy.

The President has turned the Oval
Office into an auction house. He has
put a ‘“‘for sale” sign on the White
House lawn. Influence and power are
the way to a quick profit, whether it is
crypto or pardons or many of the other
perks of office. He is using it for his
own personal ends and weaponizing the
Department of Justice against his per-
sonal opponents, his political adver-
saries—a violation of basic norms of
the Department of Justice and of our
democracy.

He is prosecuting political enemies in
courts that he has filled with MAGA
zealots and has a Department of Jus-
tice that is run by his personal law-
yers. He is punishing constituents of
Democrats by canceling billions in
Federal programs and firing dedicated
public servants during a government
shutdown when he simply fails to find
them worthy.

Last week, he announced that the ad-
ministration is sending $20 billion in
bailout money to Argentina and per-
haps another $20 billion in private
funding. What he is doing in tariffs has
been eclipsed by all the other stuff, but
it hits Americans in their pocketbooks.
Groceries are skyrocketing in price.
Americans are finding it more difficult
to put food on the table. Farmers are
being crushed by these tariffs as well.

Healthcare. The tax credits that
make healthcare insurance affordable
to millions of Americans will end at
the conclusion of this year because he
has failed to provide leadership in ex-
tending them, and that is why the gov-
ernment has been shut down by Repub-
licans—because they have refused to
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agree to extend those healthcare tax
credits.

But maybe most alarmingly—most
alarmingly—as is visible in the streets
of Oregon, California, Chicago, L.os An-
geles, is the deployment of our mili-
tary, our National Guard.

The Senator from Oregon has spoken
so powerfully and eloquently to bring a
critical lens to this desecration of de-
mocracy and the impact on our mili-
tary itself, because they are being used
for a purpose that goes against the fun-
damental purpose of our military in
this country.

The Founding Fathers were deeply
worried about the use of a standing
army, potentially, within the home-
land, and many were opposed to a
standing army because of that concern.

So we have laws—Posse Comitatus—
that forbid the use of the military
against American citizens on American
soil. The health of our Republic de-
pends on the proper use of our military
against foreign adversaries and threats
from abroad.

But the President of the United
States, in effect, has decided that he
will use our National Guard as a police
force, supplanting local and State po-
lice. And the damage is done not only
to institutions—which should be sup-
ported and we should be providing
more resources to local and State Po-
lice, more training and equipment to
them so they can do the job of keeping
order and maintaining our democ-
racy—but, also, to the military itself,
which is demoralized and potentially
degraded by the misuse of these re-
sources that are designed to support
them in countering adversaries abroad,
and, of course, to the faith and trust of
Americans in the military, as they see
it misused.

So I want to ask my colleague from
Oregon about perhaps his personal ex-
perience as he watches this deployment
of the National Guard in his State.
How are the people of Oregon reacting
to the misuse of our National Guard? Is
there faith and trust in the military af-
fected by the President’s deployment of
the National Guard in a circumstance
that a Federal judge has found is un-
necessary because whatever protests
have happened in the past weeks and
months have been peaceful and without
the necessity for this kind of military
intervention?

Mr. MERKLEY. I really appreciate
the question from my colleague. It is
quite an interesting moment right now
because unless there is a decision that
has been made while I have been speak-
ing—and that is certainly possible due
to the amount of time—there has not
yet been a decision by the district
judge to dissolve the second temporary
restraining order. So the National
Guard has not been federalized and able
to deploy.

But it was going to depend on what
happened at midnight last night, in
which the district judge had said: I
want to see if the circuit court decides
to do an en banc panel. That is a fancy
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way of saying, instead of 3 judges eval-
uating the situation, a panel of 12
judges—the chief judge and other
judges from the Ninth Circuit, selected
randomly—would examine the deci-
sion. If that was going to happen, my
impression was she was going to hold
off.

The other thing that was unfolding
was that the Seventh Circuit, putting
Illinois—and Chicago has been really
affected by this. The Seventh Circuit
made a decision in support of the dis-
trict court there, but that looked like
it was going to the Supreme Court.
And they may do a shadow docket deci-
sion very soon, at any moment, which
could also affect what happens. So my
guess is soon.

If none of those happens, my guess is
that soon, in fact, the second tem-
porary restraining order will have been
dissolved, and that will give the ability
for the National Guard to be in their
mission.

I think there has been a lot of effort
put into saying: These are our Orego-
nians. These are our soldiers, our folks.
We have gone and supported them as
they have gone on missions to Iraq and
missions to Afghanistan and missions
elsewhere in the world. We go and we
welcome them home, and we think that
they will have a very deep under-
standing that whatever they are in-
structed to do, they will not delib-
erately do provocative things.

The thing that would really sour the
situation—I am putting up a little pic-
ture here that I know you can’t see,
but it is a picture of one of the Federal
agents, not the Oregon National Guard,
walking up and spraying a protester
straight in the face. She had gotten out
of the way as she was requested. She
was sharing her opinion in a vocal
manner but not in the way of any-
thing—she had moved as requested.
When people see that and other things
where agents start assaulting peaceful
protesters, that is where things get
dicey.

So far, the Portlanders have said this
is what Trump wants. He has almost
instructed people, these other Federal
agents, to come and provoke a riot. In
fact, they even staged a fake riot last
week, which was an extraordinary
thing that should trouble every Amer-
ican.

He asked the protesters to back up
several hundred yards, and they did
that without conflict. So there was no
tussle. There was no breaking the line.
There was no throwing of things. They
backed up. But behind the line of the
Federal agents—probably Federal Pro-
tective Service—were videographers.
The goal was to tape a fake riot. After
they had been backed up, on command,
the Federal Protective Service threw
down the flash-bangs, which sound like
gunfire. They threw down tear gas with
big pluming smoke that was very irri-
tating, and they fired pepper balls at
the crowd. Well, the net result of that
is the protesters scattered while being
videographed so they would look—so
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that Trump’s team could say: Look,
there was a riot.

I just can’t believe that our govern-
ment would stage a fake riot like that.
It was carefully preserved and recorded
by Oregon Public Broadcasting. So I
am confident in saying what happened.

I don’t think anything like that will
ever happen with the Oregon National
Guard. I think they will be extraor-
dinarily careful to execute their mis-
sion in a professional fashion and to
provide a little bit of encouragement
to protesters: Get out of the way of the
car—or do things like that.

That is my belief of our Oregon Na-
tional Guard.

There is also the Oregon National
Guard from California. The President
said he is going to send some from
Texas. That could still be possible. I
just hope all are well-trained, and that
it is a redline that you never attack a
peaceful protester.

So far, the Portland protesters de-
cided to engage in joy and whimsy.
They have just frustrated the hell of
the Trump team because they want
riots. No, there is the ‘“‘pastries and pa-
jamas’ team, and there is the Puppy
Dogs for Peace team, a wedding taking
place, a Unipiper doing the bagpipes on
his unicycle, and there are folks put-
ting down candles on the ground and
flowers in the air and just basically
doing the cha-cha slide. I have no idea
how to do that, but maybe I will learn
down the road here.

But this type of joy and whimsy has
been a terrific way to respond to
Trump trying to provoke violence and
failing to do so. I think the Oregon Na-
tional Guard will be extremely profes-
sional.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. If my colleague
would yield for one more quick ques-
tion.

Mr. MERKLEY. Yes, I yield for a
question.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. I think he is ab-
solutely right to call attention to the
extraordinary professionalism of the
National Guard, which, hopefully, will
avoid the provoked violence that Presi-
dent Trump, unfortunately, would wel-
come, apparently, here. But we know
that the President has said that if the
courts deny him the opportunity to de-
ploy the National Guard, he will con-
sider using the military under the In-
surrection Act.

Yesterday, I came to the floor in sup-
port of reforms that I have proposed to
the Insurrection Act that would reduce
the unbridled and unchecked powers
that he has right now. The Insurrection
Act makes modifications to the Posse
Comitatus law in ways that potentially
provide him with unbridled authority.

My reform bill would require ac-
countability. It would enable use of the
military in the event of a claimed re-
bellion or insurrection for a limited
amount of time, require the President
then to come to Congress and make the
case, and Congress to approve a set of
reforms that would protect the Amer-
ican people against misuse of the mili-
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tary in the event that he could not de-
ploy the National Guard in this way.

I want to ask my friend from Or-
egon—and I believe I know the answer
because he has supported reforms in
the past—whether these kinds of re-
forms to the Insurrection Act are im-
portant and necessary to protect the
American people and the military
itself against the kinds of misuse of
powers that could occur.

Mr. MERKLEY. The reforms that my
colleague speaks of are incredibly im-
portant because we have a standard
under title 10. Under title 10, which is
the federalization of the National
Guard, the standard is there has to be
a rebellion and there has to be an inva-
sion.

A rebellion: a sizable group, well-or-
ganized, well-armed, seeking to over-
throw the government.

An invasion: a significant military
force coming across to attack us.

They are well-understood terms.
Even with that title 10, I am very nerv-
ous because even though the law does
not say to give deference to the Presi-
dent in title 10, two of the judges said
you should give deference to the Presi-
dent, which I find absurd because what
it means is these standards that were
crafted in legislation here—I am sure
broadly and intensely debated—and
said no, it has to be a rebellion or it
has to be on the verge of a rebellion
and the understanding of what that
would look like—and to say it is a re-
bellion just because the President says
there is one and there is nothing, like
that type of deference, that is throwing
open the gates to say an authoritarian
President can roll out the military
under title 10. That is scary as hell.

The Insurrection Act, in ways, is
even scarier because it does have an ex-
plicit deference to the executive. So
while it has a standard, it says that, in-
terpreting that standard, there should
be deference. I have read a number of
analyses that say there is no way that
the Supreme Court is not going to es-
sentially say that the President inter-
prets what is happening, given the lan-
guage that exists there. That was writ-
ten with the belief that we would al-
ways have a capable, responsible de-
fender of the Constitution in the Oval
Office and we don’t. So reforming that
act and closing that loophole abso-
lutely is incredibly important to save
our Republic.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. I thank the Sen-
ator from Oregon.

I yield the floor to my other col-
league from Oregon.

Mr. MERKLEY. I note that my col-
league from Oregon, following proper
protocol here, has arrived on the floor.
I would be happy to answer a question,
should you have one.

(Mr. SHEEHY assumed the Chair.)

Mr. WYDEN. I thank my colleague
very much.

I just want to make sure, from a par-
liamentary standpoint, would the Sen-
ator from Oregon yield for my ques-
tion?
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Mr. MERKLEY. I would be happy to
yield for a question.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President and col-
leagues, I want to start by com-
mending my partner from Oregon, who
has now been on the floor for close to
18 hours. What he is doing is ringing
the alarm bells about authoritarianism
in America. It is an important public
service.

Let me begin by saying, the Wyden
family certainly knows a thing or two
about watching a democracy slide to-
wards authoritarian rule. I wrote in my
book about how the courageous women
in my family, in the face of the Nazi
takeover of the German republic, rec-
ognized the very real threat of the
growing authoritarianism in Germany.
They pushed the rest of the family to
recognize what was happening to their
democracy when some of the men
didn’t want to face reality. Because of
the vigilance of women, I am standing
here today in the Senate.

Now, further, on this point, as my
colleague knows, during the protests in
Portland this past weekend, Federal
agents dragged a 4-foot-6 blind man
named Quinn across a driveway and de-
tained him for over an hour. Appar-
ently, they thought he didn’t move out
of their way fast enough. It is hard to
imagine—it has been reported in publi-
cations, in the Oregonian and the
like—how anyone could see Quinn as a
threat.

As he put it: I think they wanted to
make a point, so they picked the weak-
est person they could find and made a
big show about it.

What Donald Trump and the Vice
President are offering us is, indeed, an
authoritarian playbook: Attack the
weakest in order to intimidate the rest
of us. That is why it is the obligation
of all Americans to pay attention to all
of the discussions on this topic and to
speak out and not yield. The American
abolitionists told me that eternal vigi-
lance is the price of liberty to keep the
powerful from stealing from the many
for the few.

Senator MERKLEY, I am interested in
what you think Americans should do to
secure the benefits of liberty for them-
selves and their families and future
generations and what do you want
Americans to take from your speech
today?

Mr. MERKLEY. Thank you so much
to my colleague from Oregon for this
question.

It is very powerful to think about
how fast the menace grew through the
Jewish community in Germany and
how, if one did not recognize that
threat—and if I understood it right, the
women in the family were the ones who
said: We have got to get out of here—

Mr. WYDEN. That is correct.

Mr. MERKLEY.—to save their fu-
tures and, therefore, your future.

Why? Why do we have to have a
world where the powerful engage in
these assaults based on race or religion
or ethnicity?

I sometimes hear Rodney King in my
head—" “Why can’t we just all get
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along?”’—after he had been badly, badly
beaten.

The fact is, it seems like we have a
long ways to go to erase prejudice from
our hearts, and when people gain posi-
tions of power who carry that prejudice
in their hearts, it often becomes open
hatred and amplifies the ability of oth-
ers to more openly discriminate or en-
gage in provocative acts. So, anyway, 1
hope the generations to come will find
a better path.

But in your question on securing lib-
erty, this most important message—
and I will have my team put it back
up—is the alarm bells are now. The au-
thoritarian actions are not down the
street. They are not around the corner.
They are not something to worry about
2 months from now. They are here
right now.

All the basic characteristics of au-
thoritarian control are present at this
moment in the United States of Amer-
ica: stealing the power of the purse so
that the President makes decisions of
what programs are funded; taking and
ignoring due process, which is our
guarantee of freedom from an authori-
tarian state; attacking the issue of lib-
erty for the press to be able to write
what they want and not be compelled
through using licenses or mergers as a
way to coerce them to put up what the
government wants; the President tell-
ing the universities that they need to
shape their education the way the
President wants and support his polit-
ical agenda—are you kidding me?—and
so forth. And then weaponizing the De-
partment of Justice to go after an en-
emies list.

So it is here now. That is the main
thing. And what do Americans do to se-
cure liberty?—what you did on Satur-
day, what you did on Saturday, with 7
million people taking to the streets. It
was the largest demonstration in the
history of this country, saying: No
Kings in the United States of America.
Our Presidents are not Kings. Our laws
are not suggestions, and our Constitu-
tion is not optional.

That outcry, both inside a Chamber
like this but, very importantly, in the
streets, is the outcry that tells the rest
of the country: This is not OK. This is
not acceptable. This is breaking the
law. This is shredding the Constitu-
tion. This is attacking our freedoms,
and we the people will reclaim our Con-
stitution, our separation of powers, and
our freedom.

That is why the action of demonstra-
tion and the action of speaking out are
so important at this moment. It needs
to work toward the next election where
people of any party, if they believe in
our Constitution, campaign and win on
the basis that they are going to secure
for the next generation—our genera-
tion and the next generation—the free-
doms and the characteristics of our
Constitution and make sure this
doesn’t happen again.

Mr. WYDEN. Senator MERKLEY, you
have said it very well.

It seems to me America is the last
bastion of liberty in the world. There is
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nowhere to flee to, no mighty republic
that stands if American democracy
fails.

I want to commend my partner from
Oregon for taking this exceptionally
important stand. This is a message,
particularly for all of America, and it
is high time it be made on the Senate
floor, and I commend my colleague.

Mr. MERKLEY. Thank you so much
to my colleague from Oregon.

And I so appreciate so many folks
coming down to echo and amplify that
we have to ring the alarm bells now so
the American people will be very clear
as to what is going on.

I see my colleague from Rhode Is-
land, and I would be happy to yield to
him for a question.

Mr. REED. Will the Senator yield for
a question? I think he will.

Mr. MERKLEY. I will, indeed, yield
for a question.

Mr. REED. Thank you very much.

First, let me say that you are dem-
onstrating incredible courage and con-
science today and last evening as you
stand here and point out the grave sit-
uation this country faces. You have
clearly indicated—and I believe you are
right—that the direction of this admin-
istration is toward authoritarian rule.
Step by step, unfortunately, we seem
to get closer.

One of the great ironies of the admin-
istration is that President Trump loves
to sort of fake people out, if you will,
while he is doing something he doesn’t
like or we wouldn’t like. For example,
for 56 times, he has talked about the
deep state, the deep state, while at the
same time it appears he might be
building such a deep state.

For example, the Washington Post
reported that the former chief data of-
ficer for the Social Security Adminis-
tration has said that Elon Musk and
his DOGE gang copied a mainframe
database containing the personal infor-
mation of hundreds of millions of
Americans, including names, birth
dates, addresses, and more. In fact, if
you step back, DOGE has pilfered infor-
mation from every Federal Agency,
and we are in a situation where I be-
lieve Trump is prepared to weaponize
that information against the American
people in so many different ways.

So I would just ask: Did you hear my
distress that Trump could use this in-
formation to attack his opponent?
Could he use this information to dis-
rupt the elections in ’26 as a path to
further authoritarian influence in the
United States?

Mr. MERKLEY. I say to my col-
league from Rhode Island that, when
an authoritarian President starts col-
lecting data in this fashion, they prob-
ably have a plan for it, and that plan is
not going to be one to enhance liberty
for the American people.

One of the things that I am deeply
concerned about—and I am not sure if
this is the same database you are refer-
ring to—is a collection of voter reg-
istration databases—is that the same?
Yes—from across the country.
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Mr. If the Senator would
yield?

Mr. MERKLEY. Yes, I will yield for a
question.

Mr. REED. DOGE, it has been my ob-
servation, has pilfered information
from every major Federal organization,
and the Social Security Administra-
tion’s former employees have indicated
they have taken the most critical files
that have detailed information on
every American.

I think you are right. There are only
two things you can really do with this
kind of data. You sell it or you
weaponize it or you do both. The con-
cern I think we both share is
weaponization.

In addition, I believe that the admin-
istration has sought from secretaries of
state throughout the United States in-
formation about their voting rolls,
which is specifically directed perhaps
at electoral interference.

I yield the floor.

Mr. MERKLEY. I appreciate that
clarification of the question.

It is absolutely concerning. You can
imagine the many ways in which it can
be weaponized. Any hostile agent from
outside the United States can use that
data in all kinds of ways. What hap-
pens if, suddenly, your Social Security
benefits aren’t there or the files re-
garding your disability benefits or your
age and birth records? Who all knows
what can disappear or be modified?
Banking records are possibly included
if you had banking transactions to pay
your taxes. It could be incredible
amounts of stuff.

We have had fairly protective prac-
tices of these databases, which is why,
when DOGE went in with laptops, there
was a lot of resistance. Some people
who provided that resistance got
moved aside physically to enable DOGE
to access.

Then there is this other database ef-
fort, which is the voting registration
database effort and the idea of col-
lecting that. They have been pushing
the secretaries of state. Many States
have said no, and they are going to
court; they are resisting. Well, thank
goodness they are because a national
registration voter database can be used
just like a State can purge names from
it, which several States have done, say-
ing: Oh, these names look the same.
Maybe it is like you have two Jack
Ryans or, more commonly, it is done to
Hispanic names, where they say: Hey,
there is the same name in Georgia as
there is in Mississippi, so we will purge
this name.

I mean, it is hostile purging, and peo-
ple don’t know that they are no longer
registered until they go to the polls to
vote, and then it is often too late. So I
am very, very concerned.

I want our States to maintain their
own independent voting registration
databases because that would be a phe-
nomenal way to manipulate the next
election.

I used to—and I say ‘used to.”
Months ago, in February, people in my

REED.
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townhalls would say: Aren’t you wor-
ried about an effort to postpone the
next election or declare an emergency?

And I would say: No. I just can’t
imagine that taking place.

Now, I can imagine that taking place
because we have seen emergency meas-
ures abused. We have seen the Presi-
dent assume powers he does not have.
For example, tariff power is not dele-
gated to the President. It has always
been done by law here in this Chamber
and down the Hall.

So when the President is that au-
thoritarian—taking powers the law
doesn’t grant, arguing it in court, and
the court giving him more power; and
his consolidating information on vot-
ing, I am very, very worried about
that.

I want to encourage the secretaries
of state in every State, whether you
are in a blue State or a red State, to
hold onto your data, protect it, back it
up, double secure it, and tell the Feds
to keep their hands off.

Mr. REED. Well, I concur.

If I may raise one additional ques-
tion?

Mr. MERKLEY. Yes, I will yield for a
question.

Mr. REED. You have seen firsthand
what is happening in Portland. It is
outrageous. The situation has been
completely distorted by the President
to suggest that there is major civil up-
heaval. That is not the case at all from
the reports I have heard.

His also suggesting that military per-
sonnel can enforce the laws of the
United States violates the Posse Com-
itatus Act, which has been a barrier to
police powers by the military since the
1870s.

I assume, like myself, you are par-
ticularly disturbed that he is, again,
not only weaponizing data, but he is
weaponizing our military forces to go
in and carry out civil wars.

Your comments?

Mr. MERKLEY. Yes. In regard to
your question, I am extremely worried
about the Trump administration’s ef-
fort to pave the path with the courts
and with the discipline of the military
and have them in the practice of being
deployed to, if you will, in theory,
quell unrest.

But the law on title 10 is very clear.
You need to have a rebellion, or you
need to have an invasion, and it is very
clear you don’t have either of those.
Even then, two judges on the three-
judge panel on this court said: Well,
let’s kind of give a little more flexible
definition of ‘‘rebellion,” and by the
way, maybe you can give more def-
erence to the President’s evaluation.
After all, they run the building.

Once you say the President can sim-
ply declare there is a rebellion, then
the standard set in law means nothing.
You are just throwing open the doors
to an authoritarian President who is
deploying troops against the American
people.

We have already seen, with the pro-
vocative actions of assaults on peaceful
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protesters, how dangerous that is. And,
then, of course, the Insurrection Act,
as an exception to Posse Comitatus, is
extremely scary because it explicitly
has in the law a certain interpretation
by the President, or deference to inter-
pretation by the President. The core
assumption was that a person in that
position would always be a person who
had high regard for the Constitution
and for the boundaries and for the lib-
erties and for the freedom and would
defend it with their whole heart, mind,
and soul. But that is not a person we
have in the Oval Office today.

So I do support efforts that a number
of folks—and I believe you might be
well involved in—are striving to plug
some of those loopholes so that that
power does not get deployed.

Mr. REED. Thank you very much,
Senator.

Mr. MERKLEY. Thank you.

I note that we have a Senator from
Wisconsin. I would be happy to yield
for a question, if she had one.

Ms. BALDWIN. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. MERKLEY. I will happily yield.
Thank you.

Ms. BALDWIN. Thank you.

Senator MERKLEY, you and I are both
members of the Senate Appropriations
Committee.

I have a question for you about how
critical a functioning Congress and a
functioning appropriations process is
to our separation of powers, our checks
and balances, and, therefore, to our
very democracy.

The Federal Government is currently
shut down because Republicans who
control the House, the Senate, and the
White House are hell-bent on raising
healthcare costs for the American peo-
ple. In fact, 22 million Americans are
about to see their health insurance
costs potentially double, triple, or
more. And the only way for us to get
out of this mess is for Democrats and
Republicans to sit down together and
negotiate a solution.

So far, Republicans refuse to come to
the table. The House has been out of
session for over a month—out of town—
and President Trump is leaving the
country, again, at the end of this week.

The longer this Trump shutdown con-
tinues, it appears more likely that our
Republican colleagues will totally give
up Congress’s power, which, of course,
is the power of the people in the gov-
ernment-funding process.

In fact, this morning, reporters are
circulating the Capitol, speculating
that Congress will give up on passing
fiscal year 2026 appropriations bills and
instead attempt to pass a full-year con-
tinuing resolution. This would be a
failure on the part of the House and the
Senate majority, controlled by Repub-
licans. And, really, it would be a fail-
ure on the part of President Donald
Trump. It would be a failure that un-
dermines one of Congress’s core demo-
cratic functions: setting priorities
through the power of the purse.

So my question for you, as you hold
the floor to shine a light on the ways
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in which this President continues to
undermine our democracy and dis-
regard the Constitution: How is Donald
Trump undermining Congress through
his attacks on the bipartisan appro-
priations process? And when he does
that and the majority—the Repub-
licans in Congress—allow this to hap-
pen, how do the American people lose?

Mr. MERKLEY. I so appreciate the
question from my colleague from Wis-
consin.

Part of the discussion earlier was you
can detect a difference between a de-
mocracy and an authoritarian govern-
ment in the following fashion: Are the
decisions about which programs are
funded, how they will operate, and how
they are funded decided by the Con-
gress or by the President? That is the
power of the purse, and it is so clearly
laid out by our Founders that you put
it in Congress’s hands because if you
put it in the President’s hands, you
have a strongman—1 person, not 100
people in this Chamber bringing their
diverse life experiences, their knowl-
edge, their particular interests, and
saying these things are important to
our various parts of the country. You
just have one man from New York de-
ciding what is important, one man who
hangs out with a group of billionaires
deciding what is important.

So an incredibly essential distinction
between a democracy and an authori-
tarian government is the decisions
about the programs, their design, and
their funding are made by Congress.

What we have seen is that the Presi-
dent and his head of Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, Russell Vought, are
attempting to take that power out of
the hands of Congress and have the
President decide which programs are
funded and how much.

Every time you hear the President
say: I canceled these grants because
they are out of sync with the priorities
of the President, that is an authori-
tarian statement because it is not the
President’s prerogative to decide how
to spend that money; it is the power of
the people, through their elected rep-
resentatives in the House and Senate.

Then, in addition, Mr. Vought has co-
ordinated a series of strategies to es-
sentially cancel programs by slow-
walking the disbursal of funds; by
freezing the funds; by impounding the
funds; by delaying until the end of the
year and then submitting a request to
legislatively have the funds undone but
then the clock runs out on the year,
and poof, the funds disappear. He has a
fancy name for it: a pocket rescission.
But think of it more like the carriage
in ‘‘Cinderella’ that hits midnight, and
poof, the carriage is gone, and you only
have a pumpkin. In this case, we only
have a lump of coal when we hit the
end of the year.

Then there is a requirement under
the law for the President to lay out an
expenditure schedule so that we can
see whether or not funds are being de-
layed, or frozen, impounded, and so
forth, and that schedule has dis-
appeared. That website has been shut
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down. So the President is hiding, and
contrary to the law, what is required so
that we can protect the prerogatives of
our Constitution.

These are the ways the President is
directly attacking the power of the
purse and trying to turn this—this is
one of the ways. He is doing a whole se-
ries of other things, in attacks on free-
dom, on weaponization of the Depart-
ment of Justice to go after enemies,
sending the military into the streets.
But this is a key one in terms of the
checks and balances of our Constitu-
tion. He is trying to take the power of
the purse and has made substantial
progress in doing so.

Ms. BALDWIN. Thank you.

Mr. MERKLEY. I see my colleague
from Hawaii has arrived, and should
she have a question—

Ms. HIRONO. Yes. Would my col-
league yield for a question?

Mr. MERKLEY. I would be happy to
yield.

Ms. HIRONO. First of all, I commend
you for holding the floor to raise issues
of such concern to the American peo-
ple.

I want to focus my question on the
corruption of the Trump regime. This
corruption is rampant and unending,
from making untold sums off meme
coins to the latest outrage, demanding
that the Department of Justice pay
him more than $200 million. That is
taxpayers’ money that he wants to get
his hands on. We have a President put-
ting his financial interests before the
best interests of the American people.

This is the classic Trump playbook:
using the power of his office to make a
profit at the expense of the American
people and as a distraction from the
chaos and cruelty that he is sowing
every single day. It 1is classic
authoritarianism, using the tools of
government to enrich himself, reward
his friends, and punish his enemies.

So I am asking my colleague: What
kind of threat does this blatant corrup-
tion pose to our democracy, our insti-
tutions, and on the American people?

Mr. MERKLEY. If the Senator from
Hawaii will repeat the last sentence of
her question, I would appreciate it.

Ms. HIRONO. Certainly.

So the rampant corruption of this re-
gime, what Kind of threat does this bla-
tant corruption pose to our democracy,
our institutions, and the American
people?

Mr. MERKLEY. Thank you so much
for the question.

When I hear that word ‘‘corrup-
tion”—and I admit, I am starting to
feel a little dazed after these many
hours on the floor—my head goes, first,
to the financial corruption of the
President, but there are always other
forms of corruption he has engaged in,
in terms of corrupting the basic bal-
ance of the separation of powers and
the checks and balances. But let me
speak, first, to the financial corrup-
tion.

One thing that we have seen is that
he is using the Presidency to enrich
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himself and his companies and his fam-
ily.

The most blatant example of this is
when he said: I have this product that
I want people to buy. I am going to
hold a competition, and the people who
buy the most of this product, a crypto
coin, would be invited to a very special
dinner at my golf club, where I will be
present, and you will have access to
me.

So he sold access to the Presidency
to the people who bought the most of
his crypto coins. In that case, it was a
meme coin, and that means, basically,
the coin is a collectible. It basically
has no value.

But then he engaged in another form
of crypto corruption, and that involved
saying: We are going to have a
stablecoin. And a stablecoin means you
give me a dollar, and I give you a
crypto token that you can use in inter-
national transactions.

Then there was a transaction involv-
ing—I believe; I hope I still have this
right—the United Arab Emirates. They
basically bought several billion dollars
of these coins. What happens then is
that the President can hold those dol-
lars until the coins are redeemed and
benefit from the interest earned on
those several billion dollars.

Meanwhile, there was a desire by the
foreign government to get access to
highly capable AI chips. The answer
was, no, we are not doing that. But
then after they bought all these coins
and enriched the President of the
United States, well, then the President
said: Let’s give them the coins; let’s
give them these advanced chips.

So, certainly, the smoke, and I would
say even the flame, of selling access
and favors out of the Presidency is now
to the tune of having made billions of
dollars in the roughly 9 months that he
has been in office.

I would be happy to yield for another
question if you were talking about a
different type of corruption.

I yield—I don’t yield yet because I
have to do this protocol right.

I see my colleague from New Hamp-
shire is on the floor, and I would wel-
come a question, if you have one.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. MERKLEY. Yes, I will yield for a
question.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. I am normally your
seatmate, but I thought it might be
easier if we talked this way.

Mr. MERKLEY. Absolutely.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. So I am down here
in a different place than I usually am
to ask a question.

But I want you to know how much I
and all of your colleagues appreciate
your standing up for democracy be-
cause we are in a pivotal moment, as
you said, not just in this country but
globally.

I know that you care about not just
what is happening domestically in the
United States, but you also care about
what is happening in the world because
you and I serve on the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee together.

October 21, 2025

I just came from a meeting with
NATO Secretary General Mark Rutte,
who shared that Europeans are now
spending more on defense than the
United States for the first time since
President Eisenhower. And they are
working together to strengthen sanc-
tions against Putin and his blood-
thirsty gangs who are wreaking havoc
on Ukraine and Europe.

I have some good news that I wanted
to share with you from the Foreign Re-
lations Committee this morning, since
you weren’t able to be with us, and it
applies to what 1is happening in
Ukraine and Europe—because this
morning, in the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, the committee con-
sidered three bipartisan bills to address
Russia’s continued, expanding aggres-
sion—for the first time in this Con-
gress.

So the first time since the beginning
of the year, we have actually taken ac-
tion in the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, action that you supported with
your proxy votes—and I appreciate
that—to take action against Russia’s
aggression in Ukraine.

One bill will designate Russia as a
state sponsor of terrorism because of
what they have done to kidnap Ukrain-
ian children. One will stop Chinese en-
tities from supporting Russia’s brutal
war machine against Ukraine. And the
final one will authorize a continued
quarterly transfer of Russia’s foreign
assets that have been seized in the
United States to support Ukraine.

So I think—all of these bills passed.
They were bipartisan. They passed
unanimously out of the committee.
And I think it is a critical time in his-
tory for this Congress to be taking a
stand on Ukraine.

So, Senator MERKLEY, given this im-
portant moment in history, what more
can we do in the Senate to support our
allies and to protect the Ukrainians
from further bloodshed from Vladimir
Putin?

Mr. MERKLEY. I so much appreciate
the good report and question from my
colleague from New Hampshire and ap-
preciate her leadership on the Foreign
Relations Committee as the top Demo-
crat, working hard to partner across
the aisle for the common cause of
international security.

Every time I think about Ukraine, I
think about how fiercely, including in
the Orange Revolution, in which they
did so much to say: No, we will not be
taken over by Russia; we will not be
put under the thumb of Russia by one
of our Presidents. They have said: We
see the system to our north where
there is no freedom, where people are
not in charge of their own destiny be-
cause they are ruled by a dictator, and
we reject that and will fight with our
lives—and so many have, in fact, per-
ished on the battlefield—to defend our
freedom.

That inspires me every time I think
about it.

At the moments in which President
Trump has been less supportive of
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Ukraine and more supportive of Russia,
I have tried to send him magical
vibes—no—understand the difference
between standing with a nation fight-
ing for freedom and snuggling up with
a dictator. We are a light to the world
when we fight for democracy and sup-
port democracy.

So I am really pleased to hear about
these three bills passing, and I hope
that other factors can be worked up in
the international community that will
help slow down the Russian war ma-
chine. They are an incredibly large
country, and they have built huge fac-
tories to produce cruise missiles, and
s0, nightly, Ukraine is hammered with
hundreds now. So it just means more
resolve by the United States, more re-
solve by Europe.

I am surprised to hear that the Euro-
peans collectively are spending more
on defense than the United States. If
that had been a trivia question, I would
have failed. But there it is, and that
certainly has been partly to recognize
the threat from Russia.

If Russia is willing to slice off a piece
of Georgia, as they were in 2008, I be-
lieve; if they are willing to throw thou-
sands of soldiers into a fight with
Ukraine really with no consideration—
I mean, it is just like fodder to the war
machine. And then we are seeing that
they are overflying some of the other
European countries. And these are in-
credibly provocative.

So I think all of that goes toward
hopefully forging a unity of purpose be-
tween Europe and the United States.

Something you may not know—one
of the skeletons in my closet is I spent
a rotation working at NATO in Brus-
sels when we were trying to develop a
treaty for intermediate-range missiles
because of the nuclear threats, to sta-
bilize the threats, in the middle of the
1980s. The United States and Europe
worked so closely together. That is the
type of partnership—it is the type of
partnership that has taken some hits
in the last few years. We want to re-
store that vision of that careful, de-
tailed, determined coordination so that
we advance the best strategies. And, of
course, battlefield strategies are also
changing dramatically as we go—being
able to adjust to this changing world.

So that is my hope, that building on
the work the committee did today—
and hopefully those bills will be here
on the floor, and hopefully they will be
on the President’s desk—that we can
continue to strive to a peaceful conclu-
sion with security for Ukraine and not
allow the war machine of Russia to
overwhelm it.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Thank you.

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, for
the first time in several hours, I don’t
have a colleague who is asking me a
question, and so I am going to return
to the conversation that I was holding
forth on regarding the Department of
Justice.

I have here this page called ‘‘Justice
Connection, Urgent Message from Re-
cent DOJ Alumni Decrying Attacks on
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Justice Department.’”’ I believe I asked
unanimous consent to have this put in
the RECORD, but if I did not, I am ask-

ing it now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SHEEHY). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. MERKLEY. Thank you very

much, Mr. President.

Here is how that reads:

We are 292 former career employees who
proudly served our country at the Depart-
ment of Justice. From prosecutors, special
agents, and intelligence analysts to immi-
gration judges, grant managers, civil rights
attorneys and more, we all carried out our
duties faithfully, regardless of who occupied
the White House. Until we no longer could.

Each of us left the Department, either vol-
untarily or involuntarily, because of actions
taken by this administration.

Our fidelity to the Constitution and our
dedication to our country did not end when
our jobs did. Now that we’ve left the Depart-
ment, we believe it’s our duty to sound the
alarm about this administration’s degrada-
tion of DOJ’s vital work, and its assault on
the public servants who do it.

It is incumbent on all of us to fight for the
Justice Department before it’s too late.

DOJ’s mission is to ‘‘to uphold the rule of
law, to keep our country safe, and to protect
civil rights.” It’s failing on all three fronts:

The Justice Department cannot uphold the
rule of law when it carries out the Presi-
dent’s retribution campaign and protects his
allies; violates court orders and evades due
process requirements; directs attorneys to
violate their ethical responsibilities; and
fires its employees without notice or cause
in violation of civil service laws.

It also cannot keep our country safe when
it ousts FBI employees, prosecutors, na-
tional security experts, and ATF officials;
shutters offices that prevent community vio-
lence and dismantle drug trafficking oper-
ations; purges the attorneys who enforce
laws that protect the environment; and
shifts highly trained special agents away
from counterintelligence and counterterror-
ism.

And it cannot protect civil rights when it
drives out 75% of attorneys from the Civil
Rights Division and refuses to enforce the
nation’s civil rights laws as Congress in-
tended, using them instead as a cudgel
against marginalized groups.

The administration is taking a sledge-
hammer to other longstanding work the De-
partment has done to protect communities
and the rule of law, too. Its plans to elimi-
nate the Tax Division, which saves the coun-
try billions of dollars by pursuing tax evad-
ers, will leave us poorer. Gutting the Public
Integrity Section and FBI public corruption
squads has paved the way for government
graft. Cancelling hundreds of millions of dol-
lars in grants has left at-risk communities
less protected and crime victims less sup-
ported. The list could go on.

As for its treatment of its employees, the
current leadership’s behavior has been ap-
palling. This administration’s lies about the
‘“‘deep state’” and exaggerations about gov-
ernment inefficiency have eroded the respect
our country once held for public servants.
And demonizing, firing, demoting, involun-
tarily transferring, and directing employees
to violate their ethical duties has already
caused an exodus of over 5,000 of us—draining
the Department of priceless institutional
knowledge and expertise, and impairing its
historical success in recruiting top talent.
We may feel the effects of this for genera-
tions.

The Justice Department’s backbone has al-
ways been its career workforce, and those
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who were part of it are best positioned to ex-
plain why the current leaders’ actions are
catastrophic for the nation.

We call on these leaders to reverse course—
to remember the oath we all took to uphold
the Constitution—and adhere to the legal
guardrails and institutional norms on which
our justice system relies.

We call on our fellow alumni to join us in
sounding the alarm, and in mobilizing to
support our colleagues still there. They de-
serve respect and gratitude, neither of which
they’re getting from this administration.

We call on Congress to exercise its over-
sight responsibilities far more vigorously.
Members in both chambers and on both sides
of the aisle must provide a meaningful check
on the abuses we’re witnessing.

And we call on all Americans—whose safe-
ty, prosperity, and rights depend on a strong
DOJ—to speak out against its destruction.

Our democracy is only as strong as the rule
of law, and the rule of law can’t survive
without the principal institution that en-
forces it.

Well, that is a powerful letter from
these 292 former career employees of
the Department of Justice.

I was very struck about the phrase
that says: “We call on Congress to ex-
ercise its oversight responsibilities.”

That came up about an hour ago, in
one of the conversations, that we could
do so much more and we should try to
be partnering with our Republican col-
leagues to provide that essential func-
tion of oversight. That is one of the
checks and balances, and we should be
deeply engaged in making it as effec-
tive as possible because here is quite a
list of the things going wrong with the
Department of Justice.

These things beg for hearings to be
held, for issues to be understood, for
the press to be able to report, for solu-
tions to be able to be found, for lines
that prevent unacceptable conduct to
be clearly delineated.

But that can’t happen unless Con-
gress exercises its oversight ability.

OK. We have Chapter 8. So we are
headed back to the book, and the book
is this book, ‘“How Democracies Die.”
And with each chapter, I am trying to
give some sense of the chapter but not
every element of it. So I will read some
of the pages, maybe scan through some
others, and try to address a few of the
issues that I will raise.

This particular chapter addresses
President Trump’s first year in his
first administration, and it is titled:
Trump’s first year: an authoritarian
report card. So remember this was just
his first year in office. We are now in
his fifth year in office, headed toward
his sixth year in office, and we have
seen such an acceleration. So the items
identified in the first year, well, we
may well see that they become more
serious over time.

Donald Trump’s first year in office fol-
lowed a familiar script. Like Alberto
Fujimori, Hugo Chavez, and Recep Tayyip
Erdogan, America’s new president began his
tenure by launching blistering rhetorical at-
tacks on his opponents. He called the media
the ‘‘enemy of the American people,” ques-
tioned judges’ legitimacy, and threatened to
cut federal funding to major cities. Predict-
ably, these attacks triggered dismay, shock,
and anger across the political spectrum.
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Journalists found themselves at the front
lines, exposing—but also provoking—the
president’s norm-breaking behavior. A study
by the Shorenstein Center on Media, Poli-
tics, and Public Policy found that the major
news outlets were ‘‘unsparing’’ in their cov-
erage of the Trump administration’s first
hundred days. Of news reports with a clear
tone, the study found, 80 percent were nega-
tive—much higher than under Clinton (60
percent), George W. Bush (57 percent), and
Obama (41 percent).

Soon, Trump administration officials were
feeling besieged. Not a single week went by
in which press coverage wasn’t at least 70
percent negative. And amid swirling rumors
about the Trump campaign’s ties to Russia,
a high profile special counsel, Robert
Mueller, was appointed to oversee investiga-
tions into the case. Just a few months into
his presidency, President Trump faced talk
of impeachment. But he retained the support
of his base, and like other elected dema-
gogues, he doubled down. He claimed his ad-
ministration was beset by powerful estab-
lishment forces, telling graduates of the U.S.
Coast Guard Academy that ‘‘no politician in
history, and I say this with great surety, has
been treated worse or more unfairly.” The
question, then, was how Trump would re-
spond. Would an outsider president who con-
sidered himself to be under unwarranted as-
sault lash out, as happened in Peru and Tur-
key?

President Trump exhibited clear authori-
tarian instincts during his first year in of-
fice. In Chapter 4, we presented three strate-
gies by which elected authoritarians seek to
consolidate power: capturing the referees,
sidelining the key players, and rewriting the
rules to tilt the playing field against oppo-
nents. Trump attempted all three of these
strategies.

President Trump demonstrated striking
hostility toward the referees—law enforce-
ment, intelligence, ethics agencies, and the
courts. Soon after his inauguration, he
sought to ensure that the heads of U.S. intel-
ligence agencies, including the FBI, the CIA,
and the National Security Agency, would be
personally loyal to him, apparently in the
hope of using these agencies as a shield
against investigations into his campaign’s
Russia ties. During his first week in office,
President Trump summoned FBI Director
James Comey to a one-on-one dinner in the
White House in which, according to Comey,
the president asked for a pledge of loyalty.
He later reportedly pressured Comey to drop
investigations into his recently departed na-
tional security director, Michael Flynn,
pressed Director of National Intelligence
Daniel Coats and CIA Director Mike Pompeo
to intervene in Comey’s investigation, and
personally appealed to Coats and NSA head
Michael Rogers to release statements deny-
ing the existence of any collusion with Rus-
sia (both refused).

President Trump also tried to punish or
purge agencies that acted with independence.
Most prominently, he dismissed Comey after
it became clear that Comey could not be
pressured into protecting the administration
and was expanding its Russia investigation.
Only once in the FBI’s eighty-two-year his-
tory had a president fired the bureau’s direc-
tor before his ten-year term was up—and in
that case, the move was in response to clear
ethical violations and enjoyed bipartisan
support.

The Comey firing was not President
Trump’s only assault on referees who refused
to come to his personal defense. Trump had
attempted to establish a personal relation-
ship with Manhattan-based U.S. Attorney
Preet Bharara, whose investigations into
money laundering reportedly threatened to
reach Trump’s inner circle; when Bharara, a
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respected anticorruption figure, continued
the investigation, the president removed
him. After Attorney General Jeff Sessions
recused himself from the Russia investiga-
tion and his deputy, Rod Rosenstein, ap-
pointed the respected former FBI Director
Robert Mueller as special counsel to oversee
the investigation, Trump publicly shamed
Sessions, reportedly seeking his resignation.
White House lawyers even launched an effort
to dig up dirt on Mueller, seeking conflicts of
interest that could be used to discredit or
dismiss him. By late 2017, many of Trump’s
allies were openly calling on him to fire
Mueller, and there was widespread concern
that he would soon do so.

So in this section, we are hearing
about all of the attacks on the referees
during Trump’s—and this is just a clas-
sic part of an authoritarian govern-
ment—attack the referees. And, of
course, we saw it in year five, this
yvear. Immediately, Trump took out
special investigators of the various
Agencies and did so in order to make
sure that there wasn’t the type of over-
sight that would point out to the pub-
lic or to Congress where things were
going wrong.

Take out the referees—that is the au-
thoritarian strategy being laid out
here.

President Trump’s efforts to derail inde-
pendent investigations evoked the kind of
assaults on the referees routinely seen in
less democratic countries—for example, the
dismissal of Venezuelan Prosecutor General
Luisa Ortega, a chavista appointee who as-
serted her independence and began to inves-
tigate corruption and abuse in the Maduro
government. Although Ortega’s term did not
expire until 2021 and she could be legally re-
moved only by the legislature (which was in
opposition hands), the government’s dubi-
ously elected Constituent Assembly sacked
her in August 2017.

President Trump also attacked judges who
ruled against him. After Judge James Robart
of the Ninth Circuit of the U.S. Court of Ap-
peals blocked the administration’s initial
travel ban, Trump spoke of ‘‘the opinion of
this so-called judge, which essentially takes
law-enforcement away from our country.”
Two months later, when the same court tem-
porarily blocked the withholding of federal
funds from sanctuary cities, the White House
denounced the judgment as an attack on the
rule of law by an ‘‘unelected judge.” Trump
himself responded by threatening to break
up the Ninth Circuit.

The president took an indirect swipe at the
judiciary in August 2017 when he pardoned
the controversial former Arizona sheriff Joe
Arpaio, who was convicted of violating a fed-
eral court order to stop racial profiling.
Arpaio was a political ally and a hero to
many of Trump’s anti-immigrant supporters.
As we noted earlier, the chief executive’s
constitutional power to pardon is without
limit, but presidents have historically exer-
cised it with great restraint, seeking advice
from the Justice Department and never
issuing pardons for self-protection or polit-
ical gain. President Trump boldly violated
these norms.

Not only did he not consult the Justice De-
partment, but the pardon was clearly polit-
ical—it was popular with his base. The move
reinforced fears that the President would
eventually pardon himself and his inner cir-
cle—something that was reportedly explored
by his lawyers. Such a move would con-
stitute an unprecedented attack on judicial
independence. As constitutional scholar Mar-
tin Redish put it, “If the president can im-
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munize his agents in this manner, the courts
will effectively lose any meaningful author-
ity to protect constitutional rights against
invasion by the executive branch.”’

This discussion over pardoning him-
self and the risk it creates of mis-
behavior is an interesting prelude to
the fact that, essentially, the Supreme
Court pardoned Trump, saying that the
President cannot commit a crime. If he
can’t commit a crime, then you can do
whatever and you don’t have to be par-
doned because you haven’t committed
a crime. So the Supreme Court essen-
tially gave him the same protection
and created the same risk for an au-
thoritarian state that Trump par-
doning himself would have resulted in.

The administration responded by launch-
ing attacks on the OGE.

Office of Government Ethics.

House Oversight Chair Jason Chaffetz, a
Trump ally, even hinted at an investigation
of Shaub. In May, administration officials
tried to force the OGE to halt investigations
into the White House’s appointment of ex-
lobbyists. Alternately harassed and ignored
by the White House, Shaub resigned, leaving
behind what journalist Ryan Lizza called a
“broken” OGE.

President Trump’s behavior toward the
courts, law enforcement and intelligence
bodies, and other independent agencies was
drawn from an authoritarian playbook. He
openly spoke of using the Justice Depart-
ment and the FBI to go after Democrats, in-
cluding Hillary Clinton. And in late 2017, the
Justice Department considered nominating a
special counsel to investigate Clinton. De-
spite its purges and threats, however, the ad-
ministration could not capture the referees.
Trump did not replace Comey with a loy-
alist, largely because such a move was ve-
toed by key Senate Republicans. Likewise,
Senate Republicans resisted Trump’s efforts
to replace Attorney General Sessions. But
the president had other battles to wage.

I think this is an important moment
to remember that back in 2017, col-
leagues across the aisle played a role of
reason in pushing back on some of the
unacceptable things that Trump was
trying to do.

They protected Comey. As it said:

Trump did not replace Comey with a loy-
alist, largely because such a move was ve-
toed by key Senate Republicans. Likewise,
Senate Republicans resisted Trump’s efforts
to replace Attorney General Sessions.

BEarly in the conversation, we were
talking about the importance of one of
the checks and balances of the Con-
stitution, which is for the Senate and
the House to hold hearings on what is
going on.

When I read the two-page letter from
the 283, I believe it was, 282 former ca-
reer employees at the Department of
Justice, they laid out a host of things
that are going wrong. It is essentially
an invitation: Please hold hearings be-
cause a lot of bad stuff is happening in-
side the Department of Justice.

So I encourage colleagues on both
sides of the aisle who serve on the Ju-
diciary Committee to take them up on
that invitation, to bring these former
members and others to share what is
going on, because that is our responsi-
bility under the Constitution, to pro-
vide that type of spotlight, insight, and
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hopefully advice to help the adminis-
tration, well, more effectively and le-
gally pursue the enhancement of the
American system of justice.

Of course, this whole litany of the
way Trump attacked the referees was a
prelude to the absolute assault on the
referees that occurred during this year
in such a systematic fashion, in such
an expanded fashion.

The Trump administration also mounted
efforts to sideline key players in the polit-
ical system. President Trump’s rhetorical at-
tacks on critics in the media are an example.
His repeated accusations that outlets such as
the New York Times and CNN were dis-
pensing ‘‘fake news’’ and conspiring against
him look familiar to any student of
authoritarianism. In a February 2017 tweet,
he called the media the ‘‘enemy of the Amer-
ican people,” a term that, critics noted,
mimicked one used by Stalin and Mao.
Trump’s rhetoric was often threatening. A
few days after his ‘‘enemy of the people”
tweet, Trump told the Conservative Political
Action Committee:

I love the First Amendment; nobody loves
it better than me. Nobody. . . . But as you
saw throughout the entire campaign, and
even now, the fake news doesn’t tell the
truth. . . . I say it doesn’t represent the peo-
ple. It never will represent the people, and
we’re going to do something about it.

Do what, exactly? The following month,
President Trump returned to his campaign
pledge to ‘‘open up the libel laws,” tweeting
that the New York Times had ‘‘disgraced the
media world. Gotten me wrong for two solid
years. Change libel laws?’’ When asked by a
reporter whether the administration was
really considering such changes, White
House Chief of Staff Reince Priebus said, ‘I
think that’s something we’ve looked at.” Ec-
uadorian President Rafael Correa used this
approach. His multimillion-dollar defama-
tion suits and jailing of journalists on
charges of defamation had a powerfully
chilling effect on the media. Although
Trump dropped the libel issue, he continued
his threats. In July, he retweeted an altered
video clip made from old WWE footage of
him tackling and then punching someone
with a CNN logo superimposed on his face.

President Trump also considered using
government regulatory agencies against un-
friendly media companies. During the 2016
campaign, he had threatened Jeff Bezos, the
owner of the Washington Post and Amazon,
with antitrust action, tweeting: “‘If I become
president, oh do they have problems.”” He
also threatened to block the pending merger
of Time Warner (CNN’s Parent company) and
AT&T, and during the first months of his
presidency, there were reports that White
House advisors considered using the adminis-
tration’s antitrust authority as a source of
leverage against CNN. And finally, in Octo-
ber 2017, Trump attacked NBC and other net-
works by threatening to ‘‘challenge their li-
cense.”’

This was written in 2018, but you see
the strategies as they are reporting on
January 2017 through dJanuary 2018.
You see how the strategies were being
explored that have been so fiercely pur-
sued this year. You see that here he
was threatening a merger, which is
something he did with CBS. You see
that here he was threatening libel law
changes. And while he didn’t do that,
apparently, what he did in the most re-
cent year was to do a lawsuit, a $10 bil-
lion lawsuit against the Wall Street
Journal because he didn’t like some-
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thing that they said. He also attacked,
of course, ‘60 Minutes’ over how they
edited an interview with Kamala Har-
ris.

So the strategy of attacking the
press in 2017 continues with Trump re-
entering office in 2025.

And finally, in October 2017, Trump at-
tacked NBC and other networks by threat-
ening to ‘‘challenge their license.”

There was one area in which the Trump ad-
ministration went beyond threats to try to
use the machinery of government to punish
critics. During his first week in office, Presi-
dent Trump signed an executive order au-
thorizing federal agencies to withhold fund-
ing from ‘‘sanctuary cities’ that refused to
cooperate with the administration’s crack-
down on undocumented immigrants. “If we
have to,” he declared in February 2017,
‘“‘we’ll defund.” The plan was reminiscent of
the Chavez government’s repeated moves to
strip opposition-run city governments of
their control over local hospitals, police
forces, ports, and other infrastructure. Un-
like the Venezuelan president, however,
President Trump was blocked by the courts.

Although President Trump has waged a
war of words against the media and other
critics, those words have not (yet) led to ac-
tion. No journalists have been arrested, and
no media outlets have altered their coverage
due to pressure from the government.
Trump’s efforts to tilt the playing field to
his advantage have been more worrying. In
May 2017, he called for changes in what he
called ‘‘archaic’ Senate rules, including the
elimination of the filibuster, which would
have strengthened the Republican majority
at the expense of the Democratic minority.
Senate Republicans did eliminate the fili-
buster for Supreme Court nominations,
clearing the way for Neil Gorsuch’s ascent to
the Court, but they rejected the idea of doing
away with it entirely.

Now, that topic is something I know
a little bit about, having immersed my-
self in exploration of the ins and outs
of the filibuster. And one may wonder
why the Senate Republican majority
did not proceed to eliminate the fili-
buster. Well, here is the reason why:
Mostly, my Republican colleagues do
their policy through tax bills. Tax bills
can be done through reconciliation,
and reconciliation is a simple majority
mechanism. So, therefore, they largely
don’t need to dump the filibuster be-
cause they can do their policy by sim-
ple majority already.

You saw that this year with the so-
called Big Beautiful Bill that we called
the ‘‘Big Ugly Betrayal,”” done solely
on a party line, and if I recall right, all
of us in the 53-t0-47 Senate—I think we
ended up with a 50-50 vote broken by
the Vice President. So it passed by the
narrowest of margins, but it was done
entirely on simple majority by one
party.

Meanwhile, Democrats tend to like
policy ideas, and policy ideas require a
supermajority. So if you are a Repub-
lican leader, you can pursue your ob-
jectives by simple majority through
the tax bill, and then when you are the
minority, you can block the Demo-
crats’ policy bills using the super-
majority requirement.

So it is essentially: Heads, we win;
tails, you lose. That is a pretty good
arrangement. Who would want to mess
with that?
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Now, Trump didn’t understand that. I
am sure if he was asked, he couldn’t ex-
plain it. But that is why it doesn’t
make sense for Republicans to get rid
of the filibuster, because it is inher-
ently advantageous for them, given the
difference in how Democrats and Re-
publicans pursue bills.

Perhaps the most antidemocratic initia-
tive yet undertaken by the Trump adminis-
tration is the creation of the Presidential
Advisory Commission on Election Integrity,
chaired by Vice President Mike Pence but
run by Vice Chair Kris Kobach. To under-
stand its potential impact, recall that the
Civil Rights and Voting Rights Acts prompt-
ed a massive shift in party identification:
The Democratic Party became the primary
representative of minority and first- and sec-
ond-generation immigrant voters, while GOP
voters remained overwhelmingly white. Be-
cause the minority share of the electorate is
growing, these changes favor the Democrats,
a perception that was reinforced by Barack
Obama’s 2008 victory, in which minority
turnout rates were unusually high.

Every now and then, we see the par-
ties flip on a significant issue. That is
always kind of an interesting question
to explore how that happens.

So here is the Republican Party that
was founded, antislavery—the Repub-
lican party that fought for civil rights
bills against the Southern Democrats
who resisted civil rights bills, includ-
ing filibustering them to keep them
from happening. So you would think
that in that situation, once civil rights
were actually conveyed by the Voting
Rights Act, it might be the Republican
Party that quickly absorbed the new
voters, since the Republican Party had
been the premiere champion for civil
rights. But that is not the way it
worked out.

The Democratic Party, with John-
son, took the lead in overturning the
bans on voting participation by minor-
ity Americans. The Democratic Party,
although being the party that had long
oppressed and suppressed civil rights,
became the party that pushed through
the 1964 Civil Rights Act and the 1965
Voting Rights Act. And it is the Demo-
cratic Party, despite its long history of
suppressing civil rights, that became
the welcoming party for newly-enfran-
chised minority voters.

Another interesting flip, in my mind,
is on international trade. When I came
to the Senate, it was primarily Repub-
licans who wanted the Trans-Pacific
Partnership. In fact, it was very impor-
tant trading strategy for very powerful
companies. And it was mostly Demo-
crats who opposed it—not purely, but
that was certainly the weight.

But then Trump, when he ran for
President the first time, he started ad-
vocating against the TPP and started
advocating for bringing factories back
to America, including using tariffs to
make American factories more com-
petitive. And so the Republican Party,
after his election, became the party
that was driving against the TPP, and
it was more the Democrats who still
had folks who were supporting it—any-
way, another flip worthy of thinking
about as, over time, special events take
place that change the direction.
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The first special event was the pas-
sage of the 1964 and 1965 bills, led by
Democrats that converted the anti-
civil rights party into the pro-civil
rights party. And the flip on the Trans-
Pacific Partnership being driven by
Trump’s effort as a Republican can-
didate to become an opponent of the
TPP, rather than the traditional posi-
tion of Republicans to be for it.

Perceiving a threat, some Republican lead-
ers came up with a response that evoked
memories of the Jim Crow South: make it
harder for low-income minority citizens to
vote. Because poor minority voters were
overwhelmingly Democratic, measures that
dampened turnout among such voters would
. . . tilt the playing field in favor of Repub-
licans. This would be done via strict voter
identification laws—requiring, for example,
that voters present a valid driver’s license or
other government-issued photo ID upon ar-
rival at the polling station.

The push for voter ID laws was based on a
false claim: that voter fraud is widespread in
the [U.S.] All reputable studies have con-
cluded that levels of such fraud in this coun-
try are low.

Mr. KELLY. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. MERKLEY. I see the Senator
from Arizona on the floor, and, yes, I
would yield for a question.

Mr. KELLY. Senator MERKLEY, I ap-
preciate everything you are doing to
highlight the many ways that this
President has been undermining the
Constitution and the rule of law.

We have now experienced about 9%
months of this Presidency, and I am
going to ask you a question about one
thing in particular, and it is about the
U.S. military and the leadership of the
U.S. military.

But I want to kind of set the stage
here a little bit. The United States has
the most lethal military in the history
of the world. The President presiding
right now has experienced that as a
U.S. Navy SEAL, I myself as a pilot
flying off of an aircraft carrier in the
first gulf war. No nation—at least
today—matches the combat capability,
the professionalism, the effectiveness
of the U.S. Navy, Air Force, Army, Ma-
rine Corps, and now Space Force. And I
will include the Coast Guard, too, be-
cause we like to count the Coast
Guard, especially when they partnered
with us on things that really mattered
to the United States.

You know, one of those that I would
like to discuss, where we should see
more involvement from the Coast
Guard, is what we are currently seeing
in the Caribbean with regards to drug
trafficking, which is a problem and pre-
sents a clear and present danger to the
citizens of this country, and it is some-
thing we need to do more about.

I was on one of the cable shows last
night, talking about this specific issue.
So to date, there have been 6 or 7
strikes in the Caribbean that have
killed 32 people, and, you know, some
of those were trafficking drugs.

Those routes, by the way, Senator
MERKLEY, are used generally to traffic
cocaine and marijuana through the
Caribbean, to Caribbean islands and on
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to Europe. They are not the routes that
traffic fentanyl to the United States.

And over the last 6 weeks or so, we
have conducted kinetic strikes against
these boats without what I recognize as
the legal authority to do so. It is not
something I have seen in my experi-
ence in the U.S. Navy—I spent 25 years
in the U.S. Navy—that I have seen dur-
ing my career. I am now retired. But
during my career, I never saw a Presi-
dent command the Department of De-
fense to do things that I felt were out-
side the boundaries of what we would
consider illegal action against people.

We have traditionally done this with
the U.S. Coast Guard, sometimes in
conjunction with the U.S. Navy. We are
in a partnership. They do what we
would call law enforcement. And mem-
bers of the Coast Guard come aboard
Navy ships. We interdict drugs that are
coming through the Caribbean or, more
often, on the pacific side, on the west-
ern side of Mexico, up into California,
and we interdict those drugs, and then
we prosecute those individuals.

And, in my view, I think the adminis-
tration has not made a case to the U.S.
Congress and to the American people
as to why this is a legal action.

A couple of weeks ago, when we were
being briefed on this, I felt that they
were pretty much tying themselves
into a knot in trying to inform us on
why this is allowed under the law.

Now, here is one of the things I really
worry about. I worry about these
young sailors or naval aviators or
drone operators that are the trigger
pullers, the guys who are dropping the
small-diameter bombs from airplanes.
It could be an F-18 or an F-35 or some
other weapons system or folks that are
operating an MQ-9 drone.

If you are the guy that is pulling the
trigger in a combat operation, you
typically expect that the people above
you have done all the due diligence
necessary to make sure that you are
not going to be in some kind of legal
jeopardy. And I really worry about that
today.

There might be some young Navy
lieutenant out there or Marine Corps
captain or Air Force, for all I know, a
MQ-9 operator, that might someday
find out that they have done something
that is not consistent with the law, and
they are now in legal jeopardy. And
that is a big problem.

I never saw that during my 25 years
in the U.S. Navy. The two ships I sunk
in the Persian Gulf, not for one second
did I feel like I was getting some bad
information from the battle group or
from anybody above in the chain of
command, whether it was General
Schwarzkopf or Colin Powell or the
President of the United States, George
Herbert Walker Bush. It was not a con-
cern of ours. It is a concern today.

And I can tell you, as I watch this
from my vantage point on the Intel-
ligence Committee and on the Armed
Services Committee, there are mem-
bers of our military that are now in
some sort of potential future legal

October 21, 2025

jeopardy. And it is because we have a
President that I believe doesn’t do his
homework, doesn’t follow norms, and
possibly is making decisions that are
not legal.

(Mr. BANKS assumed the Chair.)

We have seen the politicalization of
the U.S. military over the last 9
months. That really disturbs me—the
speech in Quantico where the Sec-
retary of Defense dragged in hundreds
of our senior leadership from all over
the world, admirals and generals and
senior enlisted staff who have very im-
portant jobs, who are working every
single day to make sure that our Na-
tion and our allies are safe and secure
and have to make some really com-
plicated decisions every day about the
posture of force, how to equip them,
make sure they are ready to fight—and
the Secretary of Defense, for some rea-
son, decides that he needed to give a
TED talk about gym clothes and PT
and other stuff that has no bearing on
whether or not we are a capable mili-
tary.

I don’t know why he feels this way.
But in my experience, from the time I
first put on the uniform in 1986 to the
time I took it off in 2011 and then be-
yond since I have been retired from the
U.S. Navy, our effectiveness has never
been diminished. Our innovation and
our professionalism and our ability to
train well is something that really
makes us stand out.

I have experience with some of our
allies, but I also have a little bit of ex-
perience with our adversaries. While I
was at NASA flying the Space Shuttle
over a decade—first flight in 2001 to my
last in 2011—every one of my missions
I had a lot of interactions with Russian
cosmonauts. Most of these Russian cos-
monauts—not all of them but most—
were members of the Russian Air
Force, pilots, some of them test pilots.

I flew with these guys. They weren’t
the best pilots in the world, I have to
admit. I was shocked the first time I
flew with a guy who I will not share his
last name. His first name was Vladi-
mir. But I was really shocked that this
guy who was a MiG-25 pilot could not
fly formation in an airplane, something
so fundamental and basic to a military
pilot, that they did not train enough to
be capable enough to do something
that was so fundamental to be an effec-
tive fighter pilot.

And then after—that was early in my
NASA career. Later, as I started flying
to space with these guys, I realized
that Russians and the Russian mili-
tary, in particular—because that is
where my experience was with these
military guys—they were motivated by
different things. It explains a lot of
what I see out of Russia today.

Now, as Americans, whether you are
in the U.S. Navy, whether you are a
naval aviator or in the Air Force,
Army, Marine Corps, Space Force, even
in U.S. industry and in organizations in
the United States, and I don’t think
this is unique to us, but everybody
doesn’t share this value: Americans are
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usually most motivated by mission
success. We care about the mission
first. We care about the mission before
ourselves. We care about the mission
more than anything. I think it is true
for American companies, too, that they
have a set of goals, and they have a
plan and they are going to execute the
plan.

It is not true of our Russian adver-
saries. It took me a while to learn this,
but I found that they were motivated
primarily by a couple of things: One
was the appearance that they were in
charge. That mattered to them more
than anything else, that I look like I
am in charge of whatever this oper-
ation is, not mission success. The sec-
ond thing would be who could I blame?
If things go wrong, where to place the
blame. And the third thing, which was
really interesting, was what can I steal
from my employer. That, to me, was
three principles I saw in my Russian
cosmonaut colleagues.

They talked about the stealing. I
wasn’t sure they were actually stealing
anything from the Russian space agen-
cy or not, but they talked about it as
something that is fundamental to their
system and their economy.

I bring this up because I often feel
that we are unique as a service, as a
fighting force in the world. Our allies—
some of them are really, really good.
But there is nothing that I found in my
experience in my career—I am 61 years
old—that is as professional as U.S.
servicemembers and as motivated by
mission and doing the right thing and
making moral and ethical choices. And
that is all at risk.

In Senator MERKLEY’s State, in Port-
land, they are sending armed uni-
formed soldiers to do what we tradi-
tionally feel is police work—intimi-
dating the population, using tear gas
against U.S. citizens for no reason. By
the way, National Guard and Active-
Duty servicemembers are not trained
for this mission.

In my 25 years in the Navy, I never
once did anything that you would con-
sider to be close to police work. I would
know. I am the son of two cops, so I
would get a sense for what that was. It
never happened. And unless you are a
military policeman, it doesn’t happen
for infantrymen, for special ops or sub-
mariners, and certainly not for Active-
Duty infantry.

So at this time in our history, I am
really worried about legal jeopardy
that our young servicemembers have
been put in. But I am also worried
about, does this fundamentally change
the nature of the U.S. military, which
has been, in my view, a force for good
around the world, where we come to
the defense of our allies and we do it in
a way that garners a tremendous
amount of respect, I think, even from
our adversaries. I think that is all at
risk.

So I wanted to ask Senator MERKLEY:
You have been here 16 years now in the
U.S. Senate. You have tremendous ex-
perience at this. My understanding is,
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you have a very close relationship with
the people you represent in Oregon.
How worried are you about the changes
that could happen to the U.S. military?

And also, I am interested in what are
you hearing from your constituents
about this. They have been the focus
and have been highlighted by this ad-
ministration, not just this year but in
Donald Trump’s first Presidency as
well.

I yield back to the Senator from Or-
egon.

Mr. MERKLEY. Thank you so much
to my colleague from Arizona for your
question.

I so appreciate the decades of experi-
ence and knowledge you bring in re-
gard to the services. I have only a
small chapter in my life of 2 years
working for Secretary Weinberger as a
Presidential fellow. But I didn’t wear a
uniform. I was a civilian working on a
host of different programs for 4 months
or so. They were great assignments. I
learned an awful lot.

But everything you are talking about
comes from your deep connection, in-
volvement in the uniformed services,
and such a wealth of knowledge just
listening to you. I so appreciate that
you bring that to bear.

In terms of my concern about the
military, I felt, from my much more
limited world, mostly the Pentagon,
that folks have worked incredibly hard
not to be partisan. Certainly, the Sec-
retary of Defense brought a set of mis-
sions that tied into President Reagan’s
administration and his goals. But peo-
ple didn’t overtly talk about pardons
or press in terms of the sort of derisive
commentary we have now and heard on
cable television on both sides.

When I think about these last few
yvears, I am concerned that the mili-
tary has been substantially
politicalized. I may be wrong about
that because I don’t have that view
from inside. But I think about how the
President gave the speech to the 800
generals, and he basically said: If you
don’t like what I am saying, you can
leave the room. If you leave, I will
strip you of your rank and your career
will end.

To me, that was: I want you to be
loyal to me, not the Constitution. I
want you to be loyal to me, the Presi-
dent of the United States, which is, I
felt, very inappropriate and out of sync
with the military I saw, ready to work
in partnership with administrations of
either side.

But I don’t know if we see, for exam-
ple, the speeches at the military acad-
emy. I recall some story about folks
cheering and clapping for what was a
partisan set of political points being
made. I don’t know. I am going to leave
it to your analysis because you have a
much better sense of that.

But when it comes to the effort to
create a pathway to use the military
against civilians inside the United
States of America, that is of grave con-
cern to my constituents; to look at the
current dynamic now in which Presi-
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dent Trump said Portland is a war
zone, it is war-ravaged, it is in com-
plete chaos—while he was saying that,
there might have been two or three
protesters outside the ICE building
conducting themselves peacefully;
there have been weeks with no ar-
rests—that is a real invention.

When our Governor talked to Presi-
dent Trump, she pointed that out, and
I gather he was like, “Well, T have seen
the tapes.” I don’t know what tapes he
was watching, maybe 2020 tapes when
we did have actual conflict in the city.
But here you have Portlanders, who
have been so restrained. Even when
they have suffered being hit by pepper
balls, tear gas, they have not engaged
in the scuffles with police, and they
have been protesting with joy and
whimsy.

I mean, it is a strange feeling to see
people bringing their pets down and
having ‘“Keep Your Paws Off Portland”
signs or folks handing out pastries in
pajamas or otherwise proceeding to
celebrate their joy as a way of saying
to President Trump: There is no riot
here. Don’t use anything that you have
said as a foundation for deploying
troops to our city.

In fact, a district judge simply said
that the President’s description of the
city is untethered to the facts.

There is a huge concern that the
President is striving to get the courts
to make decisions that will open the
doors and say there will be deference to
the President so he can deploy, under
title 10, the National Guard, the fed-
eralized National Guard, against peace-
ful protesters or that the President
will proceed to using the Insurrection
Act, which does inherently give more
support, deference, to the President.

So there is a lot of concern, to my
colleague from Arizona, about what is
going to unfold.

Meanwhile, I am delighted to see my
colleague from New Mexico on the
floor, and I would welcome a question
if he has one.

Mr. LUJAN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. MERKLEY. Yes, I will yield for a
question.

Mr. LUJAN. First, I want to begin by
thanking our friend, and I say ‘‘our
friend”” because he is more than my
friend, Senator MERKLEY. We are
friends from across our Nation’s Cap-
ital and across America—some who are
here, listening to you themselves, and
others who, I am sure, are tuning in.
Whether it is on social media or on C-
SPAN or on one of the news outlets
that is carrying the conversation that
you are having on behalf of the Amer-
ican people, I want to say thank you.
Thank you for your courage, for your
conviction, and for your tireless leader-
ship in speaking up today on behalf of
all that is going on across America and
around the world but especially what is
impacting your constituents.

If T am not mistaken, Senator
MERKLEY, it has been nearly 20 hours
that you have been on the floor now,
speaking to the American people.
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Now, I like you. I am proud to be a
U.S. Senator. I know, the way you
speak about Oregon, I am always bat-
tling with you on whether it is New
Mexico or it is Oregon. Which is more
beautiful? I still believe it is New Mex-
ico, but that is not my question today,
Senator MERKLEY.

I am so proud to represent the people
from New Mexico, and every day I am
reminded that the work that we do
here doesn’t just impact our homes.
The work that we do here touches
every corner of the United States of
America.

For the last 3 weeks of this Repub-
lican shutdown—and the reason I say
that is that the American people know
that the House of Representatives has
a majority of Republicans; that the
Speaker of the House is a Republican;
that the majority in the U.S. Senate is
controlled by Republicans; that the
majority leader is a Republican; and
that the President of the United States
is a Republican.

Now, as I visit with constituents
from across New Mexico—and last
night, Senator MERKLEY, I had a town-
hall, a telephone townhall. We had
thousands and thousands of New Mexi-
cans who were on this call. They all
told me that they were worried about
what would happen if their health in-
surance premiums doubled, even tri-
pled. Every news article I read this
morning and those that I saw on tele-
vision or on social media today had
similar stories from constituents about
concerns about maybe losing their
healthcare.

Now, Senator, you know, as well as
so0 many people across New Mexico and
a few across America, that 3 years ago
I survived a stroke. When someone has
a heart attack or a stroke or some
other chronic episode like that, you
learn that time is not on your side.
You are not thinking about how expen-
sive those hospital bills may be. All
you are hoping is that you can get to
see a medical professional who might
be able to save your life. By the grace
of God, by the love of my family, Sen-
ator MERKLEY, I am here. I am alive
today. I healed, and it is quite miracu-
lous, but a big part of that was because
I was fortunate enough to have health
insurance. I was fortunate to get to a
facility quickly enough. On the way
there, a local paramedic and an EMT
from Santa Fe County Fire Depart-
ment helped to prepare me before I got
to the emergency room. They helped to
save my life.

Well, right now, across the country it
is not just the concern of health insur-
ance premiums doubling or tripling so
that millions of people could lose cov-
erage; under this thing called the Big
Beautiful Bill, my Republican col-
leagues here said: Well, we are going to
have the largest cut in Medicaid fund-
ing since the program has been created.

In addition to that, how about my
Republican colleagues saying: Well,
let’s also go after food programs, and
the largest cut to food programs across
America were included in that bill.
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The reason I bring up Medicaid is
that, in New Mexico, we had a Repub-
lican Governor who actually embraced
Medicaid expansion. So New Mexico
was one of the States that had the
most uninsured people per capita and
became one of the most insured. Be-
cause of that expansion, people were
able to get care and help.

As for those rural health clinics that
also provide care to so many of our
Medicaid beneficiaries in New Mexico,
all of a sudden, when Federal Medicaid
dollars go away, they might close.

So I am going to go back to my
stroke.

Time is not on our side. If someone
has to travel hours to try to get into a
medical facility because the rural
health clinics have closed that might
be able to stabilize them in the way
that that EMT and that paramedic did
for me at the local fire department,
they might not heal or, worse, they
may not live.

Now I am going to get back to one of
the conversations we are having right
now: How can we work as Democrats
and Republicans and work with the
President to ensure that health insur-
ance premiums will not double or tri-
ple for the American people?

One of my constituents told me, Sen-
ator MERKLEY, that it is almost like
they are reaching into our pockets and
just stealing money. What I mean by
that is, in New Mexico, if these tax
credits go away, it is going to cost peo-
ple about $7,000 a year—7,000 bucks—for
hard-working, middle-class families.
That is taking from their pockets.

In addition to that, when they go to
the grocery store—well, let me even
back up a little. Remember when the
President said, when he was running as
a candidate, that, on day one, he would
lower prices for the American people
just like ‘“‘that”? Well, at the grocery
store, things are getting more expen-
sive. Everything seems to be getting
more expensive. Well, that is taking
money out of the pockets of the Amer-
ican people—our constituents—who are
hard-working families just trying to
get by, who are trying to leave better
lives for their kids than they had for
their own if they are blessed to have
children.

Many are worried about how they
will even put food on the table now
that the Supplemental Nutrition As-
sistance Program is delayed or even
this program called WIC. You know,
there are acronyms all over our Na-
tion’s Capital. WIC is the program for
Women, Infants, and Children.

How are we going to make decisions
across the country to make sure that
we are going to provide food for the
most vulnerable in the richest Nation
in the world? Everyone seems to be
worried about that except for President
Donald Trump.

The reason I say that, Senator, is,
this week, all President Donald Trump
seems to care about is breaking ground
on this $250 million ballroom.
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Some constituents have reached out
to my office and have asked: Well,
what does that mean?

I have told them: Well, the President
allowed a bulldozer to go and knock
down part of the White House so he
could build a $250 million room to
throw some parties in. That is essen-
tially what is happening.

I mean, heck, in New Mexico, Sen-
ator, if someone is going to do some re-
modeling of their home, they have to
go pull local permits and get permis-
sion and follow the rules and all the
rest—not this guy. At a time when peo-
ple are about to have their health in-
surance premiums double or triple and
when food programs are getting taken
away, this President says that his pri-
ority is to build a $250 million party
room. That is a lot of money. That is
more money than most people will see
in their lives. I mean, heck, $1 million
is one of those numbers.

In addition to that, President Trump
decided to throw a picnic yesterday for
some of my Senate Republican col-
leagues who wanted to be there. I was
told that he gave away thousands of
dollars of his own personal Trump
swag. What is that—hats? signed bags?
pens? I don’t know what else was in
there—watches? maybe a pair of his
shoes? Instead of working to end this
shutdown that they started, they de-
cided to have a picnic.

It is my understanding that Presi-
dent Trump may even be leaving the
country this weekend. He is leaving for
a week as opposed to bringing people
together?

I am reminded, Senator MERKLEY,
that President Trump said not too long
ago in an interview: If there is a shut-
down, it is up to the President to bring
people together to prevent the shut-
down.

I think, in that same interview, the
President said something along the
lines of, if there is a shutdown, it is a
bad mark on the President. It sounds
to me like the President should be
bringing people together.

Last night, one of my constituents
from Albuquerque, NM, shared with me
that she had been furloughed as a Fed-
eral employee. She told me she didn’t
know how she was going to pay this
month’s bills without a paycheck. She
felt that President Trump was doing
nothing to end the shutdown, and she
didn’t know how she could continue
handling all the stress of not being
paid. That is something else that we
are not talking about here—all of the
stress and mental health challenges
that families are going through.

One of my constituents in Las Vegas,
NM, has four children, a mortgage to
pay, and his family lives paycheck to
paycheck. He said, with all the stress
and hurt that is being caused by the
Republican shutdown, he doesn’t know
if people will be able to afford their
healthcare if it is taken away.

This week, people across America are
watching Donald Trump tear down the
east side of the White House to make
room for that $250 million ballroom.
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There is a story that I just saw com-
ing in, Senator MERKLEY, about Presi-
dent Trump and that it looks like he is
trying to shake down the Department
of Justice to get 230 million bucks for
himself. And here is the kicker: The
person who would actually have to sign
off on giving President Trump $230 mil-
lion in taxpayer money from the De-
partment of Justice is a guy named
Todd Blanche. Anyone who knows who
this person is knows that Todd Blanche
was Donald Trump’s personal defense
attorney. He didn’t do so well because
he got convicted, but he is the guy who
would have to sign off.

So I will sum it up this way, Senator
MERKLEY—and I have a question for
you, sir. My colleague from Hawaii said
it perfectly yesterday. Here is the
quote:

There is enough money to bail out Argen-
tina with $40 billion.

By the way, for people who don’t
know what that means, to all the cat-
tle ranchers in America, President
Donald Trump said he is going to bail
out Argentina and buy $40 billion of
their beef. What is that going to do to
American cattle producers?

Now back to the quote:

There is enough money to bail out Argen-
tina with $40 billion.

“There is enough money to buy
Kristi Noem,”’” who is the Secretary of
Homeland Security, ‘“‘a $173 million
[personal] jet,” just to fly a little more
comfortably.

There is enough money to renovate
that ballroom for 250 million bucks,
but there isn’t enough money for you,
the American people. It seems to me
the priorities are clear.

So will the Senator yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. MERKLEY. Yes, I am Yyielding
for your question.

Mr. LUJAN. Senator MERKLEY, how
are Americans supposed to trust an ad-
ministration that seems to be so fo-
cused on giving things to themselves
when Americans are worried they
won’t be able to afford basic necessities
like food and health insurance?

I yield to the Senator.

Mr. MERKLEY. Thank you so much
for your question.

You have laid out so many points
here about kind of the mismanagement
of America’s funds, and we could add a
few more to them: the craziness of
spending more money than it costs to
buy a Presidential jet—to rehab a jet
that was given to the President so that
he could actually send it on to his per-
sonal library after he leaves office. It is
profoundly disturbing, and I appreciate
the way you framed it.

There is enough money for luxury
glitz—for a megaballroom. I can’t even
imagine how anything could cost that
much to build. Maybe there will be an
eighth-inch of gold on every surface or
something—I don’t know—but that
doesn’t serve the American people. It
doesn’t make one single person in
America have better healthcare or a
better education or a decent home in a
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decent community or a better job. It
doesn’t give you quality of oppor-
tunity. It doesn’t tackle any of the en-
vironmental issues.

It is simply a gross display by the
President, who has constructed his en-
tire administration on the basis of a
theory to govern, which is ‘‘families
lose, and billionaires win.”’

Families lose their healthcare so
there can be massive tax breaks for bil-
lionaires.

They lose their Medicaid on top of
their ACA healthcare in order to fund
massive tax breaks for billionaires.

They lose their nutrition assistance
to fund tax breaks for billionaires.

Then, over the next 30 years, their
bill runs up $30 trillion in additional
debt to fund these tax breaks for bil-
lionaires. Maybe I should say
“trillionaires” now. You think about
how that debt, that additional $30 tril-
lion in debt, how much that would
compromise the ability to have future
programs for healthcare and housing
and education.

Folks in my State—probably the
same thing with folks in your State—
last Wednesday—the information come
out a week ago so people could look on
the exchange and see what their poli-
cies are going to cost. We don’t have a
new, comprehensive analysis. The
preanalysis, the projection, was that
the average cost would go up not 5 per-
cent or 10 percent or 15 percent but
about 68 percent. That is because the
premium goes up, the tax credits come
down, and costs become massively
more expensive—now maybe a lot more
because the average across the country
is that premium payments would go up
114 percent—more than double.

How do you explain to anyone that
you slashed their healthcare afford-
ability to fund a giveaway of $20 to $40
billion to Argentina or to fund that
new ballroom? I mean, that is insane. I
mean, that is, well, just like the rich
rubbing our nose in it, for ordinary
Americans: You won’t be able to afford
healthcare, but, wow, we got that new
jet, that jet you talked about, for
Noem—I hadn’t heard about that one.
We got the new ballroom. We got the
tax breaks for the richest people.

This government by and for the bil-
lionaires ties into the authoritarian
perspective, because if you are a reg-
ular leader of a democracy, you feel
you are accountable to the people, and
you would never ever pursue a bill that
defunds healthcare for ordinary fami-
lies to put more dollars in the pockets
of the already richest Americans. But
if you are an authoritarian—and the
entire time I have been on the floor has
been to ring the alarm bells. Ring the
alarm bells. Authoritarianism is here
now. I am told that each time I say
this, lots of bells are posted online. So
just for my team’s fun, ring the alarm
bells. I want that to be heard all across
America, that we are way off track.
This is the wrong way to go.

In a democracy, you want to have the
foundation for families to thrive be-

S7679

cause you are accountable to the peo-
ple, and the people that run the oper-
ation. But in an authoritarian govern-
ment, boy, that is not the case at all.
Instead, it is like the leaders feel like
the people are accountable to them. So
if they have to do without, well, too
bad. As the phrase goes, let them eat
cake. If they don’t have bread, oh, let
them eat cake.

So there we are. And our responsi-
bility is to say to the American people
that the way to stop this authoritarian
takeover is to have very significant,
robust demonstrations across America,
like we had on Saturday. The citizens
have to make a big deal. Protest out-
side our offices. Write to us. Phone us.
Give us a hard time. Tell us we should
be doing more. It is that feedback that
really caused me to say I need to try to
do more to ring the alarm bells about
where we are headed and, thus, to be up
here all night and now through the
morning and into the afternoon.

I am getting a little unsteady on my
feet, but if we collectively, through
this dialogue, are bringing attention to
people in saying: Yes, 7 million people
were out there in the streets—mnext
time, we need 10 million. Do your local
demonstration with those who went.
Hear about what they did, and spread
the word that this is not normal, this
destruction of our rights; this
weaponization of the judiciary to go
after political enemies; the effort to
open the doors so that the President
can deploy, with the court’s approval,
the military into our cities when there
is no rebellion, no insurrection, and no
invasion. So that is our responsi-
bility—to call it out and to carry on
the fight.

I believe the American people are
starting to understand just how much
their freedoms are being crushed, and
that is why we need to be in partner-
ship, to steer this country back and
save our Republic.

Mrs. MURRAY. Will the Senator
from Oregon yield for a question?

Mr. MERKLEY. I see the Senator
from Washington State is on the floor,
and I would be very happy to yield for
a question.

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank the Senator
from Oregon.

First, let me just commend you for
what you are doing here throughout
the night, throughout today, calling
attention to a really critical issue in
this country.

So many people have come up to me,
you know, because we go back and
forth to the west coast all the time—
how many people walk up to us and
say: What can I do about this? And
each one of us has to say: Here is what
I can do.

I want to thank you for doing what
you are doing today because you are
going above and beyond to point out to
people that, as your chart says,
authoritarianism is here, and it is here
now. We can ignore it, or we can speak
out.

You have spent all night long and all
day standing on your feet at, I am sure,
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great personal sacrifice to fight for ev-
eryone in this country and to sound the
alarms, as you have been talking
about. So I just personally want to
thank you.

I want to reiterate something that
you have said for all of these hours
and, actually, many times to me over
the past few months—the fact that
Trump is using his place in government
to control every aspect of our lives,
whether it is what our schools are
teaching or not teaching; it is whether
or not he is prosecuting his enemies,
which he is doing; it is cutting off
projects and funding to punish the po-
litical opposition.

You and I both know—we represent
blue States, but we have a lot of red
counties and cities and neighborhoods.
Even within all of our blue districts—
you can’t just randomly say ‘I am
hurting blue’” without hurting the red
because these are all Americans. But
he is using his power to do that.

We are seeing him, as you know well
in your home State, deploying troops
to intimidate Democrats. I listened to
you late last night talk about what is
happening in Portland. The misuse of
this kind of power should be fright-
ening to every single American. We
need to stand up, and we need to call it
out, which is what you are doing today.
Even dictating what late night TV
hosts are doing is part of this whole
picture that you have been describing.

But I came to the floor today as your
partner on the Appropriations Com-
mittee. We serve on that together. We
all know in this body how important
that committee is because we decide
where the funding is going to go in the
country.

I have been out on this floor, I have
been at home, and I have been every-
where talking about the power of the
purse, which sounds Kkind of like this
quaint little phrase, but it is really im-
portant. For anybody who has a fam-
ily, you know that the person who
writes the checks in the checkbook de-
cides where the money is going to go.
Well, that power of the checkbook—
that power of the purse, as it is
called—lands on this side of the White
House and the Congress. We have the
power of the purse. Why is that? Be-
cause we represent our constituents
from across the country—I, from Wash-
ington State; you, from Oregon. People
from Illinois and Alabama and Florida
all come here to be a voice for their
constituents on where their tax dollars
are going to go.

Within this country, the power of the
purse means we have the ability to de-
cide where the money is going to go be-
cause we represent our constituents.
That is what they call on us to do.

I am seeing Trump do an all-out as-
sault on Congress’s power of the purse,
so I wanted to come here today and ask
you your thoughts on how this Presi-
dent is undermining the power of the
purse and how it plays into your ring-
ing the bells about authoritarianism.

Ringing the alarm bells for the au-
thoritarian takeover.
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The power of the purse is one of those
fundamental ways that, in fact, the
President is concentrating his power.

The difference between a democracy
is that—in a democracy, the legislature
says: Here are the programs, here is
how we want to run them, and here is
how we are going to fund them. It
brings together the collective wisdom
of a large group that comes from every
portion of the Nation, like we do here—
100 Senators from 50 States. We not
only bring our geographic differences;
we bring our life differences and our
life skills. All of that helps us form a
pretty complex set of decisions about
the programs that need more support
because of the challenges we are facing
as a nation at that moment and those
that can do with less support. That is
our responsibility. But all those voices
together are just so central to that.

In an authoritarian nation, all of
that responsibility—design the pro-
gram, fund the program, choose wheth-
er the program will live or die—is all
transferred to the executive. So we are
thinking, authoritarianism is over
here, and the power of the purse is with
the executive; democracy is over here,
and the power of the purse is with leg-
islature.

Russell Vought, the current head of
OMB, is a well-trained, clever man, and
he is saying: Well, let’s see how we can
actually take the power of the purse.
You passed a bill for fiscal year 2025,
and now we are in—we are no longer in
fiscal, but let’s say we were. Well,
maybe I can just slow-walk the funds
for the programs I don’t want to fund.
That way, the decision is transferred to
the Executive. Maybe I can freeze
them. Maybe I can impound them, basi-
cally permanently take them off the
table, see if I can get away with that.
Maybe I can send over a request to
have Congress formally undo the pro-
grams they have funded.

They did send one of those over, and
it was voted on. It needed a majority
vote in both Chambers. But the prob-
lem with that is you have a bipartisan
vision to serve the entire—these desks
to me are now representing the geog-
raphy of the United States—to serve
the entire breadth and depth of our Na-
tion, with all of our differences. Then,
on a partisan basis, meaning half the
room, they decide what programs to
cut. That means a deal was done in the
beginning between Democrats and Re-
publicans, and then it was undone. The
programs that were cut were the pro-
grams, by and large, the Democrats
had advocated for. How do you do the
next deal in that situation?

Then we have Mr. Vought saying:
What I will do is pretend I am going to
spend it, but then in the last 45 days, I
will send a notification that I would
like Congress to undo it. But there is a
waiting period, so therefore I know
what I have done is set it up so that be-
fore those 45 days are up, the end of the
fiscal year comes, and that bucket that
goes to that program goes poof into
thin air.
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That is the fancy term that is used,
“‘pocket rescission.”

So here we are saying to our Repub-
lican colleagues: If you negotiated in
good faith to serve the interests and
concerns that all hundred Senators
bring here, than a bill forged in that bi-
partisan manner can only be done in a
bipartisan manner.

We do rescissions in a bipartisan
manner. We do undo funding. We take
l-year, 2-year, 3-year funding that
turned out not to be needed or better
spent elsewhere, and we pull it back,
and we put it into a different program.
But we do that readjustment in the
same bipartisan way we did the initial
program.

We are saying to our colleagues
across the aisle, if the power of the
purse means something—and it does:
the difference between an authori-
tarian government and a democracy—
then work with us to defend our Con-
stitution, defend that what we have
done together cannot be undone by the
Executive.

So far, we have not received a ‘‘Yes,
we will defend the Constitution.” What
I hear is mainly ‘‘Yeah, President
Trump would never go for that.” When
you hear that, you know you are
trapped in authoritarianism because
the vision of our Nation is that we the
Congress will forge these programs and
decide how to fund them, how much.
And when it is like ‘““‘Can’t do that be-
cause Trump would be upset,” well,
that just confirms that we are in
authoritarianism now. And it is not
just the power of the purse, of course;
it is an attack on due process; it is an
attack on free press; it is an attack on
freedom of speech; it is the
weaponization of the Department of
Justice; it is the ignoring the laws that
apply to the Executive completely, like
firing all of the IGs and getting rid of
all of the referees.

In the book that I really spent the
night trying to use as a framework in
order to say, hey, experts have studied
how democracies die—they don’t die
with people with guns anymore; they
die with people who get elected, and
then they follow the authoritarian
playbook on how to basically undo the
checks and balances and amplify the
power.

And another piece of that, that we
should be very concerned about in the
Northwest right now—more in Port-
land, but who knows what happens in
Seattle—is trying to carve a path in
which Trump has court rescissions that
say he can put troops into the street
whenever he wants. And that is a mas-
sively dangerous amplification of au-
thoritarian power, and that is why
what we do this year makes such a dif-
ference.

And we have to protest and say this
is not normal. We have to ring the
alarm bells. We have to praise the 7
million people who got out there and
said: No Kings in the United States.
And that is such a beautiful, short way
of saying: No authoritarianism; we
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want our Republic back, and we are
going to fight to make that happen.

Mrs. MURRAY. And we want our
voices to be heard. That is what you
are doing, and I thank the Senator
from Oregon for all he has been doing
for so long, for so many years, but es-
pecially for the last 20-plus hours that
you have been on the floor—

Mr. MERKLEY. Too many.

Mrs. MURRAY.—too many hours on
the floor, reminding us all of why this
is so critical.

Mr. MERKLEY. I note that my col-
league from Delaware is on the floor.

Ms. BLUNT ROCHESTER. Yes, I am.

Mr. MERKLEY. I would welcome a
question if you have one.

Ms. BLUNT ROCHESTER. Will the
Senator from Oregon yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. MERKLEY. I will yield for a
question.

Ms. BLUNT ROCHESTER. First let
me say thank you, Senator MERKLEY,
for your tenacity, your energy, your
compassion, and your love for this
country. I mean, really, that is what
this is about. That is why you have
been standing on this floor for over 20
hours, and I want to say thank you on
behalf of the American people.

And I want to say, Mr. President, we
are now 21 days into this Republican
shutdown and well over 200 days into
the Trump administration.

Costs for housing are up, food prices
are up, energy costs have gone up, and
we are about to see our healthcare
costs skyrocket for millions of Ameri-
cans—all while the President pushes
this country to the literal brink of a
constitutional crisis.

So let’s recap. The Department of De-
fense is trying to censor the press. This
administration is offering deals to uni-
versities to teach Trump priorities,
taking away independence and aca-
demic freedom. They tried to push dis-
senters off airwaves.

But this is America. And Senator
MERKLEY—you and I know—here, the
people have the power, and the power
of the people matters. Here, the voices
of our communities hold weight, and
that is why I stand with you as you
ring the alarms.

The people are standing up, they are
speaking out, and they are saying:
Enough is enough.

What does that look like? It looks
like journalists, from MSNBC to FOX
News, handing in their DOD press
badges, choosing to stand up for their
First Amendment rights rather than
bowing to the whims of the Secretary
of Defense. It means universities are
refusing to play ball, declining the
offer. It means Americans use the
power of their purses to say you will
not silence someone like Jimmy Kim-
mel and he was reinstated.

But it doesn’t stop there. It is an un-
precedented move by Federal judges
appointed by Democrats and Repub-
licans alike that are speaking out on
an impending judicial crisis over the
Supreme Court’s emergency orders.
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State governments are joining com-
pacts to protect access to public health
for citizens as this administration rips
away access to vaccines. Airports
across America are refusing to play
this administration’s propaganda vid-
eos. And perhaps most importantly,
millions of Americans from across our
country have made their voices known
and heard.

Seven million Americans did what I
think was truly a part of the American
spirit by using their voices in a peace-
ful way, assembling, doing it in a way
that was both joyful but also patri-
otic—and demanding that we in Con-
gress also stand up.

So we are standing up for our com-
munities. And thank you again, Sen-
ator MERKLEY, for doing so. And we are
fighting for families across America
who are about to see their healthcare
coverage go up or maybe even be elimi-
nated.

In this moment, we don’t need a
King. The people need a President for
all of the people—not a $20 billion bail-
out for Argentina, not a new White
House gold ballroom when people can’t
even afford to pay their rent or to buy
a home on their own—and not a Justice
Department bailout—all while Novem-
ber 1 is fast approaching and tens of
millions of Americans face this
healthcare crisis: rising cost or a total
elimination of their healthcare or med-
ical debt. Costs are already high—and
now this. It is time to do the right
thing and to take a stand.

And with the President poised to
leave town, we ask that he stay and
pull together the partners—the House,
which has been out of session. And I
came from the House. I don’t think I
ever saw anything like this where they
literally have been missing in action
for weeks. As a matter of fact, for our
August break, they left in July. This is
unprecedented, and we need them back
at the table. They need to do the work.

And so my question to you, Senator
MERKLEY: In light of what the Presi-
dent wants to spend money on and
what the American people need, does
the President have his priorities
straight? Are his priorities right on be-
half of the American people?

Mr. MERKLEY. Well, thank you so
much to my colleague from Delaware.

That question rather answers itself
after listening to all the points you
were making, which were right on.

How can it possibly be the right pri-
orities if you are spending your money
on tax breaks for billionaires while
cutting the tax credits that enable
families to buy insurance at an afford-
able price? How can it possibly be the
right thing to do that you are cutting
child nutrition while you are spending
a huge amount on a ballroom—un-
doubtedly a Trumpian gold-style ball-
room. How much was it: 200 million or
300 million? Some crazy, crazy sum. I
can’t even imagine how you could
spend that much on a room.

And you mentioned this $20 billion
bailout—20 billion with a ‘“‘b’’ bailout—
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for Argentina. Now, that one came out
of nowhere. I don’t remember a bill on
the floor here saying that we are pass-
ing a spending bill that has in it a 20—
and the President said maybe as much
as a $40 billion bailout.

Is there some authority I don’t know
about, maybe? I don’t know. The books
are complicated. But I doubt it because
what this President is doing as an au-
thoritarian is just saying: I am going
to do what the hell T want. I am in
charge. The bank account of America
is mine. Hell, I am going to build a
glitzy ballroom, and I am going to try
to refurbish a jet for Air Force One
that will only be workable for a few
months, if that, before I send it off to
my Presidential library—a huge waste
of our money.

And this bailout for Argentina—you
know, earlier I was talking to a col-
league from Washington State who said
a lot of soybeans are shipped through
Washington State but they are nor-
mally bought by China. Well, China
isn’t buying a single bean this year be-
cause of the tension and the argument
between our two nations over tariffs.
One moment, the President put a 50-
percent tariff on China; and the next
moment, they are saying they are not
going to send out any strategic min-
erals, critical minerals. Next: Well, I
will put a 100-percent tariff on you.

I mean, nobody makes an investment
in the United States of America, a fac-
tory here, when we are in tariff chaos.
There is nothing about this that does
anything except throw people up and
down, and everyone gets hurt. They
don’t know if the tariffs are going to
affect what they sell. They don’t know
if they are going to be able to affect
the inputs of the things they manufac-
ture. They don’t know what they
should plant if they are farmers.

And where are all these beans—
unsold soybeans—going to go this
year? Where are they going to be
stored? Are they going to be wasted?
Are they going to be plowed back into
the ground for fertilizer? I don’t know.

But I do know this chaos is terrible
for America. And the small business
world came and talked to me yester-
day, the representatives—maybe you
had them in your office as well—and
they said: Main Street is Pain Street.
And I did hear that—I am going to note
that Senator MARKEY may have been
the first person I heard that from. But
I thought that was a way to describe it.

And they certainly said: Yes, there
are two components of that pain. One
is the loss of the credits to buy
healthcare—because small businesses
don’t have big plans with big insurers.
They provide some help, and folks go
and buy on the exchange. And they
said, second of all, the tariffs.

So Main Street is Pain Street. That
is not a good future for America. And
families with no health insurance, that
is a terrible look for America. And by
“look,” I don’t mean the atmospherics
of it; I mean that is the wrong mission
in a republic.
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And the connection I have been draw-
ing between Trump’s authoritarian
personality and tendencies is that an
authoritarian feels that people are ac-
countable to him so he can do any
damn thing he wants and control any-
thing without advice or controls or
checks from anyone. And he has hated
it every time checks were applied in
the past. He is going after some of
those folks now who applied those
checks in the past.

And the leader of a democracy says:
I am accountable to the people. The
people need healthcare, housing, edu-
cation, good-paying jobs, investment in
infrastructure, quality of opportunity,
and let’s take on some of those envi-
ronmental problems. That is what a
leader of a democracy does.

So here we have this authoritarian
President crushing our freedoms, try-
ing to steal the power of the purse from
Congress to concentrate it in the Exec-
utive, proceeding to spend money wher-
ever he wants.

That $20 billion, I would love to see—
I am not being coy. I would rather have
all of the Senators right here and say:
Let’s pass a bill right now and say
“hell no.” You know, a lot of that $20
billion is going to the debt that has
been built up in Argentina, and friends
of President Trump have reportedly
bought that debt at a huge discount. I
didn’t see how much of a discount. But
what that means: If you buy a dollar of
debt and you buy it at, say—let’s make
the math easy—25 cents, then you get a
400-percent return if the money goes to
Argentina and they pay off the debt at
face value.

That is not about making America
first; that is about making Scott
Bessent and his friends—at least I have
seen Scott Bessent’s name in some of
those articles—and his friends, who are
connected to buying up Argentine debt.
I am not sure if Scott himself bought it
or not. But, the point is, make some
billionaires richer. It is another make
a few friends of the President and
friends of his Cabinet members richer—
that $20 billion—or possibly $40 billion,
the President said.

Think about that—20 billion. That is
$50 for every single American tossed in
a pot to hand out to a strongman in Ar-
gentina. Forty billion—$100 a person,
handed out to a strongman. Every one
of us, take $100 out of our pocket.

Ms. BLUNT ROCHESTER. Will the
Senator yield for one more question?

Mr. MERKLEY. I will yield for an-
other question. Thank you.

Ms. BLUNT ROCHESTER. As you
talked about the small businesses, Sen-
ator, I was reminded that, as we look
at who is actually purchasing this
healthcare in the marketplace—a lot of
people don’t even know they are on
ACA and receiving the tax credit—that
half of them are small businesses.

I come from Delaware. We are urban,
suburban, rural, and coastal. And so we
also know that a quarter of farmers
and ranchers are getting their
healthcare this way. And then we think
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about the fact that this issue is
disproportionally affecting red States,
not just blue States.

All Americans are going to be hurt.
This is why your ringing the alarm is
s0 important. And I would ask a very
simple question: Is there a connection
between the healthcare crisis that we
are in and an authoritarian regime?

Mr. MERKLEY. Well, there is, abso-
lutely, such a powerful connection be-
cause the authoritarian doesn’t care
about the fundamental programs for
the people because they don’t feel they
are accountable to the people.

So just as our authoritarian Presi-
dent is weaponizing the judiciary to go
after his opponents, he is using the
power of the government over licenses
and mergers in order to try to control
what broadcasting does to attack free-
dom of speech, trying to control what
our universities teach by threatening
the collapse—threatening and taking
away the research grants and telling
them they can’t have foreign students
that are essential to their revenue
streams.

All of those authoritarian pieces—the
stealing of the purse—but then there is
this piece, the philosophy, and the phi-
losophy is: The people owe me, the au-
thoritarian; not I am accountable to
them.

So, therefore, it is totally legit to go
for legislation that slashes the pro-
grams that are fundamental to families
to make the rich richer. And I want to
go back to that picture that I had up
earlier of the billionaires standing be-
hind President Trump at the inaugura-
tion. And at that point, maybe we
didn’t know for sure that he had cam-
paigned on helping families. But we
didn’t see champions of families behind
him. We saw the billionaires behind
him.

That is exactly what has happened.
The philosophy is: Families lose and
billionaires win. And our effort, as
those in a democracy, is that we are
fighting for the vision that families
thrive, and the rich and powerful pay a
fair share.

Mr. SCHUMER. Would my colleague
yield for another question?

Mr. MERKLEY. I would yield for a
question. Yes.

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank my colleague
from Delaware. Before I ask my ques-
tion, I just want to thank the great
Senator from Oregon for his strength,
his fortitude, his integrity, and just
shining a spotlight on this erosion of
democracy under Trump in so many
different ways.

I have been to the floor earlier, and
we talked about it. But now I would
like to ask a question about one of the
most serious threats that our Amer-
ican people face, which is the
healthcare crisis, a dramatic—a hor-
rible—crisis that is going to leave mil-
lions without any health insurance at
all, that is going to raise premiums to
people from $500 to $1,000 a month—not
a year—that will close rural hospitals,
that will kick people out of nursing
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homes, where they will have nowhere
to go.

And I remind my colleagues that this
President, instead of negotiating a way
out that addresses the crisis with Lead-
er JEFFRIES and me, is going away for
6 days. It is outrageous for him to
leave on a foreign trip while the Amer-
ican people are suffering and we get
closer and closer and closer to the
time, starting November 1, when people
are going to have to make that awful
decision: Do I leave my family with no
healthcare at all because I can’t afford
it?

It is a horrible, horrible decision.
And yet, this President—Leader
JEFFRIES and I asked the President to
meet with us before he left. He refused.
The reporting is that JOHNSON and
THUNE and he were on the phone and
agreed they wouldn’t even talk to us.
And, instead, he is going away while
people are suffering. He ought not to do
that.

And what is he spending his time on
instead? Eroding our democracy, doing
these faux ads, screwing up, forcing
networks and TV stations and media to
bow to his whim, using the Justice De-
partment as an attack dog against his
enemies, arresting people, as my good
friend from Oregon has pointed out re-
peatedly, on the streets arresting peo-
ple, whoever the hell they are. They
have no identification, and the people
are arrested without even being told
why they are being arrested and who
knows what the heck is going on. He is
spending all his time on eroding de-
mocracy, taking away our rights.

The people expect him not to go on a
foreign trip—this President who fan-
cies himself a King—but, instead, to do
the people’s business and help us, sit
down with us, negotiate a way out of
this healthcare crisis.

We all know—I think, and I would
ask my colleague, he knows, I believe—
that before Donald Trump leaves the
country, he should at the very least sit
down and negotiate in a serious way
and address the healthcare crisis that
affects the American people.

Shouldn’t we be working to lower
people’s premiums, to keep rural hos-
pitals open, to prevent people from
being kicked out of nursing homes, to
ensure that research that saves lives
continues? Shouldn’t the President lis-
ten to the cares of the American people
and their desperate need on healthcare
rather than taking a foreign trip?

JEFFRIES and I asked him yester-
day—we demanded, really—that he sit
down and talk to us and negotiate, not
just talk to us but negotiate a serious
approach to avoid all the devastating
things that will occur. And he said 4
hours later, after conferring with
THUNE and JOHNSON, no, he wouldn’t.

Well, that is a disgrace. So I would
ask my colleague—I would ask him:
Shouldn’t the President be spending
time addressing the healthcare crisis
rather than spending all this time
eroding our democracy? If he nego-
tiated a fair treatment of people with
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their healthcare, he would be doing
some good. And when he erodes our de-
mocracy, he is doing something evil.

So his priorities are wacky and mis-
placed and awful and so detrimental to
what the American people want.

So my question to my colleague is
this—and one more thing, doesn’t my
colleague—and there are a bunch of
questions here—agree that Trump is
the focal point of this healthcare crisis,
that JOHNSON is paralyzed because of
the divisions in his caucus, that THUNE
just goes along, that the President—
this Trump, this President Trump—is
the person who could get the Repub-
licans to pass a decent proposal, a fair
proposal, a proposal that helps the
American people out of this crisis, and
the President is the focal point because
he can get JEFFRIES and THUNE to act,
and there is probably no one else?

And yet, he is flying away, ignoring
this issue facing the American people
after he has eroded our democracy as
the Senator from Oregon has pointed
out? He is flying away and abandoning
the American people.

Isn’t it correct—does my friend from
Oregon agree—that the President’s pri-
orities are so detrimental to the Amer-
ican people, are really perverse in that
he seems to enjoy eroding democracy
and doesn’t even give a damn when the
American people are suffering?

So I would ask my colleague to an-
swer that series of questions.

Mr. MERKLEY. My colleague from
New York, the minority leader, is abso-
lutely right. The Trump priorities are
absolutely perverse. Well, here we are
in a structure of the Senate, and what
is the Senate about? Coming together
and saying here is where I want to go;
where do you want to go? How can we
make those two things work together
to make America better?

We can’t always find the answer, but
I will tell you one thing is damn sure:
You can’t find the answer if you can’t
sit down and have the conversation.
And here with are with the House on
vacation for over a month. I guess they
are getting paid.

And here we are in the Senate with-
out an agreement to just sit down and
talk to each other about the frame-
work because it appears that the key,
as you have suggested, the lynchpin is
they will not sit down and offer ideas
and work out a deal without Trump in
the room or Trump guiding the out-
comes.

So he is the factor.

So as he jets off—and in Oregon, last
week, people, a week ago Wednesday,
they saw what their prices are going to
be. The premiums are higher; the cred-
its lower. They have got to fill in the
gap in between. And are they going to
be able to afford insurance? Are they
going to be able to make that decision
by January 1? They are stressed about
this.

I had small businesses in yesterday,
representatives from Oregon, and the
vision there is ‘“‘Main Street is in Pain
Street’” because of the tariffs and be-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

cause of the fact that many of them—
a large share of them—buy their insur-
ance on the exchange.

And this man who runs a small com-
pany—it is a lighting-for-events com-
pany—and I think he said he had four
employees. I talked to three of them,
and three of them said: We are not buy-
ing insurance.

Mr. SCHUMER. Right.

Mr. MERKLEY. We can’t afford it.
We looked at the new prices. We can’t
afford it. We are going to go without
insurance. We all know the huge ca-
lamity.

Well, when the Speaker of the House
that I saw on the boob tube—on the tel-
evision—says there is nothing to talk
about, I think immediately: There are
20 million reasons to talk about. Those
20 million are the 20 million Americans
seeing these huge increases. Many of
them will not be able to buy insurance
at all.

Let’s add to that, since the bill, also,
is just 15 months out now from slashing
in a devastating fashion our Medicaid
Program, which in combination with
the effects on the Affordable Care ex-
change will put 15 million people out of
healthcare, 235,000 in my home State of
Oregon—and 70 percent of the Kids in
my rural areas are part of the Oregon
Health Plan and are on Medicaid. I can
just not even conceive of the carnage
that will be done to the quality of life
without healthcare available to so
many people.

Isn’t that a hell of a number of rea-
sons to sit down and brainstorm to-
gether? You can’t get to a common
purpose if you can’t even talk to each
other. You are here. Your office is
open. You are available to talk. You
are inviting them to talk. They are
saying no. That is a travesty in our Re-
public.

Mr. SCHUMER. So to renew my ques-
tion succinctly: Does my friend from
Oregon believe, as I believe, that before
the President jets away on this foreign
trip, shouldn’t he sit down with Leader
Jeffries and me, as we wanted him very
much to do—demanded he do—and ne-
gotiate a solution that addresses this
horrible crisis, which my colleague
from Oregon has addressed in so many
ways, whether it is ACA premiums or
Medicaid or nursing homes or commu-
nity health centers or scientific re-
search? All of those need to be ad-
dressed, and this President is flying
away. Isn’t that appalling?

Mr. MERKLEY. That is horrific that
he is flying away. He absolutely should
be sitting down right now and holding
a conversation with you about how we
solve this problem for millions of
Americans.

Mr. SCHUMER. Let me thank my
friend from Oregon for his amazing,
strong, persistent efforts.

I yield back to the Senator from Or-
egon.

Mr. MERKLEY. I see my colleague
from Vermont on the floor. I will take
a question if he has one.

Mr. SANDERS. Will my colleague
yield for a question?
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Mr. MERKLEY. I will yield for a
question.

Mr. SANDERS. Let me thank Sen-
ator MERKLEY for today pointing a fin-
ger at one of the great crises our coun-
try—one of the greatest crises our
country has faced, I think, since the
Civil War; and that is that, every day,
we have a President who is moving this
country into an authoritarian form of
society.

You know, as a nation, what we have
always expected in our democracy is
that if you disagree with me, we debate
the issue. You don’t think I am a good
Senator? Run against me. You think I
am wrong on an issue? Write a letter to
the editor. Do a podcast. Be critical of
me in any way you want.

But what very few people in America
believe is that we should give more and
more power to a megalomaniac who
sits in the White House, who dis-
respects every day the Constitution of
the United States and the rule of law.

And what saddens me very much is
when we think back on the history of
this country, going back to the ex-
traordinarily brave men and women
who put their lives on the line and
sometimes died during the Revolu-
tionary War. Tens of thousands of
Americans took on the greatest mili-
tary power on Earth, led by the King of
England, in order to say: We are tired
of your rule. We want to rule ourselves.

And then, in 1789, these brilliant peo-
ple came up with the Constitution, and
the essence of that Constitution—hav-
ing learned their lesson from the King
of England, who had absolute power—is
what they said: We are going to create
a Constitution that will never give ab-
solute power to any one person or one
entity.

So they created an executive branch,
the President, the legislative branch,
Congress—House and the Senate—and a
judiciary whose function is to provide
checks and balances on each other. It
is a rather extraordinary document—
1789.

Since then, we have had so many mil-
lions of men and women putting their
lives on the line and sometimes dying
in order to defend that Constitution, to
understand that what freedom is about
is the right to disagree, that we do not
have to live under the control of one
person.

In an unprecedented way—and I
know my colleague from Oregon has
been talking about this—every day,
there is another attack on basic Amer-
ican freedoms.

The First Amendment—not the Sec-
ond, not the Third; the First Amend-
ment to the Constitution—is freedom
of the press. And that was not an acci-
dent. They understood that in order to
maintain a free society, you have to
have the right of people to express
their point of view, to write what they
wanted to, to rally people around their
point of view.

Yet we have in an unprecedented way
a President who has sued one major
media after another—ABC, CBS, Meta;
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defunded PBS; defunded the NPR. This
is a President who does not want to be
criticized.

Well, guess what, Mr. President. In a
democracy, you will be criticized, I will
be criticized, and the Senator from Or-
egon will be criticized. That is what a
democracy is about. And if you don’t
like criticism, get out of the White
House, get out of politics.

We are not going to sit back and
allow one media after another to be in-
timidated, frightened. And if they
stand up alone and run a story critical
of the President of the United States,
oh my God, they may be sued.

You have an FCC chairman, I think,
I say to my friend, who, during the
Jimmy Kimmel episode, was threat-
ening to rescind licenses of networks if
the White House did not like some of
the content that was coming out. That
is not the America we love, not the
America we are prepared to defend.

But it is not just the media. You
have a President who is suing law
firms. And what was the crime of these
law firms? What did they do that was
so terrible? Well, they had clients who
went to court against the President.
Gee, the last thing I heard, that is
what happens in a country, you know?
People go to court. And we don’t then
try to blackmail and intimidate law
firms by saying: We are going to sue
you. You better not have clients who
are going to attack me.

We have a President now who is
going to war against universities, try-
ing to break freedom of speech, free-
dom of dissent on college campuses.
You stand up. You protest.

Hey, we are going to take away
money from you. We don’t like the con-
tent of your courses. We don’t like
your teachers, the faculty, the presi-
dent of the university. Your views on
gossip? Sorry, you are not going to get
Federal funding.

We have a President who is usurping
the powers of the U.S. Congress. Every
fourth grader understands Congress has
the power of the purse. The President,
if he likes it, signs the bill, but when
you sign that appropriations bill, that
money goes out. You don’t have the
right to say: Oh, California, New York,
Vermont, you voted against me. You
ain’t going to get the money that was
appropriated.

That is not what this country is
about, and it is not what the Constitu-
tion is about.

A few minutes ago, Senator BLUNT
ROCHESTER asked I thought a pretty
profound question, and that is, what is
the relationship between
authoritarianism and the healthcare
crisis that we are in right now?

As the Senator from Oregon has men-
tioned, when Trump was inaugurated,
sitting right behind him were the three
wealthiest people in the world.

Remember that, the Senator from
Oregon?

It was Mr. Musk, Mr. Bezos, and Mr.
Zuckerberg. And right behind them
were some 14 or 15 other billionaires.
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There is Mr. Zuckerberg, Mr. Bezos,
Mr. Musk, and a couple other billion-
aires there as well.

I was at the inauguration, kind of up
front, and as I listened and I saw what
was going on and heard Trump’s
speech, I was thinking about Abraham
Lincoln in Gettysburg, one of the piv-
otal battles of the Civil War to end the
abomination of slavery. Lincoln gets
up a few days, I think, after that ter-
rible war, blood still on the ground,
and he says to the American people a
few days after that battle:

These brave soldiers—in so many
words—did not die in vain because they
died in order to maintain a government
of the people, by the people, and for the
people—not as Trump would have us: a
government of the billionaire class, by
the billionaire class, and for the bil-
lionaire class.

Senator BLUNT ROCHESTER asked the
question, what is the connection be-
tween authoritarianism and
healthcare? I will tell you what the
connection is. Right now, under the
Trump administration, the billionaire
class has never ever had it so good.
These guys sitting right behind Trump
at his inauguration are now a com-
bined hundreds of billions of dollars
richer. They donated to Trump’s cam-
paign. They have given him gifts since.
They are doing phenomenally well,
while, at the same time, 60 percent of
our people—working-class people, low-
income people—are struggling to put
food on the table, pay for childcare,
send their kids to college, pay for the
basic necessities of life, pay for hous-
ing, et cetera. The billionaire class,
under Trump, never ever had it so
good, and then we have a working class
in America struggling to survive.

In particular, let us never forget—
and I know the Senator from Oregon
has mentioned it many times—that the
reason Trump and his Republican
friends made $1 trillion in cuts to Med-
icaid to throw 15 million people off the
healthcare they currently have—and
studies, by the way, suggest that when
you throw 15 million low-income and
working-class people off of their
healthcare, some 50,000 people a year
will die unnecessarily.

So why did Trump and his friends do
that? Well, the answer is obvious. In
that same terrible bill, they gave $1
trillion in tax breaks to the 1 percent,
to the people sitting right behind the
President when he was inaugurated.

Does anybody in America really be-
lieve that it makes sense to give $1
trillion in tax breaks to the richest
people in America and at the same
time throw 15 million working-class
people off of their healthcare?

As the Senator from Oregon indi-
cated, right now in Vermont and all
over this country, people are receiving
notices from their insurance compa-
nies. In my State, a few days ago—the
southern part of the State—it wasn’t a
doubling of their premiums; it was a
quadrupling of their premiums.

So at a time when we are already
paying the highest prices in the world

October 21, 2025

for healthcare by far, people are going
to look at these bills and think it is in-
sane. And, again, in Vermont, we are
seeing now families are going to be
paying 45, 50 percent.

I say to my friend from Oregon, 50
percent of their income on healthcare—
how do you survive when you are
spending 50 percent of your income on
healthcare? What do you have left for
food or for anything else?

What the connection is between
authoritarianism and oligarchy is that
these billionaires not only don’t want
to pay their fair share of taxes, they
want tax breaks. Not only do they
want to, with impunity, be able to
break unions and throw workers out on
the street, but they want in many ways
what existed in the 1700s, what our
forefathers fought against: They want
the divine right to rule.

The King of England thought that
they had a God-given, divine right to
rule. These guys think that as multi-
billionaires, they have the right to do
anything—no accountability. They are
bringing forth hundreds of billions of
dollars right now, investing in AI and
robotics, which will, if we don’t deal
with it, have a devastating impact on
the working class of this country. They
are going to have more factories in
America. But do you know what? Ain’t
going to be human beings working in
those factories.

Elon Musk—I don’t agree with Musk
on anything. But just the other day,
Musk made it clear—he said: Hey, AI
and robotics are going to do away with
jobs. There are not going to be any
jobs. They don’t need jobs in America.

Well, that is great if you are worth a
couple hundred billion dollars. But if
you don’t have a job and you are a
working-class person, how do you feed
your family? how do you afford
healthcare?

Do you think anybody at the White
House will stay up nights worrying
about you when you lose your job? I
don’t think so.

So we are in an unprecedented and
difficult moment in American history.
And I want to thank the 7 million peo-
ple just this Saturday, all over this
country, who came out and said loudly
and clearly: No more Kings. And we are
going to keep that movement going.
And I don’t care if you are a conserv-
ative, a progressive, a socialist, a Dem-
ocrat, whatever you may be, we under-
stand that what makes our country
great is, in fact, freedom, the right to
dissent, the right to argue, and I don’t
care what your politics are, that is
what we have to maintain.

I want to conclude simply by express-
ing a very great deal of disappointment
in my Republican colleagues, with few
exceptions. The vast majority of Re-
publicans in the Senate and the House
are not authoritarians. They believe in
the Constitution. They believe in the
rule of law. But they, at this moment,
at least, with very few exceptions, sim-
ply do not have the courage to stand up
to this authoritarian President.
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How many times have the Senator
from Oregon and I heard that our Re-
publican friends believe in small gov-
ernment, in federalism, in the right of
the local government. They don’t want
that big, bad Federal Government over-
ruling the needs of cities and towns in
the States. And now you have a Presi-
dent of the United States sending Fed-
eral troops into Portland, OR, and Chi-
cago, IL, usurping the rights of Con-
gress, threatening to impeach judges
who rule against them.

So this is a very difficult, unprece-
dented moment in our history, but I
have every confidence that when the
American people stand together and
they do not let Trump and his friends
divide us up by the color of our skin or
where we were born or our sexual ori-
entation; when we stand together, de-
fend the Constitution, and defend
American democracy, we will prevail,
and we will defeat authoritarianism,
and we will defeat oligarchy.

I would simply ask my friend from
Oregon a profound question: Do you
agree with me?

Mr. MERKLEY. Thank you to my
colleague from Vermont. I appreciate
your points, and I do share them, yes.
You expressed them thoroughly and
compassionately. And thank you for
your advocacy.

I see that my colleague from Virginia
is on the floor. Would my colleague
from Virginia consider asking a ques-
tion?

Mr. KAINE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oregon yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. MERKLEY. I will yield for a
question, yes.

Mr. KAINE. Mr. President, I am
going to ask two questions. I am going
to tell a story about something that
happened recently in Virginia and ask
my colleague from Oregon what he
thinks about it, and then I am going to
hand my colleague from Oregon a pic-
ture and ask my colleague what he
thinks about it.

To begin with the story—and the
story deals with a topic that may not
seem that sexy or something but that I
think is pretty important: U.S. attor-
neys and the rule of law. Virginia has
two U.S. attorneys, Western District of
Virginia and the Eastern District of
Virginia.

And those two U.S. attorneys who
were put in office by President Trump
have both recently been forced out of
office—forced out of office because
they wouldn’t engage in political perse-
cution of Donald Trump’s enemies.

Let me describe the situation to my
colleague from Oregon. When the
Trump administration began, the two
U.S. attorneys who had been rec-
ommended by President Biden and
voted on, confirmed by the Senate,
both stepped down, as is the norm.

The Trump administration then ele-
vated in the Eastern District of Vir-
ginia an individual by the name of Erik
Siebert. First, the Department of Jus-
tice appointed him for 120 days, and
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then that was followed by an appoint-
ment by the judges of the court. But
his initial appointment into the role
was by the Trump administration.

Mr. Siebert began his career as a DC
police officer and then served for 15
years as a prosecutor in one of the
most important positions in the U.S.
Attorney’s Offices nationally.

Senator WARNER and I interviewed
candidates, and we recommended Erik
Siebert to the Trump administration.
So they had put him in as the interim,
and then he had been confirmed as the
acting. We recommended him to the
Trump administration. The Trump ad-
ministration nominated him, and the
Judiciary Committee—in an over-
whelmingly bipartisan vote—reported
him to the floor of the Senate.

But before the Senate could act on
that bipartisan vote by the Judiciary
Committee, Erik Siebert was forced
out of office, and he was forced out of
office because he refused to prosecute,
to indict, former FBI Director Jim
Comey and New York attorney general
Letitia James. He said there was no
evidence to support an indictment in
the case, and so this individual who
had been put in office by the Trump ad-
ministration was forced out.

In the Western District of Virginia—
which covers more of Virginia’s land
mass but a smaller portion of the Vir-
ginia population—Senator MERKLEY,
we had a process like you do in Oregon,
and Senator WARNER and I rec-
ommended two candidates to the White
House, and one was a gentleman named
Todd Gilbert. Todd Gilbert was a Re-
publican member of our House of Dele-
gates from Shenandoah County, VA,
who was the leader of our Republican
caucus in our House of Delegates, a
strong supporter of President Trump,
and he had even been speaker of the
house when the Republicans held the
majority of the Virginia General As-
sembly. A very solid individual, very
much with Republican bone fides, and
supporting President Trump.

But he applied to be the U.S. attor-
ney. He had been a local prosecutor but
also a local defense attorney. President
Trump installed him as the interim
and nominated him for the position.

Before the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee could take him up, the Trump
Department of Justice pressured Todd
Gilbert to fire the chief deputy who
had been the deputy in that office lead-
ing criminal prosecutions during mul-
tiple Presidential terms. Todd Gilbert
refused to do it, and Todd Gilbert was
forced to resign as a result.

Subsequent reporting by the New
York Times laid out the facts that we
believe to be true; that the Trump ad-
ministration wanted to push out the
assistant because the assistant was un-
willing to issue indictments that were
political in nature against Trump’s po-
litical enemies and, for that reason,
they pressured Todd Gilbert to fire his
assistant.

Todd Gilbert, who had given up his
position in the Virginia General As-
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sembly to take this position, within a
month, walked out of the U.S. Attor-
ney’s Office rather than succumb to a
politically motivated firing of a long-
time, dedicated prosecutor.

In two instances, the chief Federal
law enforcement officials in Virginia,
installed in their positions by the
Trump administration, were forced to
leave because they wouldn’t agree to
bend the knee and genuflect to a politi-
cally motivated persecution campaign.

And so my question to my colleague
is, You are talking about creeping
authoritarianism. What does it say
when the Executive makes moves on
law enforcement officials, Republican
law enforcement officials, because they
won’t bend the knee and politically
persecute people against whom there is
no actionable claim?

Mr. MERKLEY. Thank you so much,
my colleague for Virginia, for laying
out this story, which is then quite pre-
sented because of its extraordinary na-
ture, to have U.S. attorneys basically
fired in short order because they stood
up for the principle of the rule of law,
rather than agree to be part of a polit-
ical persecution or prosecution team.

And I must say they are candidates
to go up on my wall of heroes. And I so
respect—mow here, as you said with
Todd, he wasn’t coming from the blue
side of the aisle. And he wasn’t just a
newbie to the house. He was the leader
of the house Republicans. When they
were in charge, he was the speaker.

Now, I was the speaker as well. I
have a little affection for the speakers,
but I know how difficult it can be to
run a chamber. So you have to be deep-
ly, deeply connected to your colleagues
and your caucus as you manage that
process.

So this individual, just by that re-
sume, clearly, was coming with a set of
values deeply rooted in the Republican
Party. The value he didn’t have was to
screw over innocent people. And thank
goodness we still have people willing to
stand up for justice not, if you will, in-
justice.

Because that is what we are seeing.
We see it in the form of the enemies
list that the President is going after,
but we also see it—and more hidden
normally—the firing of individuals, the
tossing of individuals who aren’t will-
ing to take a loyalty test. Their loy-
alty is to the Constitution, not to the
President.

So I think it says a tremendous
amount about how far we are into the
authoritarian state. This is kind of
standard operating procedure for an
authoritarian. You mentioned kind of
creeping authoritarianism. I would say
we are on full-stream authoritarianism
because so much is happening in terms
of the firing of employees who are fail-
ing the loyalty test; the decimating of
programs at the whim of the President,
rather than by the laws being passed
here; ignoring laws that apply to the
Executive, like the fact that you can’t
fire inspectors general unless it is for
cause and 30 days.
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The attack on due process and free
speech and free press, the
weaponization, in general, of the Jus-
tice Department—which is kind of a
facet of it—and then the effort to get
court decisions that enable the Presi-
dent to deploy the military in the
streets, when there is no insurrection,
no rebellion, and no invasion.

And this last piece, I think, is ex-
traordinarily dangerous, not yet an
issue that has come to your home in
Virginia, but it has come to Southern
California and to DC and to Portland,
OR, and to Chicago, IL. And there will
be others because the whole intent is
to have the court decisions resolved
that provide the precedent for deploy-
ing troops when and how the President
wants, according to his definition of
what a rebellion is or an insurrection
is, as opposed to the realities. So there
are no checks on that use of military.

These are all so many things hap-
pening all at once. Remember, we are
simply 9 months into this administra-
tion. Wow. I mean, it is breathtaking.
You had to have—the team had to have
a careful plan, ready to roll, things
that were going to be done every day.
And that is why they had Project 2025.
That is why they have Russ Vought at
the head of OMB, being the engineer of
that Trumpian trainer.

And we are in big trouble, so we are
ringing the alarm bells. You are ring-
ing the alarm bells. The people—they
are 7 million strong on the weekend—
were ringing the alarm bells in the big-
gest demonstration in U.S. history in a
single day, but that is so important
right now if we are going to save our
Republic.

And thank you for being a core part
of the rescue team.

I yield for a possible additional ques-
tion.

Mr. KAINE. Mr. President, might the
Senator from Oregon yield for another
question?

Mr. MERKLEY. Yes, I will yield for
another question.

Mr. KAINE. Thank you. And I will
tell a quick story. In fact, I am going
to hand you this picture now because
my question is going to be for you to
describe it. But I will tell a quick story
on the authoritarianism front, and this
is a very Virginia story, and then I am
going to ask my colleague to describe
the picture that I just handed him.

So Virginia is an unusual State.
Fifty States have mottos; all States
have mottos. Almost all States have
mottos that are positive: ‘‘Excelsior,”
“Onward to the Stars Through Adver-
sity.” My favorite—because it is so
random—positive motto is Michigan’s.
It is Latin, but the translation is: If
you seek a pleasant peninsula, look
about you.

How random. I wasn’t looking for a
peninsula, but I would rather it be
pleasant than unpleasant.

Virginia’s is the only motto that is
not positive. The Virginia motto was
designed by the framers of the Virginia
Constitution, who were meeting in Wil-
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liamsburg when the Framers of the
American Constitution—not the Fram-
ers. The Declaration of Independence
was being drafted and voted on in
Philadelphia.

The Declaration voted on in Philadel-
phia, July 4, 1776. July 5, 1776, in Wil-
liamsburg, the Virginia ‘“B team’ that
weren’t in Philadelphia, they did four
really cool things: They passed the
first Virginia Constitution. They en-
acted the first Virginia bill of rights,
which became a model for the national
Bill of Rights. They elected Patrick
Henry the first Governor.

But the fourth thing they did was
they had a four-member committee ap-
pointed that spent 4 days in the library
of William and Mary to design a state
seal. And the State seal, which I am
wearing. I wear this all the time. It is
an unusual one. It is a woman amazon,
representing virtue, standing atop a de-
posed Monarch whose crown has fallen
off.

And the State motto, the only one
that isn’t a positive, the Virginia
motto is a warning. It is a rebuke. It is
Latin: ““Sic Semper Tyrannis’’; thus be
it always to tyrants.

And the framers picked the future
verb tense. They didn’t say: Down with
tyrants. We don’t like tyrants. We have
defeated tyrants. They used the future
verb tense because they believed that
tyranny wasn’t a form of government;
it was a fact of human of nature. It was
a fact of human nature that would not
go away, and we would always need vir-
tue to be able to defeat tyranny.

And so as you are talking about
authoritarianism and where we are, I
am just reminded of the fact that Vir-
ginians predicted in 1776 that the Na-
tion would need to always be on guard
against tyranny.

And in the formation of the Constitu-
tion—and my colleague has done a
great job of looking at provisions of
the Constitution—we invested a lot of
power in the hands of an Executive, but
then we put checks—Congress, the
courts, a free press. You shouldn’t go
to war without a vote of Congress. The
appropriations power was for Congress,
not the President. We put all these
checks in place to stop the reality of
tyranny.

And as we round the corner into 250
years of American democracy, we are a
nation looking in the mirror and ask-
ing ourselves the question of whether
we still believe in democracy over tyr-
anny. Do we still believe it?

In 1776, 30 percent of Americans were
for monarchy. When we tell the story
of the Revolution, it wasn’t that 100
percent of Americans believed in de-
mocracy. Thirty percent were for tyr-
anny and monarchy. It was what they
knew or they had a financial tie or a
family tie to England or maybe they
were worried that democracy would be
too messy. It wasn’t a foregone conclu-
sion that democracy would be the
choice.

Every generation has to answer the
question for itself: Do we still prefer
democracy over tyranny?
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And as we face the 250th anniversary
of the Nation’s birth, we are confronted
with that.

I have handed my colleague a photo.
I had hoped to have it on a poster, but
the photo was taken today, and I didn’t
have time to turn it into a poster. But
I want to ask my colleague from Or-
egon to describe what it is you see in
that photograph.

Mr. MERKLEY. Well, thank you for
the question. I thought when you were
going to hand me this I was going to
have a Rorschach test or something of
that nature. But I knew within seconds
what this was, as soon as I realized it
was machinery and not parts of a
bridge. But this is the demolition at
the White House to prepare for some
$300 million ballroom. At least that is
what I am nominating as my answer,
and I would yield to you a question if
you would like to follow up.

Mr. KAINE. I would love to ask a fol-
lowup question, if the Senator would
allow.

Mr. MERKLEY. I will indeed allow a
question.

Mr. KAINE. You know what a meta-
phor is. A metaphor is something that
not only stands for itself but it stands
for something else.

As you look at that picture of the
White House being demolished today,
at the very time as you were standing
on this floor talking about
authoritarianism hurting the institu-
tions that were put in place 250 years
ago, what is your feeling about the
true significance of this demolition
project going on at the other end of
Pennsylvania Avenue?

Mr. MERKLEY. You are asking such
a cerebral and philosophical question
here as I am in the 20-whatever hour of
the day.

But here we have evidence of the
President tearing down a symbol of our
Republic and building a symbol that is
really a symbol about authoritarian
power, about a government that serves
the rich.

Just the fact that we are spending
money on a $300 million ballroom—
which I can’t even imagine how it cost
that much—when at the same time, the
President will not come as requested
by the minority leader in the House
and minority leader in the Senate and
sit down and work on it. I am sure they
are willing to go to him, sit down, and
work on the fact that we are facing 20
million people who are going to have
their healthcare costs doubled. But in-
stead of addressing that, the President
is tearing down part of the symbol of
our Republic, a President, and building
a symbol of a King.

I yield the floor.

I thank my colleague from Oregon
for this important conversation and for
your stamina and patriotism.

Mr. MERKLEY. My stamina is get-
ting a little shaky. I see my colleague
from California standing behind me. I
will get out of the way. I ask if you
would care to ask a question.

Mr. SCHIFF. Yes. Would the Senator
yield for a question?
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Mr. MERKLEY. I will yield for a
question.

Mr. SCHIFF. I thank the Senator for
yielding and for your extraordinary
speech and all that you have elucidated
today and for your powerful advocacy
on behalf of our democracy.

I think there are any number of signs
of when a democracy is in trouble,
when a country is descending into a
kind of dictatorship. Books have been
written about this subject. No one ac-
count, I think, can comprise all of the
elements of the deterioration of democ-
racy, but there are certain telltale
signs that I think we are seeing all too
clearly.

And my question goes to some of the
things that we are witnessing that I
think are hallmarks of the decline of a
democracy and that ought to be sound-
ing a three-alarm fire for the American
people. Let me begin with a few of
them.

First is the misuse of the military at
home and abroad. When a President be-
gins to use a military for unpurposeful
purposes, when a President deploys
American forces in violation of the law
to American cities, when a President
assembles top leadership—flag officers,
generals, admirals—and tells them that
our cities are to be military training
grounds, that there is an enemy within,
it is as sure as anything a sign of a de-
mocracy in trouble, of a democracy in
decline.

When troops are repelling in Black
Hawk helicopters, not in Somalia but
in Chicago, it is the most visible sign
of a democracy in trouble. This is, as
we all know, in violation of the law
which prohibits the use of our military
for domestic law enforcement purposes.

Likewise, the misuse of the military
abroad, without the authorization of
Congress, is another sign of the dete-
rioration of our democracy.

When a President arrogates to him-
self the power to blow up ships in the
Caribbean or now in the Pacific with-
out any authority, in violation of law
and Constitution, it is another sign of
the President arrogating the military
power to himself—to the person of him-
self, not to the Constitution, not to his
core responsibilities, but to himself.

No. 2, among the dozen or so most
virulent signs of the decline of our de-
mocracy, at the risk of an authori-
tarian regime taking hold of this coun-
try, are the attacks on our univer-
sities. We see this in Hungary and else-
where. When rulers start to attack the
independence, the academic freedom of
our universities, it is a sure sign of a
democracy in trouble. When a Presi-
dent tries to dictate by withholding
Federal funds—the lifeblood of re-
search universities—and withholds
those funds unless an academic institu-
tion agrees to adopt his cultural agen-
da or fire certain faculty or allow it to
have some kind of a monitor, some
kind of a Big Brother overseeing what
takes place in our universities, it is a
sign of a democracy in decline.

No. 3, when an administration, when
a ruler goes after the right of represen-
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tation by attacking lawyers, law firms,
legal professionals and says: Thou shall
not represent this cause which is deep-
ly unpopular to me, you shall not take
on this client who is antagonistic to
me, you shall not hire this lawyer who
is a personal enemy of mine—that is
antithetical to the history of our de-
mocracy and all democracies.

John Adams, prior to becoming
President, took on one of the most un-
popular cases in American history, rep-
resenting British soldiers who had par-
ticipated in the Boston Massacre. Why
did he do that? Why take on such an
unpopular cause? Because he under-
stood the importance to a democracy
of the right of representation.

No. 4 of the signs that our democracy
is in deep, deep trouble is the abuse of
the Justice Department to go after the
President’s enemies and to protect his
friends. It is in actions like, in the
State of Virginia, the firing of a U.S.
attorney who believes that a prosecu-
tion is not warranted, notwithstanding
the personal injunction of the Presi-
dent that ‘“‘thou must prosecute these
people.” That prosecutor was fired and
another was brought in to implement
the President’s will to go after his en-
emies.

But it is also, likewise, a sign of the
loss of democracy when the powers of
the Justice Department can be used to
protect the President’s friends, when a
Justice Department can be told: You
shall not look further into the $50,000
in bribe money taken from a top White
House official; close down that inves-
tigation. You shall look no further into
the corruption of the mayor of New
York; close down that investigation be-
cause that mayor is useful to the ad-
ministration politically. That is as
sure a sign as anything that we no
longer have an independent Justice De-
partment but one in the thrall of the
White House.

No. 5, suppression of free speech. Sup-
pression of free speech, something not
just in any amendment but in our First
Amendment. When an administration
uses its power to force ABC to pay him
personally or to force CBS to pay him
personally for the right to continue its
broadcast license or for the oppor-
tunity of its parent to have a merger,
these are overt efforts to censor the
press.

When it uses its regulatory power
and threats to try to take off the air a
comedian or two comedians, it is a sure
sign of the loss of press freedom.

And, equally, we see in other re-
quests of regimes an effort to con-
centrate power, to concentrate the
media itself in the hands of friendly
oligarchs or to create a kind of state-
run media, which we are deeply at risk
of and see in the development of
TikTok, and the course of power of the
government to decide who the future
owners of TikTok will be, to make sure
they are of the same political persua-
sion as the President; or we see re-
flected in the oligarch control of Twit-
ter or now X; or we see in organizations
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that are buying up stations like Sin-
clair and using its vast power for the
purpose of censorship.

Next, in a declining democracy, in a
budding autocracy, we see the demoni-
zation of vulnerable communities. And
what could be more visible in America
today than the demonization of immi-
grant communities by this administra-
tion or the demonization of the other,
the false portrait that people who come
to this country are all murderers and
rapists and drug smugglers? The de-
monization of some of the most vulner-
able people in America are also in the
LGBTQ community and the trans com-
munity. We see this time and time
again in history in countries becoming
dictatorships, that they build their
power on the backs of people they de-
humanize.

You are seeing at home another pow-
erful sign of a budding
authoritarianism—a growing
authoritarianism—and that is the use
of propaganda, the use of taxpayer
money for propaganda. You see banners
with the President’s glowering face
now on public buildings in violation of
law. You see Kristi Noem doing Holly-
wood-looking produced ads that are
played at airports, falsely blaming
Democrats for the shutdown—political
propaganda paid for by you, the tax-
payer; or highly-produced immigration
videos featuring Kristi Noem thanking
the President—more political propa-
ganda.

Another sign of the decline of our de-
mocracy, of the growth of our authori-
tarian regime, is the corrupt use of
government power for self-enrichment.
This we saw from the very first days of
this administration: the meme coin
dinners in which the premises of the
White House are used but private do-
nors are encouraged to buy the Presi-
dent’s meme coin, a cut of which the
President gets; using the power of the
prestige of that office—sometimes even
the venue of that office—to enrich him-
self; the receipt of aircraft, a $400 mil-
lion aircraft from Qatar, a nation that
has a keen interest in U.S. policy; the
President acquiring a plane in plain
violation of the emolument clause; so-
liciting private donors for ballrooms;
real estate deals in the Gulf; the ramp-
ant conflicts of interest with crypto
money coming in from the Gulf to the
First Family; the use of government
power and position for corruption and
self-enrichment.

Another powerful sign of a democ-
racy in decline is the usurpation of
Congress’s power of the purse, the ille-
gal withholding of funding, the im-
poundment of funding, the illegal re-
scission of funding, the illegal termi-
nation of grants, and, I would say be-
yond that, the mass firing of Federal
employees—the lawless firing of Fed-
eral employees—the use of Congress’s
power to appropriate money, one of the
most important powers—arguably, the
most important power we have—now
taken by the administration and with-
out a fight in this body, certainly not
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a bipartisan fight. That is surely a sign
that we are losing our democracy.

The undermining of elections and
voting is another key ingredient in dic-
tators around the world. Cementing
their position and power is the under-
mining of the foundational right to
vote. We see it in its various forms
now. We see it in this push to engage in
gerrymandering around the country.
But we see it in closing down polling
stations in urban areas. We see it in ef-
forts to suppress the vote of certain
communities. We see it in the purging
of voter rolls. We see it in affirmative
efforts to discourage people from vot-
ing. We see it in the demonization of
election workers, the interference with
election boards.

Finally, although the list is much
longer, I would end with this: the at-
tack on truth itself, the attack on
facts, the attack on science, the purg-
ing of people from our scientific agen-
cies, the rabid falsehood, the firehose
of falsehood coming out of the White
House and our Agencies, daily—prov-
able, palpable falsehood, eroding the
very idea of truth and fact.

If you can persuade people that noth-
ing is true, then what are we to use to
decide who should govern?

If there is no shared experience, then
how do we decide what the policies
should be?

How do we avoid just falling back on
political tribes or, worse, political vio-
lence, if there is no truth? if there is no
fact? if there is no accountability?

So I thank Senator MERKLEY for
shedding light on the risk—the risk to
our precious democracy and the risk to
this incredible inheritance from our
Founders.

Part and parcel of saving our Repub-
lic and part and parcel of saving the
country is to understand the dangers so
that we can confront them. Future
generations are going to ask what we
did in this hour when our democracy
was most vulnerable. Our parents and
their parents went off to world wars to
protect our democracy. Our task is far
easier, on the one hand, but no less im-
portant on the other.

So I ask you: Are you seeing these
same signs I am seeing of the danger to
our democracy, of the degradation of
our democracy, and what do you feel
we can do to save this inheritance?

(Mr. SCHMITT assumed the Chair.)

Mr. MERKLEY. Well, I so appreciate
the question from my colleague from
California.

I must say this is a pretty com-
prehensive list you put forward, and I
was checking them off in the order of
issues that I have been raising over the
many hours through the night last
night, but I think the one that I didn’t
have that I actually agree with very
much is your final point of the firehose
of falsehoods, because we are just
adrift in a sea of misinformation and
disinformation. Then added into that
toxic brew is a whole lot of just basic
propaganda in a place it doesn’t belong.

When you go out to the Portland air-
port, you will not hear the tape that
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Noem wants played. She wanted it
played in airports all around the coun-
try, and a group of airports, led first by
Portland, OR, said: No. It is breaking
the law. It is breaking the Hatch Act;
it is breaking the Anti-Lobbying Act;
and it is breaking some other act on
the list.

In a situation where the administra-
tion does not care what the law says,
the philosophy is this: We are the uni-
tary executive. We are in charge, and
we can do whatever the hell we want—
a ‘‘take us to court if you don’t like it”
attitude. Then we see the deliberate
crushing of rights, and we see the de-
liberate grabbing of the power of the
purse from Congress.

The difference between an authori-
tarian government—and there are
many differences, but one way to de-
scribe the difference between an au-
thoritarian government and a democ-
racy is, in a democracy, the representa-
tives of the people decide what the pro-
grams are, how they will be funded,
and how they will be run. In an author-
itarian government, all of those pow-
ers—‘What are the programs? How
much money will we put into them?
How will they be run?’—transition to
the executive, the all-powerful execu-
tive.

So every time we hear Trump or his
Cabinet members saying, ‘“I am can-
celing that grant” or “I am defunding
that program because it doesn’t act
consistent with the priorities of this
administration,” that is an authori-
tarian statement, and we are deep into
this authoritarian crisis.

The poster behind me says:

Ring the alarm bells.

I thank you for helping to ring these
alarm bells in a very cogent and exten-
sive way.

I thank the 7 million people who
went out and protested on Saturday for
ringing the alarm bells because what
we know is that, if we do not confront
tyranny in its first year and if we do
not find a way to have a strong rebut-
tal in the next election, then it be-
comes entrenched, and it is our respon-
sibility—our oath to the Constitution—
to not let that happen.

Thank you.

I notice we have a colleague from
Vermont on the floor, if the colleague
might be interested in asking a ques-
tion.

Mr. WELCH. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. MERKLEY. I would yield for a
question.

Mr. WELCH. How are you managing
to do this? You have been up all night
and your staff too. It is really, really
quite extraordinary.

Mr. MERKLEY. Well, thank you for
that question. I am on the verge of fall-
ing over.

Mr. WELCH: And the staff.

Mr. MERKLEY: But I have got an
hour more before we are going to wrap
up this effort.

I am so pleased that so many have
been able to come from the caucus and
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help ring the alarm bells, because this
is the most perilous moment for our
Republic since the Civil War, and never
did I expect it to be in my time. I
thought, yes, we argue over housing
policy, and how can we best have a de-
cent home in a decent community?
Yes, we argue over education policy,
and how can there be a pathway for
every child to have a full and produc-
tive life? All of these are foundations.

Mr. WELCH. Will the Senator yield
for another question? I will ask an-
other one.

Mr. MERKLEY. Oh, another ques-
tion. I would yield for another ques-
tion. Yes, I would.

Mr. WELCH. All right.

Mr. MERKLEY. Make it a long one.

Mr. WELCH. I will make it a longish
one, but I want to join my colleagues
in expressing our gratitude for this in-
credible physical effort that reflects
not just your intellectual engagement
but your compassion and the care you
have for Oregonians, whom you have
been serving so well for so long. It has
really been, just for me, a wonderful
opportunity to be a new Member of the
Senate, along with Senator SCHIFF,
who I know feels the same way to be
working with somebody like the Sen-
ator from Oregon, who is just honest
and true and totally grounded in his
commitment to the people whom he
serves and the Constitution that all of
us serve. It is just a gratifying experi-
ence for us to be your colleagues.

You know, one thing that I wanted to
talk about was tariffs and who has the
authority to impose tariffs and what
the implications are, because what I
am seeing is that our farm economy is
really being devastated by tariffs.

Let’s talk about Midwest farmers.
They are proud folks, like the dairy
farmers in Vermont, and they used to
have markets. The thing they loved to
have is purchasing power that they
earned by tilling the land and having
family farm operations that would be
passed on from generation to genera-
tion. They really didn’t want a lot of
government involvement or inter-
ference. They wanted to be able to
grow their crops. And what I am seeing
is that the Trump administration’s em-
brace of tariffs has resulted in the total
collapse of the markets that used to be
available to our Midwest farmers, in-
cluding the China market.

You know, last year, our farmers sold
about 30, 40 percent of their soybean
crops to China. They haven’t sold a
bushel, OK? They haven’t sold a bushel.
There is now talk, by Trump, of taking
revenue from the tariffs to pay farmers
a subsidy. I get it—the farmers need
it—but wouldn’t it make more sense to
let farmers sell the crops that they
grow rather than have a tariff that pro-
hibits them from selling to markets
they have had?

Then the second thing I noticed—and
I really am interested in this because
rural America is the heart of America,
you know, with the wonderful commu-
nity values folks have—family values—
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hard work, service. We have got a bil-
lionaire who is the Secretary of the
Treasury. In my understanding—I don’t
know how. I guess, if you are a billion-
aire, you own lots of things in lots of
different places, but he, apparently,
owns lots of farmland in the West. But
his major, new initiative is to take $40
billion of our money to bail out the Ar-
gentine peso.

So maybe you can explain to me how
that is going to help our Midwest farm-
ers—a stronger, bailed-out peso from
Secretary  Bessent—and how  the
Bessent policy on tariffs is going to
give any kind of lifeline to those fam-
ily farms that have been so much a
part of our heritage, who do so much
for the well-being of our country, and
whose prosperity is so essential to the
well-being of our whole country.

Farmers like to feed people. They
like to work hard. They don’t want a
bailout, and they don’t want a hand-
out. We have got the tariff policies
that are wrecking the markets, and
then we have got a bailout that is
going to Argentina that is going to fur-
ther erode the ability of our farmers to
sell their product because, oh, by the
way, the Argentinian farmers are now
going into the markets we are helping
them create that have been opened up
as a result of denying access to those
markets for our Midwest farmers.

So perhaps you could explain to me
how this makes sense.

Mr. MERKLEY. Well, I appreciate
the question from my colleague from
Vermont.

I must say soybeans have come up
several times today, as has Argentina,
and this is so troubling.

Now, I will tell you, when I met with
my Farm Bureau, everyone has a little
bit of queasiness even if tariffs haven’t
touched them yet, but the tariffs are
changing all the time. So how might it
suddenly affect the market if another
tariff change is inputted and so forth?

Everyone in the agricultural world is
terrified that, if they lose their mar-
ket, even temporarily, those relation-
ships deteriorate. When new relation-
ships are forged, it is hard to get people
back. If you have let people down once,
then what happens next?

So this is the situation—this double
deal, I guess I will call it, with Argen-
tina—with our, well, having a trade
war with China. So China doesn’t buy a
single thing. You said not a single
bushel, and I have heard, yep, nothing,
nada.

Senator MURRAY of Washington was
down here, saying: We have got all of
these beans that normally travel
through Washington State before they
get exported. Where the hell are they
going to be stored?

I don’t know, but what I do know is
that a lot of folks may not have a place
to store them. I look forward to learn-
ing more about what is going to happen
to this massive crop that there is no
customer for because China went to Ar-
gentina.

Then you mentioned a second part of
the Argentina deal to which the Presi-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

dent says: Do you know what? I want
to bail out this far-right government
down there because they are in trou-
ble—and we don’t want to let a far-
right government be in trouble—with
$20 billion and maybe $40 billion.

Think of how much money that is.
That is $100 for every single person in
the United States of America. You
know, if I went door-to-door in Oregon
and personally asked everybody,
“Would you like to give $100 to Argen-
tina?’’ do you know how many takers I
would have?

Mr. WELCH. I think I know the an-
swer.

Mr. MERKLEY. I think I would get
zero takers.

By the way, where is the legislation
that gives the President the power to
give $20 billion or $40 billion to Argen-
tina?

I haven’t looked it up yet. I am going
to look it up, but I think it is exactly
a feature of an authoritarian govern-
ment that he wants to self-help a fel-
low authoritarian government but with
a twist. The twist is that, apparently, a
group of well-placed colleagues—maybe
friends of the Treasury Secretary, I be-
lieve, that I may have read, but I won’t
say that definitively—bought up some
of the debt in Argentina. They bought
it at a discount. That is my under-
standing.

Again, I have not double-checked
this. So I am saying it with some cau-
tion.

But what happens when you do that,
and then there is a bailout, and you get
face value?

Let’s say you pay 25 cents on the dol-
lar. When you get face value after a
bailout and you make a 400-percent re-
turn, well, that is great for the richest
of whoever they are in America whom
Trump wants to help out.

Mr. WELCH. Will the Senator yield
again?

Mr. MERKLEY. I will yield, but it
has to be in the form of a question. I
will yield for a question.

Mr. WELCH. So here is my question:

Is this really a bailout for the fin-
anciers on Wall Street who bought this
debt at 20 cents on the dollar but may
get paid $1 on the dollar or is this just
flat-out enrichment? They didn’t lose.
They are winning as other people suf-
fer. So is this really a bailout or just a
flat-out ‘‘Hey, fellas. Here is $40 billion.
I love you, Donald Trump’’?

Mr. MERKLEY. Well, thank you for
that question.

I must say it reminds me of a town-
hall because, every now and then, I re-
alize I am way over my head in what I
actually know to be the facts. So I am
going to stop before I dig a bigger hole
because I have not personally re-
searched it or read up on it.

I have heard a variety of comments,
almost in passing, from colleagues who
were so disturbed about this arrange-
ment, disturbed about what is going to
happen to soybeans, disturbed that
China is buying them from Argentina,
disturbed that we are sending a bailout
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to Argentina, and disturbed that they
have heard that a lot of that money
may come back to some very rich peo-
ple in the United States of America.
But I do not know the details, and I am
going to leave it as a bit of a conjec-
ture, and when we talk soon, I will
have the answers.

Mr. WELCH. Well, I appreciate that.

I yield to the Senator.

Mr. MERKLEY. Thank you.

I notice my colleague from Illinois
has returned to the floor. If he would
like to, I would be happy to entertain
a question, should he have one.

Mr. DURBIN. First, I thank my col-
league from Oregon for his endurance
and determination in hanging in there.

He is bringing up a critical issue and
subject for America at a critical mo-
ment, but I would like to return to an
issue we discussed this morning when I
was visiting, and that is the issue of
the militarization of our Federal Gov-
ernment and its impact on States like
yours of Oregon and mine of Illinois.

What I am finding as I read the news-
paper accounts is that the ICE oper-
ation from the Department of Home-
land Security in Illinois continues to
intimidate people who live in the city,
in their neighborhoods, and all around,
and bring fear to parts of the city of
Chicago. Little Village and Pilsen are
the ones most well known.

Mr. MERKLEY. I am going to inter-
rupt you for just a moment because the
protocol team is not sure whether you
asked me if I would yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. DURBIN. It is a legitimate point.

Will you yield for a question—

Mr. MERKLEY. I will yield for a
question. Thank you.

Mr. DURBIN.—for the Chair?

The point I am trying to make is
there are areas of the city of Chicago
and I am sure in your State of Oregon
where the intimidation factor has
reached a point where people are wor-
ried about literally going to church,
going to work, taking their kids to
school. It is a genuine problem.

Just last week, an individual took
his child to daycare, left the motor
running in his car and took the little
toddler into daycare. He came out the
door and was arrested and detained and
removed from that scene, specifically,
while the motor was still running in
his car. That is the kind of thing that
is happening. It isn’t as if they are tar-
geting criminals; they are going after
people who look like they are Hispanic.
There are many who live in our city,
and I am glad to have them. They are
wonderful people.

I would like to ask, in your State,
what kind of intimidation, if any, is
taking place through this military op-
eration of the President?

Mr. MERKLEY. I thank the Senator
of Illinois for the question.

As you are telling this story, I was
thinking about a story from Oregon in
which a woman who has been there for
a long time—she has legal status in the
United States. Her mother visits from
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Honduras, and her sister lives in Can-
ada.

There is a park on the border be-
tween Washington State and Canada
where people can go into the park and
meet. They have to leave by the same
entry they came in.

They have done this before, and so
her mother gets to be with her, and
then with her sister, the three of them
and four children—7-year-old triplets
and a 9-year-old, I believe. And the
children are U.S. citizens. So they do
what they have done before: They go
up to meet the Canadian sister in this
park. While they are hugging, she gets
arrested. Arrested why? For smuggling
her sister into the United States. But
they are in this park that is set up for
that purpose.

She is still being held. The children
were released, and they are with a fam-
ily friend. And the grandmother was
released, the mother’s mother, but the
mother, Jackie—mother of the four
American children—is still being held.
We Kkeep protesting, writing, calling,
and she is still being held.

The case against her was dropped.
Why? Because you can’t arrest some-
body for hugging in a park set up for
that purpose. This is my understanding
of the case.

But think about how that story says
everyone is at risk all the time. Every-
one is at risk. So there is fear and trep-
idation.

Individuals who have other docu-
mentation are afraid that they may
make a move that may lead to some
extended family member or someone
else who has documentation being ar-
rested, just like this woman had docu-
mentation. So it is a regime of fear.

The argument Trump made was that
when someone is here and undocu-
mented and they do a violent act, they
are going to be deported. I don’t think
many Americans would argue with
that. But we should also recognize that
our immigrants commit violent acts at
a lower rate than native-born Ameri-
cans. Portraying immigrants with this
false story of being criminals, rapists,
murderers, and so forth, is simply,
well, to quote a district judge on a dif-
ferent topic, ‘“‘untethered to the facts.”

We are in a deeply disturbing period
where more children are being sepa-
rated, and communities are being ter-
rorized.

I think how you have brought for-
ward time and time again that we
needed to resolve the status for Dream-
ers in a more solid way, put bills forth,
and we fell short how many times? Six
times? I am not sure.

Mr. DURBIN. Or more.

Mr. MERKLEY. Or more. And this
body can’t even come together and ad-
dress children brought here through no
fault of their own, who know no other
country, who speak no other language,
who grew up here and are productive
citizens. Many of them, when we first
started—the first I was aware of it so
long ago—they might have been little
kids. Now they may be out of high
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school, out of college, fully employed
in the community, and still we haven’t
resolved their status so they can kind
of feel like fully productive members of
our community.

Mr. DURBIN. If the Senator would
yield?

Mr. MERKLEY. I would yield for a
question.

Mr. DURBIN. Over the course of my
service in the Senate, one of the things
that I was proudest of and am still
proud of was the formation of the so-
called Gang of 8—four Republicans and
four Democrats who sat down to write
a comprehensive immigration reform
bill. Senator McCain led the effort on
the Republican side, and Senator SCHU-
MER joined me with others on the
Democratic side. We produced a meas-
ure that had the support of business
and labor and Democrats and Repub-
licans.

We brought it to the floor of the U.S.
Senate and passed it with over 60 votes.
It was a glorious day and a great cele-
bration. What was it all about? It was
all about the 11 million undocumented
people in the United States coming for-
ward and registering with this govern-
ment who they are, where they live,
and they pay a fine for coming to this
country without documentation. They
then don’t automatically become citi-
zens, but they are allowed to work.
They wouldn’t be deported, and they
can live a normal life, paying their
taxes and doing what people who are in
this country do normally.

It was an attempt to try to regularize
the information, to account for the 11
million, and to say that was going to
be an accounting, which would give us
some stability in this country on the
issue of immigration. The fact is, it
would have done just that.

Unfortunately, it was never taken up
by the Republican leadership in the
House of Representatives. We passed it
here in the Senate. It included the
Dream Act, and it was a step forward.

I contrast it today with what we are
faced with: full-scale battles and war
over immigration in cities across this
country. It is unnecessary. There are
ways to resolve this fairly, humanely,
and in an American fashion. I hope the
Senator from Oregon agrees with me.

It is time for us to sit down and do
this. Hiring more ICE agents is not
going to resolve the issue of immigra-
tion. Having a law that is enforceable,
rational, humane, and American in its
nature is the best way, as far as I am
concerned.

I ask the Senator for his reaction.

Mr. MERKLEY. Thank you, Senator.
I not only agree, but I so admire what
you accomplished. It is so frustrating.
Why can’t we accomplish that again?

I know one of our Members worked
hard with my colleague across the aisle
to do a bill that may have been a slim-
mer version, and President Trump—
then-Candidate Trump—said don’t take
that immigration bill forward last year
because he wanted to keep this as an
election issue.
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If people want to keep chaos rather
than to solve problems, how are we to
address a better path forward for our
Nation, a more productive path?

So I hope what you accomplished can
be reinvented. I am not sure that I
have any confidence that it is possible.
It may be harder now than it was then,
but let’s try. And you have my full
backing in that effort.

Mr. DURBIN. I would like to just
make one last comment, if I can—

Mr. MERKLEY. And I will yield for a
question.

Mr. DURBIN.—in the nature of a
question.

Just a few feet away from where we
are in the Chamber is my Capitol of-
fice, and on my credenza behind my
desk is my mother’s naturalization cer-
tificate for all to see. I am a proud im-
migrant.

She came to this country at the age
of 2. Her mother did not speak English
but brought three children on a boat
from Germany to Baltimore and ulti-
mately to Illinois, where I grew up and
my mother spent her life. It was an in-
dication of the American dream, as far
as I am concerned. Her son not only
got a government job but was elected
to the Senate, so good things happen.

But I think it is a story of immigra-
tion—a story that is repeated over and
over again by families that come into
this country, determined to succeed. It
makes us a better nation and always
has.

Has the Senator run into that in the
State of Oregon?

Mr. MERKLEY. I must say, Senator,
I don’t think there is an individual we
have in the Senate who is not the de-
scendent of immigrants. So shouldn’t
we all be able to identify with our fam-
ily stories and bring those to bear to
solve this challenge and actually re-
store a framework?

Just let me take one piece of this.
The process for being able to have an
asylum hearing has a backlog of about
6 years. That is a piece that we can
find a rational way to address. The
Dreamers—we can find a rational path
to bring the Dreamers fully into our
society, as you have laid out in the
past. We can proceed to, I think, find a
deal on border security, what we pay.
But there are many pieces that will
never get solved unless people are sit-
ting down, like you did with your Gang
of 8, bringing people together, and say-
ing: Let’s iron this out. So that is my
hope and prayer.

Mr. DURBIN. In the nature of a ques-
tion, I ask the Senator from Oregon, is
he aware of the fact that we have ap-
proximately 700 immigration judges
facing that backlog you just described,
and the Trump administration has dis-
missed 100 of them? So instead of add-
ing more judges so we can expedite the
hearings and resolve them, the oppo-
site has been the case. Was the Senator
aware of that?

Mr. MERKLEY. I was not aware of
that, no, and that is insanity.

Mr. DURBIN. It certainly is.
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I would also ask the Senator, when it
comes to—

Mr. MERKLEY. I yield in the nature
of a question.

Mr. DURBIN. In the nature of a ques-
tion, when it comes to the issue of due
process, the question is whether or not
we can, in this country, offer due proc-
ess to the people who are asking for
their fate to be resolved. That has been
part of our Constitution applying not
only to citizens but those who are in
our country petitioning to become citi-
zZens.

Does the Senator agree with me that
due process is a critical part of our de-
mocracy?

Mr. MERKLEY. Absolutely.

Mr. DURBIN. We face this reality
now with children. I just described it
earlier. The question I would ask you is
this—

Mr. MERKLEY. I yield for the ques-
tion.

Mr. DURBIN.—does the Senator be-
lieve that these unaccompanied chil-
dren need to have humane treatment
at all times?

You told the story earlier of going
down to the border and watching what
happened under previous administra-
tions. Would the Senator recount that
story at this point?

Mr. MERKLEY. Yes. I think you
asked me to recount the story. The
story involved the fact that I read a
speech by Attorney General Sessions.
Attorney General Sessions was deliv-
ering this speech at I think it was
called Freedom Park in Southern Cali-
fornia, on the border. As I read the
speech, I said out loud to people around
me: It sounds like he is planning to
separate children deliberately from
their parents in order to have that
trauma be a deterrent for people com-
ing.

I said: There is no way any American
administration—not blue, not red—
would ever deliberately harm children
as a political policy strategy.

A member of my team said: There is
one way to find out. Go down to the
border.

I checked, and I had that weekend
free, so I went down to the border. I go
into this warehouse, and in this ware-
house, there are all these basically
what we would call in Oregon cyclone
fence cages, wired cages.

I stopped in front of one of them, and
it had a group of boys, lined up from
the smallest to the tallest. The small-
est was just knee high to the grass-
hopper, as we would say, just a little
tyke, maybe 4 years old.

I see these kids looking out across
the warehouse because in other cages
inside that warehouse were groups of
women or men. My impression was
they were looking to see, where did my
mother go? where did my father go?
where is my sister?

I said to the Customs and Border
Protection agent: Were these children
separated from their parents?

He said: Yes.

I said: Where do you do that?
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He said: We bring the family in
through that door—the door was maybe
25 feet away—and we say: Children,
come with me. Parents go with that
person. And, boom, they are separated,
and they stayed separated.

What happened as that unfolded is
the administration—this is under
Trump 1—said they were keeping care-
ful records of the children to be able to
have a reunion with their parents, but
they were not.

So we ended up with extraordinary
efforts, including tons of volunteer
lawyers and researchers, trying to get
children back unified with their par-
ents. A few hundred, I believe, were
never reconnected to their parents.
They could never be found. Whether
they returned to a small village in a
faraway country, I don’t know, but it
was profoundly disturbing.

I went outside, and the press had a
little huddle. They said: What do you
see? I said: Children being separated
from their parents.

Of course, the story immediately
blew up. And then I went up the road.
I heard that there were hundreds of
boys being held in a former Walmart.
And my team member is like: Well, we
asked, but we didn’t get permission to
get in.

I said: Well, let’s go knock on the
door.

And so we go up. And he is doing a
live feed—what is that called—on one
of those social media—live Facebook
feeds. I go up and I knock, and I say,
yes, who I am, and we were in the area,
and we heard there were a lot of oper-
ations here. Can you give us a tour?
Can you have the executive director
come out?

And they got back to me. And by the
way, I was—since I was doing a live
feed, I said: Call me on my phone num-
ber. My phone number went out to the
entire world at that moment. And so I
enjoyed having hundreds or thousands
of people, seemed like, called for weeks
about this.

But they didn’t come out. What they
did is they called the police to have me
arrested. And the police declined to ar-
rest me but did escort me and my staff
member off campus. They did not want
there to be a tour.

And I had been told there might be—
I think it was—1,000 boys, and there
were some almost 1,500 boys in this.
And because of the publicity of that
live feed, the next week, the adminis-
tration had to open it up to the press.
And the week after that, I went back
and took some legislators and saw it.

But this vision of deliberately harm-
ing children in order to deter immaigra-
tion, that is a horrific thing. And it did
stop. The outcry was massive. It did
stop, thank God. But all these other
now circumstances are—people are
being hurt in all kinds of ways right
now.

Mr. DURBIN. Would the Senator
yield for another question? It would be
my last question.

Mr. MERKLEY. Yes, I will yield for
another question.
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Mr. DURBIN. Is the Senator aware of
the fact that 2 weeks ago ICE offered to
children under the age of 18—and they
were children—an option of a $2,400 re-
ward if they would leave the country
and go back to the country of their
birth? Children were being asked to
sign a contract to give up any claim to
citizenship in the United States, and
the $2,400 was available to an adult
that they would identify in their coun-
try who would meet their airplane.

With all of the trafficking that has
been going on, it was a ridiculous idea
to take children and ask them to make
that decision and to give them a finan-
cial reward if they went along.

Was the Senator aware of that?

Mr. MERKLEY. I had heard a ref-
erence to some kind of a payment pro-
gram being tested, but I didn’t know
the details.

Mr. DURBIN. That was the detail.

I am going to yield the floor and
thank the Senator.

Mr. MERKLEY. Thank you very
much, to my colleague from Illinois.
Thank you for being a champion.

And I noticed that we have a Senator
from Washington State? No, we do not.

We do have a Senator from Oregon
who has arrived. Would the Senator
from Oregon like to ask a question?

Mr. WYDEN. I know you have to ask
permission. I just want to say that
today has been an extraordinary day
for Oregon and for the country. We
look forward to continuing this discus-
sion. And would the Senator yield?

Mr. MERKLEY. Yes. Thank you for
the protocol. Thank you for asking me.
And, yes, I would yield for a question.

Mr. WYDEN. Would the Senator be
willing to continue this discussion in
the days ahead? Because I think this
has been extraordinary. It has begun to
lay out the implications of what this is
really all about in terms of
authoritarianism. It is important for
our State. It is an important debate for
the country.

Would the Senator be willing to
carry out further kind of discussions?
And it might not necessarily be here on
the floor of the Senate, but elsewhere
as well?

Mr. MERKLEY. I thank my col-
league. As long as that discussion is
not taking place in the hours that I
might be sleeping tonight, absolutely.

And I do feel like this is so funda-
mental to our Nation. That is why ev-
eryone who has come down to the floor,
everyone here who has asked questions
today and made solid insights as they
prepared their question, we are collec-
tively ringing the alarm bells. We are
ringing the alarm Dbells because
authoritarianism is not down the road
or around the corner or next month or
next year; it is here right now.

And it has been so astounding to hear
all of the mentions that have been
highlighted by individual Senators
about how this tyranny is taking
shape. And in every possible way
around the world where authoritarians
have developed a strategy, they are all
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being done here. It is like, all of them:
Rig the next election. Yes. And then
proceed to pressure the newspapers.
Yes. And pressure the broadcasters on
what they can put out. Yes. And
weaponize the Justice Department.
They are doing it.

And the list goes on and on.

And for us in Oregon, certainly, the
one that is on everyone’s mind is striv-
ing to have a pathway to legally send
in the military when there is no rebel-
lion, no insurrection, and no invasion.
And that one terrifies me.

The administration is hell-bent on
getting a judicial thumbs-up, a green
light, to be able to move troops where
they want in this country when none of
those things are happening.

Mr. WYDEN. My colleague has richly
earned a few hours of sleep tonight, but
I am going to make sure that here in
the Senate and across the country, peo-
ple understand that this is the begin-
ning of further discussion, not the end.

I want to thank my colleague for
taking this time today to play out
what this is really all about in terms of
this issue.

Mr. MERKLEY. I am checking to see
if any more colleagues would like to
ask a question.

Would the Senator from Michigan
like to ask a question?

Mr. PETERS. I would, thank you.
Thank you, Senator MERKLEY, for
yielding to me.

I do have a question for you. Cer-
tainly, I appreciate all that you have
been saying over all of these hours.
You are right; we are in a real crisis
here in this country.

Mr. MERKLEY. Before you go any
further, can you just say these magical
words: Would you yield for a question?
And I will say that I will yield for a
question.

Mr. PETERS. Would you yield for a
question?

Mr. MERKLEY. I will yield for a
question, yes.

Mr. PETERS. Thank you. I appre-
ciate that. And again, thank you for
bringing this to the attention of the
American people in such an eloquent
way.

First, I would just like to ask my col-
league about how President Trump is
pursuing a dangerous and authori-
tarian practice of basically picking
winners and losers in government.
Clearly, he is acting just like a King.
As we have seen, he has picked winners
and losers by illegally refusing to
spend money that Congress has di-
rected. He is picking winners and losers
by withholding Federal grant funding
for programs like disaster relief and
medical research unless people basi-
cally bend a knee to his draconian de-
mands.

He is picking winners and losers by
firing nonpartisan experts in programs
that he doesn’t like, and he is replacing
them with people whose only qualifica-
tions are that they are loyal to the
President—the only qualification he
cares about.
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And in a classic authoritarian play-
book, he is covering all this up by re-
moving independent watchdogs that
conduct oversight of Executive func-
tions. One of the most egregious exam-
ples of this power grab is the ongoing
effort to illegally withhold funding
that Congress has authorized and ap-
propriated, with bipartisan support, for
critical services. He is withholding it.
President Trump froze funding that
helped Michigan communities build
new radio towers, prepare for natural
disasters, and construct safe and mod-
ern infrastructure.

And when the President breaks the
law to give a windfall to some States
and some communities but not others,
he is picking winners and losers.

We have also seen how President
Trump has picked winners and losers
among the employees who work on
critical government programs and pro-
tect our national security.

President Trump has fired tens of
thousands of nonpartisan Federal em-
ployees, all because they carry out a
function that the President simply
doesn’t like.

And just this week—just this week—
President Trump’s Department of the
Interior fired hundreds of workers who
protect the health and safety of the
Great Lakes, an economic and ecologi-
cal gem for Michigan and all the States
that surround those lakes.

At every turn, President Trump has
instituted policies that increase his
power and sway so that he can more
easily pick winners and losers among
the Federal workforce. He has made it
so that the only qualification for being
a Federal worker is someone who voted
for him, whether or not you actually
do the job. In fact, he is taking us back
to the spoils system of the 1800s. And it
is not only politicizing our non-
partisan, expert civil service; it is jeop-
ardizing our government’s ability to
deliver crucial services to the Amer-
ican people.

And like authoritarians in the past,
President Trump doesn’t want you to
know about his illegal actions, so he is
covering them up by undermining inde-
pendent oversight at every single turn.

And when it comes to picking win-
ners and losers, we know that Presi-
dent Trump always chooses himself as
the winner. He blatantly uses the Of-
fice of the President to promote the
sale of his own meme coins. He accepts
large investments and gifts from for-
eign governments without regard for
national security concerns or Federal
ethics laws.

Meanwhile, his family and friends
peddle influence and make deals to en-
rich themselves and the President. And
what do all these efforts to enrich him-
self add up to? It is no surprise that his
net worth has risen by $3 billion in the
past year.

So I would like to ask my colleague
from the great State of Oregon a ques-
tion about these decisions to basically
unlawfully pick winners and losers.
What do you believe that means for the
future of our country?
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Mr. MERKLEY. I so appreciate the
point that my colleague from Michigan
has been making. And if we think
about the fundamental difference be-
tween a democracy and an authori-
tarian government, one way of describ-
ing that difference is that in a democ-
racy, elected representatives of the
people, like folks who are gathered
here right now, work together, bring-
ing their diverse life experiences, their
knowledge of their individual States,
and together find a strategy that will
address their collective challenges so
that each and every part of the country
is represented and things are addressed
that are important to every part.

That design of the programs and how
they will operate and how they will
fund happen in a democracy, in a
Chamber like this.

In an authoritarian President—an
authoritarian system—it is all hap-
pening on the Executive side. The Ex-
ecutive is saying: Here are the pro-
grams that are going to be funded; here
are my priorities and what I will do.
Here are the grants I will cancel and
the ones that I will redirect. Here is
the way we will run these programs.

And that is exactly what the Trump
administration is trying to do. They
are trying to move the responsibility
we have under the Constitution to de-
sign programs, decide how much they
should be funded, resolve questions
about how they will operate, and move
that responsibility over to the Execu-
tive.

And the head of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, he was very upfront
about it. He said: I believe in a unitary
Executive, where all power rests with
the President. And that means the
President can cancel programs at will.

And I was shocked when I heard him
say this. This is before we had the
hearing in the Budget Committee,
probably about the same time you were
holding a hearing on Russell Vought.

And I said: You know, that has al-
ready been adjudicated by the Supreme
Court. There was an effort in 1996 to do
a line-item veto and allocate to the
President the ability to say ‘‘these pro-
grams go forward, these programs
fail,”” and the Supreme Court said: Hell
no; you can’t do that. The Constitution
assigns the responsibility to the legis-
lature to decide what gets funded, and
the Executive has to implement that
plan.

And when the question of impound-
ments came up at an earlier date,
where in a different strategy Nixon
said: Hey, I think I will just not for-
ward the funding; I will impound it so
certain programs won’t be funded—
again, that had gone to the Supreme
Court.

And again the Supreme Court said
no. But Mr. Vought sat in my office,
and he said: Well, I believe we will get
this issue through the Supreme Court
and the Supreme Court will back the
unitary Executive, strengthen the Ex-
ecutive powers of this country.
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I just shook my head. I am like, that
can’t possibly happen. But what hap-
pened just a short time ago? A piece of
this went to the Court and in their
shadow docket. The question was,
Could the administration slow-walk
funding to the last 45 days of the fiscal
year and then bring over a request for
us to undo that funding—it is called a
rescission—and then, because it was a
40-day, 5-day grace period, pause, the
fiscal year expires and the funding au-
thorization goes proof, and suddenly
the President has killed the program.
And the Court, in their preliminary re-
sponse, said: Yeah, we think you can do
that.

So Russell Vought certainly seems to
have a better grip on where the Su-
preme Court is.

But I just feel like we have to do ev-
erything we can, therefore, legisla-
tively to stop that. Our spending bills
need to say that if we have a bipartisan
spending bill, that decision to undo
that program can only be done by a bi-
partisan bill in the future, which is the
way we do rescissions now.

We have money that is left over from
a program or this program, and we say
that money can be brought back in,
that it is not needed, but we do it in a
bipartisan manner, not in a manner
that gives the power of the purse to the
President of the United States.

This is a collective effort that all of
our Republican and Democratic col-
leagues should be involved in. I mean,
collectively, we need to be defending
our role in the Constitution. And this
is central to the separation between
authoritarian power and a democracy.

I have been on the Senate floor to
ring the alarm bells for a long time—
since somewhere around 6:25 yester-
day—and I want to thank the people
who have been here with me the whole
time, people who made this happen.

My Team Merkley staff, and I see a
few of them—quite a few of them are
here. I appreciate the support.

I thank the Capitol Police who had to
stay through the night and the Demo-
cratic and Republican floor staff who
had to stay and go forward without
being, if you will, the center of atten-
tion. They had to make sure every-
thing went right, and they did.

The Senate pages who have come and
gone through the night—but I think it
is cool that you were here. Every now
and then, when I was a little lonely, I
would look over, and I would see some
heads peeking around the corner over
on this side and this side. That was
great.

The page program is extraordinary,
and I hope all of you will think about
how you find a path in life to build a
better world. There is no better mis-
sion for a soul on this planet than to
find a way to build a better world—a
million ways to do it.

The Senate Doorkeepers, thank you.
I so appreciate you all.

Senate Parliamentarians, oh my
goodness. I don’t know what kind of
flowers I can possibly bring, but I will
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be in your debt for a long time. Thank
you.

The Presiding Officers. So many of
my colleagues from across the aisle
had to come. And I know how hard it is
to sit in that chair. I did my 100 hours
in that chair, plus quite a few. And I
know it is awfully hard to be there and
not even be able to respond when
maybe someone disagrees profoundly.
Yet you are here making it possible
that I could carry this conversation,
ringing the alarm bells about
authoritarianism. It couldn’t have been
done if you all hadn’t come and held
the floor, so thank you.

All of you colleagues who came to
give a little dissertation and ask a
question and sometimes a longer dis-
sertation, thank you. Thank you. I ap-
preciate that so much.

We are in the most perilous moment,
the biggest threat to our Republic
since the Civil War. President Trump is
shredding our Constitution. Our Nation
has spent 250 years striving toward a
vision of equal justice. Of course, we
had our Declaration of Independence. It
took a few years to get our Constitu-
tion that we now have in place—1787.
But we have been striving toward this
vision in which everyone is empowered
in this country.

I always think about how the founda-
tion of the law is carved into the fa-
cade above the Supreme Court pillars,
and it says ‘“Equal Justice Under
Law.”

You know, the very first political act
I took was when I was a junior in high
school and I read an article in the
evening paper—back when there was
often a business paper in the morning
and a labor paper in the evening—in
the Oregon Journal. The article said
that Vice President Agnew had been
convicted of bribery, convicted of tak-
ing $100,000, the article said, and he had
been given a fine of $10,000.

I was like, what? For the rich and
powerful, they get to keep 90 percent of
their proceeds? So I fired off a letter to
the Oregon Journal and said: This is
not right in a nation that values equal
justice under law. And they printed it.
They are long out of business. I would
like to get a copy of that. Long out of
business.

But the vision Trump is putting for-
ward is unequal injustice. It is a huge
assault on the foundation for our Na-
tion. What we have is a nation in which
the Founders—and many of you spoke
so eloquently to this—a nation in
which the Founders said: We do not
want to have a King. We want to have
government that flows up from the
people, not down from a monarch.

So they put together their best ideas.
They wrestled with it at the Constitu-
tional Convention. They went through
many versions of what the Senate
would look like and even what our
terms would look like—at one point, 12
years; at one point, lifetime. Right
now, I wish it was a little less than 6
years myself.

But the challenge we have is that
that vision of a separation of powers, of
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checks and balances, is being steadily
destroyed by President Trump.

In the book that I was using as kind
of a framework for discussing these
issues, it says that most people even
today think it is still that republics die
with men wielding guns. It is essential
that we understand that is not the way
most republics die today. Most repub-
lics die because someone is elected who
starts working systematically to re-
duce those checks and balances. Then
perhaps they are aided by a
rubberstamp Congress, and perhaps
they are aided by a Supreme Court
that vests more power in the Execu-
tive’s key decisions, and, of course, it
takes that aggressive authoritarian
personality.

We have all three. We are fully in the
authoritative moment right now. The
President believes that he is the King
of this country and that he can control
everything, regardless of what the law
says or what we send him. We have to
collectively—and it should be a bipar-
tisan effort—collectively say: Hell no.

We took an oath to the Constitution,
to the division of government by and
for the people, not government by and
for the powerful. And we are going to
keep fighting to restore that vision.

Today, so many of you highlighted so
many pieces of what is going wrong in
our country in terms of erosion—a
President who wants to tell univer-
sities what they can teach and is hold-
ing research grants over their heads; a
President who wants to tell law firms
who they can give pro bono help to and
has forced them to—various firms—
chuck up a billion dollars to do pro
bono work on the places and organiza-
tions that Trump wants them to spend
it on; a President who is using every
tool available to try to get court deci-
sions that will allow him to use both
the National Guard and the troops to
be able to go where in the country he
wants them domestically even if there
is no insurrection, no rebellion, and no
invasion; a President who is
weaponizing the judiciary to go after
person after person coming off his en-
emies list. Whoever it might be that is
next—one of us may be next. One of our
colleagues has certainly been pub-
licized by Trump as being on Trump’s
enemies list. And this is just not to be
allowed in government by and for the
people.

There is the crushing of due process.
And I appreciate the comments of my
colleague from Illinois about due proc-
ess and all of the challenges regarding
immigration and due process. Let’s
find a way to finally pass an immigra-
tion bill after coming so close so many
times.

Senator DURBIN, I know you are re-
tiring, but let’s get the immigration fix
done before you leave us, with all of
your expertise. The group of 8 that you
put together before did incredibly fabu-
lous work, and this is way past due,
that we have that foundation of law
with many pieces of improvements for
justice.
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We saw on day one of this adminis-
tration Trump down there in the Ro-
tunda with the billionaires standing
behind him, and from that moment, it
was apparent that is what his govern-
ment was about—by and for the
wealthy and the powerful.

If we had any doubts, then it was re-
solved when he put forward his version
of the bill, which he called the Big
Beautiful Bill and we often called—
many of us—the ‘““Big Ugly Betrayal.”

Only an authoritarian President who
believes that the people answer to him
rather than him being accountable to
the people would come up with a strat-
egy of decimating the healthcare
through the ACA to fund tax breaks for
billionaires.

Only an authoritarian President
would say: Let’s demolish Medicaid
and, between Medicaid and ACA, have
15 million people lose their
healthcare—235,000 projected in my
State.

Only an authoritarian would say
“Let’s cut child nutrition to fund even
more tax breaks for billionaires” and
then, of course, on top of all that, put
forward a plan that runs up $30 trillion
in additional debt over 30 years—prob-
ably the most fiscally irresponsible bill
ever to pass through this Chamber.
That $30 trillion of additional debt will
so compromise our efforts to take on
the foundations for ordinary families—
for healthcare, for housing, for edu-
cation, for good-paying jobs—the four
foundations that give families a chance
to stand on their feet and thrive.

So we all have taken an oath to the
Constitution, so let’s all work together
in every possible way to ring the alarm
bells because it is a fact that if we do
not ring the alarm bells, well, the
longer you are in an authoritarian
state, it becomes more and more en-
trenched. So we have to fight it in
every possible way.

I am so proud of the 7 million Ameri-
cans who took to the street in every
one of our States at those 2,700 dif-
ferent locations all across the country
to say ‘‘No Kings.”” They were ringing
the alarm bells. They were saying that
it is absolutely unacceptable to have
an authoritarian government. And that
is the largest demonstration in U.S.
history.

For each of those 7 million, they
have families, they have friends who
knew that they were doing this, who
are becoming educated about the chal-
lenge that we are facing right now.

We have to recognize that the next
election is absolutely critical if we are
going to save our Republic because the
strategy of an authoritarian is to rig
the elections, and the more time they
have, the more entrenched it becomes.

Already, here is Trump trying to do a
national voter registration file that
can be more easily manipulated for the
elections next year. Here is President
Trump trying to do massive gerry-
mandering in a whole bunch of States
in order to offset the balance between
Democrats and Republicans that are
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representing the House of Representa-
tives. Here is President Trump saying
he will do everything possible to stop
the use of vote-by-mail across the
country because—we Kknow why—be-
cause vote-by-mail has such integrity.
It can’t be manipulated on election day
like precincts can.

In precincts, you can move your loca-
tion. You can put them where there is
no parking. You can understaff them.
The machines can break down. You can
send intimidators. You can proceed to
put out fake information about your
location. You can put out information
that the election was last week when it
is really this coming Tuesday.

You can’t do that in vote by mail.
And when we have the majority, we
must pass the For the People Freedom
to Vote bill and lock down the integ-
rity of our elections, so we will not
worry for a generation about the peo-
ple having a fair voice in our govern-
ment by and for the people.

I am proud to be colleagues with all
of you in this effort. Thank you very
much.

I yield the floor.

(Applause.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER
MORENO). The Democratic leader.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, let me
express the profound gratitude of all of
us for his amazing tour de force over
these many hours.

JEFF MERKLEY has been the Paul Re-
vere of 21st century America, literally,
figuratively, riding from one corner of
this country to the other, alerting peo-
ple to the danger our democracy is in
with the would-be King as President.

No one has done it better. No one has
done it with more persistence. No one
has done it with more passion. No one
has done it with more effectiveness
than JEFF MERKLEY, not only the Sen-
ate, but much more importantly, all of
America owes you a tremendous, tre-
mendous debt.

Thank you.

(Applause.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican whip.

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, one
of our colleagues just spent over 22
hours on this floor reading from a
book, reciting poetry, one poem at
least four times, and talking about ren-
ovations currently going on at the
White House.

It was 22 hours of what I can only de-
scribe as rubbish. I come to the floor
today to ask a simple question: What
did Democrats actually accomplish?

The government is still closed. Cap-
itol Police officers and Senate support
staffers who were here for the entire 22
hours are still not getting paid, so let
me read from the Record and into the
RECORD an article published today in
the Daily Caller written by Adam
Pack.

The headline is this. It is entitled
“Democrat Forces Unpaid Capitol Po-
lice to Stay Up All Night So He Can
Rail Against Republicans.”

Let me tell you the title again:
“Democrat Forces Unpaid Capitol Po-

(Mr.
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lice to Stay Up All Night So He Can
Rail Against Republicans.”
The article goes on:

Democrats are refusing to pay support
staff and Capitol Police during the govern-
ment shutdown, but still forced them to
work overnight Wednesday so a lawmaker
could rail against the Trump administration
from an empty Senate chamber.

To repeat:

Democrats are refusing to pay support
staff and Capitol Police during the govern-
ment shutdown, but still forced them to
work overnight Wednesday so a lawmaker
could rail against the Trump administration
from an empty Senate chamber.

The article goes on:

Democratic Oregon Sen. Jeffrey Merkley
took to the Senate floor for—

As they wrote this—
a 14-hour long—
Now 22—

and counting screed against President Don-
ald Trump beginning early Tuesday evening.
His overnight talk-a-thon, which was still
ongoing at the time of publication, forced
floor aides and Capitol Police to work
throughout the night despite staffers miss-
ing their first full paycheck due to the fund-
ing lapse on Monday—and Capitol Police
poised not to receive their salary later this
week.

Merkley blasted Trump’s decision to de-
ploy National Guard to Portland, Ore. over
the objections of state and local officials
during his marathon speech. He also denied
that violence had occurred outside an Immi-
gration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) fa-
cility in Portland despite at least 195 rioters
being arrested outside the building since
June.

‘“‘Portlanders have responded in a very in-
teresting way,”” Merkley said in the opening
hour of his speech. ‘“They are demonstrating
with joy and whimsy.”’

The article goes on:

“They want to make it clear to the world
that what Trump is saying about there being
violent protests or a rebellion in Portland,”
Merkley continued. ‘“‘It’s just not true.”

Democratic New Jersey Sen. Andy Kim
also joined Merkley on the Senate floor in
the 10 p.m. hour, praising the Oregon senator
for shining a light on the Trump administra-
tion’s alleged ‘‘authoritarianism.”’

“It’s important that we don’t underesti-
mate the fragility of our democracy,” Kim
said.

Senate staffers missed their first full pay-
checks on Monday after Democrats consist-
ently rejected a House-passed bipartisan
spending bill to fund the government. A wide
swath of federal employees will not receive
their salary on Friday if Democrats do not
supply the votes to end the shutdown.

The article goes on:

Merkley and Kim have voted with Senate
Minority Leader Chuck Schumer on eleven
separate occasions to keep the government
shuttered during the 22-day long funding
lapse.

Just three Democratic Senate Caucus
members have thus far crossed party lines to
fund the government, leaving the spending
measure short of the necessary 60-vote
threshold to move most legislation in the
Senate.

Republicans blasted Merkley’s overnight
speech during the shutdown, arguing the
move was unfair to floor aides and Capitol
Police officers working unpaid because
Democrats refuse to fund the government.

The article goes on:
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““The Democrats are going to make Capitol
Police and Capitol support staff—who they
refuse to pay—work all night so they can
give speeches patting themselves on the back
for shutting down the government and hurt-
ing the American people,” Senate Majority
Whip John Barrasso wrote on X. ‘“How ridic-
ulous is that?”

Senators, whose pay is protected by the
U.S. Constitution, received their salaries on
Monday.

The Senate is expected to vote on legisla-
tion this week sponsored by Republican Wis-
consin Sen. Ron Johnson to pay military
personnel and federal employees who are re-
porting to work during the shutdown.

Democrats are expected to filibuster the
bill. Several members of their caucus have
argued that every federal worker should be
paid during the shutdown despite repeatedly
voting against reopening the government.

The article continues:

Merkley’s overnight remarks follow other
Senate Democrats staging all-night speeches
to protest the Trump administration this
year.

In April—

The article concludes—

New Jersey Sen. Cory Booker delivered the
longest Senate floor speech in history to at-
tack the president and his policies.

The facts speak for themselves.
Americans deserve better than Demo-
crats’ rubbish.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

————
GOVERNMENT FUNDING

Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, I am
here to make some comments about
my friend Bill Mercer, whom we are ac-
tually going to vote on here on the
floor in a minute, but I wanted to set
the record straight on something. I am
tired of the lies being spread around.

There is a lie about what is hap-
pening here in Washington, and the lie
is this: Republicans control the Presi-
dency, the House, and the Senate, so it
is on the Republicans for shutting it
down. That is a lie. It takes 60 votes to
get something done here in the U.S.
Senate. We are looking for five Demo-
crats to join us.

It is already bipartisan. Three Demo-
crats have joined us. If five more join
the Republicans, we have done this 11
times in voting for this clean CR,
which Democrats have done repeatedly
under Joe Biden’s watch. If five Demo-
crats join us, we will open the govern-
ment back up. But just wanted to set
that straight at home. Yes, Repub-
licans have majority control of the
Senate, but it takes 60 votes to get an
outcome here in Washington. We have
53 Republicans, if five Democrats join
us, we will get this done.

———

NOMINATION OF WILLIAM W.
MERCER

Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak in support of my friend
Mr. Bill Mercer and his nomination to
serve as the next judge for the U.S.
District Court for the District of Mon-
tana.
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President Trump made an excellent
choice when he picked Bill. I was
thrilled to see him quickly approved by
the Senate Judiciary Committee, and
now, today, the U.S. Senate will vote
in the next hour or so on his final con-
firmation. And I urge my colleagues to
join Senator SHEEHY and I in sup-
porting his nomination.

Bill is a lifelong Montanan. He was
born in Billings. We have known each
other for a long time; in fact, we went
to rival high schools, and we actually
competed against each other in speech
and debate. He was a Billings West
Golden Bear, and I was a Bozeman
Hawk. This is what makes America
great. Two kids from Montana dreamed
big, they worked hard, and now we
have the opportunity to serve the
State we love together.

Bill received his undergraduate de-
gree from the University of Montana.
He later went on to receive a master of
public administration from Harvard
and his law degree from George Mason
University. Bill served his State and
country in various roles over the past
three decades. In Montana, he served as
U.S. attorney for the District of Mon-
tana from 2001 to 2009. He represented
Billings in the Montana House of Rep-
resentatives for the past 7 years. Bill
also worked at the U.S. Department of
Justice where he served as Principal
Associate Deputy Attorney General
and Acting Associate Attorney General
during the George W. Bush administra-
tion.

He has been actively engaged in his
community, serving in five nonprofit
boards of directors in Montana.

Bill has been a member of the Mon-
tana Bar for 32 years. He has appeared
at State and Federal court in Montana
and as lead counsel in numerous cases.

He has represented clients in appel-
late courts, which resulted in oral ar-
guments in 15 cases in the Court of Ap-
peals for the Ninth Circuit, the DC Cir-
cuit, and the Montana Supreme Court.

Bill has been recognized by his peers
in the legal community for outstanding
track records, being rated among the
best lawyers in Montana for environ-
mental and commercial litigation.

Throughout his extensive legal ca-
reer and years of public service, Bill
has represented Montana’s interests
very well. He is committed to the rule
of law and the original interpretation
of the Constitution.

He understands Montana’s laws and
issues. His experience as a widely re-
spected and effective member of the
Montana House has helped him under-
stand the needs of our State, our fami-
lies, and our communities.

I believe his time serving in Helena
has given him an important perspec-
tive on the law and the importance of
judicial impartiality. Federal judges
play a critical role in our government.
It is important that we pick servant
leaders who are committed to our
Founding ideals and to protecting the
role of the judiciary.
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These are lifetime appointments. He
will have a lasting impact on both
Montana and the Nation.

I have no hesitation when I say Bill
is the top choice to serve as Montana’s
next Federal judge. I have seen his
commitment to our State firsthand,
and his time at the Department of Jus-
tice, as U.S. attorney, and as a State
legislator prepared him well. There is
not a better pick to serve the State of
Montana.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
voting favorably for Bill’s confirma-
tion.

I look forward to seeing the profound
influence Bill will have in Montana and
the Nation as he steps into this new
role.

Thank you.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

——
ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that notwith-
standing rule XXII, following the clo-
ture vote on the motion to proceed to
Calendar No. 168, H.R. 5371, the Senate
vote on the motion to invoke cloture
on the Lewis nomination; and if clo-
ture is invoked on the Lewis nomina-
tion, all postcloture time be expired,
and the Senate vote on the motion to
invoke cloture on the Meredith nomi-
nation; further, if cloture is invoked on
the Meredith nomination, all
postcloture time be expired and the
Senate vote on confirmation of the
nominations at a time to be deter-
mined by the majority leader, in con-
sultation with the Democratic leader,
no earlier than Thursday, October 23;
further, if confirmed, the motions to
reconsider be considered made and laid
upon the table and the President be im-
mediately notified of the Senate’s ac-
tion; finally, that the mandatory
quorum calls with respect to Calendar
No. 168, H.R. 5371, as well as the Mere-
dith and Lewis nominations be waived.

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

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask the
Chair to execute the order of October
21, with respect to Calendar No. 168,
H.R. 5371, and I further ask that fol-
lowing disposition of that vote, the
Chair execute the previous order with
respect to the Lewis, Meredith, and
Mercer nominations in that order.

———
CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant
to rule XXII, the Chair lays before the
Senate the pending cloture motion,
which the clerk will state.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on the mo-
tion to proceed to Calendar No. 168, H.R.
5371, a bill making continuing appropriations
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