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bucks, and the employer says: Well, 1
have 20 other people who are prepared
to take the job, that is their goal. They
do not believe the Federal Government
should be involved in providing at least
a minimum wage for the workers of
this country.

They believe, among other things,
that we should abolish the U.S. Postal
Service, and I want to get into that.
Their view is, again, the Postal Serv-
ice, a Federal Government program—
not a question of having a debate, how
do you strengthen the Postal Service,
what do you do, and what do you not
do—they want to abolish the U.S. Post-
al Service.

Let me go to another quote from
David Koch, which I think maybe is
the most interesting of all. This is
where they are coming from. This is
their philosophy:

We oppose all government welfare, relief
projects, and ‘‘aid to the poor’” programs. All
these government programs are privacy-in-
vading, paternalistic, demeaning, and ineffi-
cient. The proper source of help for such per-
sons is the voluntary efforts of private
groups and individuals.

I want to put into English what they
say. What they are saying is they want
to get rid of food stamps, they want to
get rid of all nutrition programs, all af-
fordable housing programs, Meals On
Wheels Programs, which help vulner-
able seniors, congregate meal pro-
grams, Head Start—which obviously
are important to millions of working
families and their children.

So you ask: Well, what happens if I
am hungry and there is no food stamp
program because they want to get rid
of all of these programs, because they
think the Federal Government should
not be involved in these issues? What
do we do when people are hungry when
they can’t find jobs?

Well, they can go to their local
church, they can go to their local char-
ity. Maybe they will get some help,
maybe they won’t. In other words, we
are back to the days of Charles Dick-
ens. We are back to the days of Charles
Dickens where ordinary people and
lower income people have no rights and
no benefits. The only way they get help
is if some charity is there to dole out
some money.

I don’t believe that is where the
American people are, and I don’t be-
lieve that is what the American people
want.

Back In 1980, the Libertarian Party
had a rather bold proposal, and they
said: ‘“We support the eventual repeal
of all taxation.”

Essentially what they are saying is
no more government. That is it. No
more government.

There is going to be a vote in a few
minutes, and I am going to seesaw, and
I will be back on this issue. But I want-
ed to point out to what degree these
folks, who are worth at least $80 bil-
lion, whose wealth increased last year
by $12 billion, who have indicated they
are prepared to spend as much as it
takes to elect people who to some de-
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gree or another—I am not sure all of
the candidates they support agree with
everything they say, but they know
what they are doing. They are smart.

They are spending huge sums of
money to create an America in which
the wealthiest people will get huge tax
breaks while working families, the
middle class, the elderly, the children,
and the sick will be left out on the
street all by themselves. That is not
the vision of America the American
people believe in. I doubt there are 5 or
10 percent of the American people who
believe in that vision, maybe less than
that.

But when you have $80 billion, and
you are worth that much and can spend
unlimited sums of money, you will
have a huge impact on the political
process, and you will have candidates
who talk about this perspective, who
defend this point of view, because that
is where their money or campaigns
comes from, rather than talking about
the needs of working families or ordi-
nary Americans.

Let me make this last point, and
that is this: It was 34 years ago the
Koch brothers said:

We urge the repeal of Federal campaign fi-
nance laws, and the immediate abolition of
the despotic Federal Election Commission.

They have come so far in 34 years
that that is now the position of a num-
ber of Republicans, including, as I un-
derstand it, the chairman of the Na-
tional Republican Party.

What does that mean? It means if
you repeal all campaign finance laws,
the Koch brothers and other billion-
aires will not just be able to spend as
much as they want on independent
campaign expenditures, they will be
able to give money directly to the can-
didates of their choice.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
for debate has expired.

Mr. SANDERS. Let me conclude by
saying: I hope everybody pays atten-
tion to what the Koch brothers stand
for.

With that, I yield the floor.

————

NOMINATION OF INDIRA TALWANI
TO BE UNITED STATES DISTRICT
JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF
MASSACHUSETTS—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be 2 min-
utes of debate prior to a vote on the
Talwani nomination.

Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent to yield back
all remaining time on both sides.

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

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the nomination of
Indira Talwani, of Massachusetts, to be
United States District Judge for the
District of Massachusetts?

Mr. SANDERS. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.
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The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Alaska (Mr. BEGICH), the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
BLUMENTHAL), the Senator from Lou-
isiana (Ms. LANDRIEU), and the Senator
from Arkansas (Mr. PRYOR) are nec-
essarily absent.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from Arkansas (Mr. BOOZMAN) and the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN).

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

The result was announced—yeas 94,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 137 Ex.]

YEAS—94
Alexander Grassley Murray
Ayotte Hagan Nelson
Baldwin Harkin Paul
Barrasso Hatch Portman
Bennet Heinrich Reed
Blunt Heitkamp Reid
Booker Heller Risch
Boxer Hirono Roberts
Brown Hoeven Rockefeller
Burr Inhofe .
Cantwell Isakson Rubio
Cardin Johanns Sanders
Carper Johnson (SD) Schatz
Casey Johnson (WI) Schumer
Chambliss Kaine Scott
Coats King Sessions
Cochran Kirk Shaheen
Collins Klobuchar Shelby
Coons Leahy Stabenow
Corker Lee Tester
Cornyn Levin Thune
Crapo Manchin Toomey
Cruz Markey Udall (CO)
Donnelly McCain Udall (NM)
Durbin McCaskill Vitter
Enzi McConnell Walsh
Feinstein Menendez
Fischer Merkley Warner

N . Warren
Flake Mikulski Whitehouse
Franken Moran .
Gillibrand Murkowski Wicker
Graham Murphy Wyden

NOT VOTING—6

Begich Boozman Landrieu
Blumenthal Coburn Pryor

The nomination was confirmed.
VOTE EXPLANATION

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Madam Presi-
dent, I was unavoidably detained and
unable to participate in the vote to
confirm Indira Talwani to be U.S. dis-
trict judge for the District of Massa-
chusetts. Had I been present, I would
have voted aye.

NOMINATION OF JAMES D. PETER-
SON TO BE UNITED STATES DIS-
TRICT JUDGE FOR THE WEST-
ERN DISTRICT OF WISCONSIN—
Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. REID. Madam President, what is
the next matter before the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next
vote is to occur on the Peterson nomi-
nation.

Mr. REID. I yield back the time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

All time is yielded back.
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