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John Thune, Roger Marshall, John Bar-
rasso, Lindsey Graham, Tommy

Tuberville, Jon Husted, Rick Scott of
Florida, Katie Britt, Bernie Moreno,
David McCormick, Ted Cruz, Tom Cot-
ton, Markwayne Mullin, Ashley Moody,
Mike Lee, Cynthia M. Lummis, Bill
Hagerty.

———

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask
that the Senate execute the order of
January 30 in relation to the Wright
nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the Wright nomina-
tion.

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Christopher Wright, of Colo-
rado, to be Secretary of Energy.

VOTE ON WRIGHT NOMINATION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, all postcloture time
has expired.

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the Wright nomina-
tion?

Mr. THUNE. I ask that this vote be 10
minutes.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. BARRASSO. The following Sen-
ators are necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from South Carolina (Mr. GRA-
HAM), and the Senator from Mississippi
(Mrs. HYDE-SMITH).

Further, if present and voting: the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. GRA-
HAM) would have voted ‘‘yea’ and the
Senator from Mississippi (Mrs. HYDE-
SMITH) would have voted ‘‘yea’.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from  Pennsylvania (Mr.
FETTERMAN) is necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 59,
nays 38, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 30 Ex.]

YEAS—59
Banks Grassley Moran
Barrasso Hagerty Moreno
Bennet Hassan Mullin
Blackburn Hawley Murkowski
Boozman Heinrich Paul
Britt Hickenlooper Ricketts
Budd Hoeven Risch
Capito Husted
Cassidy Johnson gggx}ic
Collins Justice
Cornyn Kennedy Scott (FL)
Cotton King Scott (SC)
Cramer Lankford Shaheen
Crapo Lee Sheehy
Cruz Lujan Sullivan
Curtis Lummis Thune
Daines Marshall Tillis
Ernst McConnell Tuberville
Fischer McCormick Wicker
Gallego Moody Young
NAYS—38
Alsobrooks Booker Duckworth
Baldwin Cantwell Durbin
Blumenthal Coons Gillibrand
Blunt Rochester  Cortez Masto Hirono
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Kaine Padilla Smith
Kelly Peters Van Hollen
Kim Reed Warner
Klobuchar Rosen Warnock
Markey Sanders Warren
Merkley Schatz Welch
Murphy Schiff Whitehouse
Murray Schumer
Ossoff Slotkin Wyden
NOT VOTING—3
Fetterman Graham Hyde-Smith

The nomination was confirmed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the motion to re-
consider will be considered made and
laid upon the table, and the President
will be immediately notified of the
Senate’s action.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority whip.

Mr. BARRASSO. I ask unanimous
consent that the mandatory quorum
call with respect to the Bondi nomina-
tion be waived.

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

———————

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 ac-
cordance with the provisions of rule
XXII of the Standing Rules of the Sen-
ate, do hereby move to bring to a close
debate on the nomination of Executive
Calendar No. 12, Pamela Bondi, of Flor-
ida, to be Attorney General.

John Thune, Ashley Moody, Mike
Rounds, Cindy Hyde-Smith, Mike Lee,
Thom Tillis, Bill Hagerty, Ted Budd,
Ron Johnson, Katie Boyd Britt, Deb
Fischer, Rick Scott of Florida, Dan
Sullivan, John Barrasso, Tom Cotton,
Josh Hawley, Eric Schmitt.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum
call has been waived.

The question is, Is it the sense of the
Senate that debate on the nomination
of Pamela Bondi, of Florida, to be At-
torney General, shall be brought to a
close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory
under the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
called the roll.

Mr. BARRASSO. The following Sen-
ator is necessarily absent: the Senator
from South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM).

Further, if present and voting: the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. GRA-
HAM) would have voted ‘‘yea.”’

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from  Pennsylvania (Mr.
FETTERMAN) is necessarily absent.

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 52,
nays 46, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 31 Ex.]

YEAS—52
Banks Boozman Capito
Barrasso Britt Cassidy
Blackburn Budd Collins
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Cornyn Johnson Ricketts
Cotton Justice Risch
Cramer Kennedy Rounds
Crapo Lankford Schmitt
Cruz Lee Scott (FL
Curtis Lummis Scott ESC))
Daines Marshall Sheehy
Ernst McConnell 5
Fischer McCormick i;hl;xgan
Grassley Moody Tillis
Hagerty Moran .
Hawley Moreno Tlllbervllle
Hoeven Mullin Wicker
Husted Murkowski Young
Hyde-Smith Paul
NAYS—46

Alsobrooks Hirono Sanders
Baldwin Kaine Schatz
Bennet Kelly Schiff
Blumenthal Kim Schumer
Blunt Rochester King Shaheen
Booker Klobuchar Slotkin
Cantwell Lujan Smith
Coons Markey
Cortez Masto Merkley X]an Hollen

arner
Duckworth Murphy Warnock
Durbin Murray
Gallego Ossoff Warren
Gillibrand Padilla Welch
Hassan Peters Whitehouse
Heinrich Reed Wyden
Hickenlooper Rosen

NOT VOTING—2
Fetterman Graham
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

MORENO). On this vote, the yeas are 52,
the nays are 46.
The motion is agreed to.

——
EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the nomination.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of Pamela Bondi,
of Florida, to be Attorney General.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. RES. 51

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, as if in
legislative session and notwithstanding
rule XXII, I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate proceed to the consid-
eration of S. Res. 51, which was sub-
mitted earlier today; further, that the
resolution be agreed to, the preamble
be agreed to, and the motions to recon-
sider be considered made and laid upon
the table with no intervening action or
debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Senator from Idaho.

Mr. RISCH. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I want to rise today
to talk about what Senator COONS is
attempting to do here.

I have to say, a lot of us have said for
years that the greatest national secu-
rity threat that Americans face is our
skyrocketing national debt.

President Trump agrees with us and
is committed to doing something about
this. We must confront this, and to do
so, hard choices are going to have to be
made, and all—all—parts of govern-
ment will have to be looked at very
closely.

The idea of merging USAID and the
State Department is not new and has
been floated by nearly every adminis-
tration since the latter part of the last
century.
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I am supportive of the Trump admin-
istration’s efforts to reform and re-
structure the Agency in a way that
better serves U.S. national security in-
terests.

I am fortunate enough to talk with
Secretary Rubio virtually daily, some-
times multiple times a day, and I was
aware this was coming. As I said, I
have encouraged that this be looked at.
Today, along with a number of my col-
leagues on relevant committees on
both sides of the aisle and the Hill, I
received notification that Secretary
Rubio is beginning the process of merg-
ing USAID into State. I had received
this informal notice earlier than this.

There is a lot of work to do in this ef-
fort, and there is a process set up for
doing this. Secretary Rubio is fol-
lowing that process and looks forward
to working with all of us as he goes
through that process. It is my hope
that all of my colleagues in both par-
ties will help to do this important
work.

I have to say that this is just one
Agency. There are many, many, many
Agencies out there, and this is going to
be coming down the pike on every
amount of government spending. Elec-
tions have consequences, and this is
one of the consequences, that we are
going to do our best to reduce spend-
ing—do it by efficiencies, by combining
where it is necessary.

I will continue to be in close coordi-
nation with Secretary Rubio on this as
it moves forward. As a result of that, I
object to the proposed S. Res. 51.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard.

The Senator from Delaware.

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, if I might
further expound on the resolution and
respond to the comments by my col-
league, the chairman of the Foreign
Relations Committee, on which I serve,
the resolution I sought to advance
today is a simple statement of fact. It
reviews the history of USAID—its cre-
ation as an independent Agency and its
recognition in a law I helped write just
last year, that to reorganize it explic-
itly requires congressional consulta-
tion and notification in advance.

The statement of the resolution, the
core point of it, is that AID is central
to advancing the national security of
the United States because it mitigates
threats abroad before they reach us
here; it promotes global stability; and
it addresses the root causes of migra-
tion and extremism and secures the
leadership and influence of the United
States in an era of strategic competi-
tion with the People’s Republic of
China.

Let me speak to a few points, if I
might: the power of the purse, process
matters, 1 percent, and who wins.

Rolling back the decades of work and
relationships that the nonprofits and
AID do around the world is creating a
vacuum—a vacuum that will be filled
by bad actors. So in a country where
we have long funded the PEPFAR Pro-
gram—started by President Bush, long
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supported on a bipartisan basis—that
provides antiretrovirals and testing
and nurses and support and clinics—to
abandon that, to defund that, to shut
that down simply creates an opening
for a bad actor to come in and say: The
Americans abandoned you. Sorry for
your luck. Here we are. We want to
help.

The Chinese have invested hundreds
and hundreds of billions in advancing
their interests through investing in in-
frastructure, building partnerships in
critical minerals, becoming the leads
on port operations, and delivering hu-
manitarian aid.

We should not shut down our assist-
ance to the world in a way that creates
this vacuum.

Who wins? is the first question. My
concern is, our adversaries.

Second, process matters. As those of
us who are lawyers know, it is back-
ward to start with an Executive order
that shuts down the funding for an or-
ganization and an entity, to invade and
occupy its headquarters, to have an
unelected Department get into its sys-
tems, to lay off and furlough its senior
leadership, and then notify Congress of
the intent to begin a conversation
about reorganization.

I welcome a chance to have a con-
versation about the future of our devel-
opment assistance around the world,
and my hope is that it will continue be-
cause I have case after case to review
here about the good work it does. But
to shut down the funding and to cause
lots of our partners to lay off their key
staff and then begin a conversation
about reorganization is to get it back-
ward in terms of process and the law.

I am an appropriator. Why should we
bother coming to an agreement on ap-
propriations here in the Senate, pass a
law, send it to the President, he signs
it, and then in the next Congress, the
next President—they can shut it down
and claw it back. It gets to the very
question of the power of the purse,
which, in article I of the Constitution,
is the power of this body.

Going forward—of course, as my col-
league said, elections have con-
sequences. It is true that President
Trump and the new majority here will
put their imprimatur on the policy pri-
orities across a wide range of Agencies
and programs—absolutely—and I ex-
pect that discussion and that fight. But
this is reaching back and shutting
down.

One percent. One percent—actually,
less than 1 percent of the total Federal
budget goes to these vital humani-
tarian programs around the world. I
will give you a few examples of what
has been stopped in its tracks.

A U.S. organization funded through
AID has stopped its counterterrorism
work in the Philippines that was reduc-
ing the appeal of terrorist recruitment
and radicalization. We have walked
away from that work.

In Mexico, an organization that re-
duces the number of children recruited
by gangs to help move drugs and mi-
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grants across our border has had its
funding cut off.

I remember trips that I took, bipar-
tisan delegations I was a part of that
went and visited AID-funded work
where folks were delivering critical
care. St. Mary’s Clinic in Kibera in
Nairobi, Kenya—one of the worst infor-
mal resettlement slums I have ever
been in my life, and these dedicated,
caring, capable folks were delivering
vital life assistance. In Liberia, during
Ebola, I will never forget meeting with
the nurses, the doctors, the volunteers,
the Liberians, who were helping save
lives.

Why does this matter? Today, there
is an Ebola outbreak in Kampala,
Uganda. There is a Marburg outbreak
in Tanzania. It is the disease moni-
toring and testing, it is the clinics and
the nurses that keep these diseases
controlled and managed on the other
side of the world before they come
here.

Failing to sustain this work in an ef-
ficient and effective work way is to fail
to show the values of the United
States, is to show we are not a reliable
partner, is to show that the decades of
bipartisan support for critical initia-
tives like PEPFAR have been abandon
because they are no longer considered a
smarter strategic investment by one
party, while the other party will fight
for it.

My fondest hope is that we will yet
find there is bipartisan support for con-
tinuing and sustaining these invest-
ments, but it is unclear because the
unelected leader of DOGE, Elon Musk,
is even now tweeting: Shut it down.
Close it off.

My hope is that Secretary Rubio’s
comments today on television about
sustaining many of the critical func-
tions of AID will win out, but I am not
confident because it is unclear to me
who is really driving this initiative.

Let me close. We know that diplo-
macy and development stand alongside
defense in being critical to our na-
tional security. President Trump’s first
Defense Secretary, Gen. James Mattis,
said to us in a hearing that if foreign
aid were to get cut, he would need to
buy more bullets because foreign aid
around the world helps us build rela-
tionships of support, combat terrorism
and extremism, advance our values and
priorities, and makes us safer and more
secure.

I cannot think of a more troubling
development than that this long-trust-
ed, capable, bipartisan effort at helping
bring our values to the world and help-
ing secure our Nation would be cut off
abruptly, roughly, in a way that vio-
lates the law and the spirit of our long
bipartisan compromise.

Who wins if we do, in fact, shut this
all down? It is our adversaries. It is
terrorists. It is drug cartels. It is Rus-
sia. It is China. It is those we have held
at bay through the great work of this
organization and its dedicated servants
for decades.

My hope is that even though this res-
olution was opposed and thus defeated
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tonight, the determination to support
this great work will survive and thrive
and prevail.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. RISCH. Mr. President, first of
all, to my good friend from Delaware, 1
know that he is aware that a number of
the programs here have already re-
ceived a waiver because the case was
made for those programs, and that is
appropriate.

But, look, as I started to say at the
beginning, this is about the debt of the
United States. The fact that we are
borrowing $1 trillion every hundred
days—it can’t go on.

This institution, as long as I have
been here, has been trying to do some-
thing about it. We have tried over and
over and over again to make something
happen. What do we do? We create a
study group. The study group sits
down, they talk for 2 years, they create
a great big report, and nothing ever
comes of it. This President is making
things happen.

One of the Agencies that a lot of us
have had concerns about over the years
is USAID and how the money was being
spent. We are going to have a look at
it. I have no doubt that when we are
done with that, everyone is going to
have a say, and at the end of the day,
we will, as we do in a democracy, vote,
and that will be the end of it.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, if I
might, one of my own pressing con-
cerns I have raised with colleagues
here on the floor tonight is that even
in cases where Secretary Rubio has
given a waiver to try to keep programs
like PEPFAR going, money is not flow-
ing. Several Republican Senators have
posted and spoken to this issue today.

If Secretary Rubio is in charge of
this initiative, those waivers should
lead to funding being restored. If he is
not, if this is really Elon Musk’s vision
of “‘shut it all down,” then what is hap-
pening on the ground today in country
after country will show us where we
are really headed, which is the com-
plete abandonment of our global lead-
ership in humanitarian relief and de-
velopment.

I pray that we can work together to
ensure that the critical work of dozens
of household-name nonprofits is not
abandoned and that what is left of AID
is not allowed to bleed out while we
here in the Senate debate it.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

Mr. SCHATZ. Mr. President, I want
to thank Senator COONS for his leader-
ship on trying to restore international
order. And that is what we are talking
about.

The chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee is talking about re-
forms to the way we deliver aid. Look,
10 days ago, I had a conversation with

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Senator GRAHAM, who is the chairman
of the committee that has jurisdiction
over spending in the State Depart-
ment—I am now the ranking member
of that committee—and we talked
about the opportunities for reform. We
talked about the need to align Amer-
ican foreign policy with USAID.

And to the extent that we are all
alarmed at the Belt and Road Initia-
tive, to the extent that we watch what
China does internationally and we
think, “How smart of them; we should
do something like that,”” the response
should be to better align USAID with
the State Department’s objectives,
with our geopolitical strategy, but not
to eliminate our power internationally.

And I think the point that has to
be—has to be—understood right now—
because some Republicans that I am
talking to kind of agree that we don’t
want to get rid of foreign aid, we don’t
want to get rid of USAID, but they
want to institute some reforms; they
want to have a negotiation. Fine.

Understand two things: One, this
freeze is just flatly illegal. Let me ex-
plain what I mean. Every year, we pass
an appropriations bill. And unlike in
State governments where, if you appro-
priate money to something, a Governor
can actually restrict those funds, our
Constitution provides and our statutes
provide that when we appropriate
money as the article I branch, the ex-
ecutive branch has the obligation to
see to it that it is done in a way that
is meritorious. But they don’t get to
decide not to spend the money.

If they didn’t like a particular provi-
sion in a bill, they could have threat-
ened a veto or been part of the negotia-
tion or whatever. But once it is en-
acted, it is literally the law of the land.

The other thing is: USAID is a crea-
ture of Federal law. It is true that it
was originally established by an Execu-
tive order. That is true. But that sort
of misses the point. There was an Exec-
utive order. Look, if you establish
something by an Executive order and
nothing follows, then the next Presi-
dent gets to revoke that Executive
order. The thing vanishes. That is a
total authority that a President has.

But what happened was USAID was
established by Executive order, and
then Congress made a law. So it
doesn’t matter whether it was origi-
nally made by Executive order or
memo or speech or that someone sang
a jingle to establish USAID. It is now a
Federal law, and you don’t get to waive
it because you don’t like it.

I just don’t understand—Ilook, there
will be a Democratic President, and I
want people to do the thought experi-
ment of how unbelievably angry you
will be when President whoever comes
in and says: I am canceling the F-35. 1
am canceling a road in your commu-
nity because I don’t like it, because it
doesn’t fit with my ideology, because I
won.

That is not how this works. And it is
sometimes very frustrating, especially
when you are the majority party, to
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understand that all you did was you
just won to be at the helm of the exec-
utive branch and to be at the helm of
the legislative branch. But that didn’t
mean that you won a monarchy. That
doesn’t mean that you get to start just
issuing memos and that is the new law.

I think one of the problems right now
is that there really are a bunch of bil-
lionaires who really do think: Ah, it
ought to run like a business.

If what you mean by that is things
ought to be efficient and that we ought
to be good stewards of the taxpayer
dollar, count me in. But if what you
mean by that is that there is one CEO
and that CEO tells everybody what to
do, and it doesn’t matter what anyone
else thinks or what the rules or the
laws are, that is not our system of gov-
ernment. That is not the way this
works.

So that is No. 1. This thing is illegal.
You can hate USAID and still hate
what is happening to it because, if this
is allowed to stand, it will happen to a
Department you like. It will happen to
an initiative you like. It will happen to
something that you want to protect in
your community or that you consider
important for the country.

So this isn’t about the particulars of
USAID. Let’s have a debate about
USAID, but let’s have it in the context
of the constraints of the Constitution
and the laws of the United States. That
is not a provocative partisan state-
ment. It is a statement of fact that we
all swear an oath to the Constitution
and laws of the United States. And the
context in which we have fights about
things is within the four corners of
statutory law. And if you hate a stat-
ute, we all know what to do.

There is still literally—you know
they say put a bill in a hopper? It is the
year 2025. We still have a hopper. You
can still drop a physical bill in the hop-
per.

You have a proposal—great. But not:
I have a proposal; let’s draft an execu-
tive memorandum and start acting like
there is a chief executive officer of the
whole country. That is not how this
works.

The second point is this: People are
dying now. People are dying now. So as
we think about, ‘“‘Oh, what Kkind of re-
forms do we want to make? Why don’t
we align this better with U.S. foreign
policy? I want to target wokeism’—or
whatever the hell someone wants to
think about the USAID budget, all of
that is the kind of thing that you can
do while you keep the Agency open—
my God.

I talked to Lindsey the other day,
and I said: You know what would be
really interesting—because we Kknow
administrative tasks are going to get
easier and more efficiently done with
the advent of AI. And I thought it
would be pretty cool to figure out if we
could drive the overhead rate in the
USAID budget down over a period of
time so that more aid goes to the peo-
ple and the places that we intend it to
g0 to.



February 3, 2025

Now, if there was a for-profit or a
nonprofit and you were in the process
of trying to become more efficient,
right, and you were looking at a bunch
of people who did a bunch of things and
you think, ‘“You know, we need an
electronic system for this, or we need a
better way to do this; we need a better
mousetrap,” you don’t shut the whole
thing down and then figure it out.

I am looking at the Presiding Officer.
I am looking at the Senator from Dela-
ware. Both of you have run big oper-
ations—private sector, public sector—
and you know this is no way to run a
railroad. You don’t shut something
down in order to reform it. You take
seriously the proposition that there
should be reform. You get aggressive.
There should be no sacred cows—all of
that.

But what they did was they stormed
into the offices of a Federal building,
sent everybody home, broke into the
secure conference facilities, broke into
the SCIFs, locked people out of their
emails.

Does that sound like the United
States of America? It really, honestly,
does not sound like the United States
of America to me. These people were
not elected. There is a law in place.

And it doesn’t matter what you think
about this particular Agency. I have
got Agencies I don’t like. I have got
Agencies that I think are spending too
much money or too little money. You
know what I do about that? I introduce
a bill to change it because I believe in
the American system of government.
And part of what we have to establish
here is, Do we believe in the American
system of government or has the inter-
net broken our brains to the point
where this is just another partisan
fight?

They stormed into a Federal office
and purged employees. Think about
how you would view that if it were
some faraway place. Think about how
the press would cover that if it were in
Africa or Central Asia or South Amer-
ica or Central America. They would
characterize it, appropriately, as auto-
cratic behavior.

So this isn’t some small, little par-
tisan dispute among a bunch of pro-
gressives who are bleeding hearts and
worried about people and suffering and
all that. This is about literally: Do we
uphold the rule of law in the United
States?

So many people are in the U.S. Sen-
ate who care about this country and
fled that kind of authoritarianism: my
grandparents, my wife’s grandparents.
I won’t presume anyone else’s personal
history, but, frankly, most people come
to the United States to flee those kinds
of behaviors.

And so we are here to uphold the
Constitution and laws of the United
States.

PROJECT 2025

Mr. President, they really are imple-
menting Project 2025. And I have to
say, back in the campaign, I was wary
about making that accusation that
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they are going to implement this book,
right. And I was trying to figure out if
I could read the whole Project 2025 into
the RECORD, and at least one of the—
well, I will just say it: ChatGPT told
me it would take 119 hours. So I am not
going to do that this evening.

But I will tell you that, if you read
it, you will understand that they are
actually really implementing Project
2025. And Trump was smart enough
during the campaign to realize that
Democrats had broken through and
made it clear that they have a very
specific plan. And part of the problem
for Democrats was it was always about
Trump and his personality, and that
wore people down. It was: Tell me what
you are going to do for me. Tell me
what they are going to do for me or not
for me.

So this was an area where Democrats
thought: Hey, this is policy. This is ac-
tually what is actually going to hap-
pen.

And Trump was clever enough to say:
Nah, I don’t know anything about that.
That guy? I just met him—that kind of
thing.

But I want you to understand that
more than two-thirds of Trump’s Exec-
utive orders and actions in his first
week were inspired by that manifesto
put together by The Heritage Founda-
tion. And the reason for that is simple.
Many of the authors of Project 2025
now hold or are nominated to hold sen-
ior roles in the Trump administration,
and that includes OMB Director-nomi-
nee Russ Vought, FCC Commissioner
Brendan Carr, Senior Counselor Peter
Navarro, border czar Tom Homan.

So it is worth examining in some de-
tail this 900-page document that is the
basis for the avalanche of chaos and
pain and confusion from the Trump ad-
ministration.

I want to read the opener in Project
2025. I just want you to be clear; this is
not me:

History teaches that a President’s power to
implement an agenda is at its apex during
the Administration’s opening days. To exe-
cute requires a well-conceived, coordinated,
unified plan and a trained and committed
cadre of personnel to implement it. In recent
election cycles, presidential candidates nor-
mally began transition planning in the late
spring of election year or even after the par-
ty’s nomination was secured. That is too
late. The federal government’s complexity
and growth advance at a seemingly loga-
rithmic rate every four years. For conserv-
atives to have a fighting chance to take on
the Administrative State and reform our fed-
eral government, the work must start now.
The entirety of this effort is to support the
next conservative President.

In the winter of 1980, the fledging Heritage
Foundation handed to President-elect Ron-
ald Reagan the inaugural Mandate for Lead-
ership. This collective work by conservative
thought leaders and former government
hands—most of whom were not part of Herit-
age—set out policy prescriptions, agency by
agency, for the incoming President. The
book literally put the conservative move-
ment and Reagan on the same page, and the
revolution that followed might never have
been, save for this band of committed and
volunteer activists. With this volume, we
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have gone back to the future—and then
some.

It’s not 1980. In 2023, the game has changed.
The long march of cultural Marxism—

I am not really sure what that is.
Those are my words.

—through our institutions has come to pass.
The federal government is a behemoth,
weaponized against American citizens and
conservative values, with freedom and lib-
erty under siege as never before. The task at
hand to reverse this tide and restore our Re-
public to its original moorings is too great
for any one conservative policy shop to
spearhead. It requires the collective action
of our movement. With the quickening ap-
proach of January 2025, we have two years
and one chance to get it right.

Project 2025 is more than 50 (and growing)
of the nation’s leading conservative organi-
zations joining forces to prepare and seize
the day. The axiom goes ‘‘personnel is pol-
icy,” and we need a new generation of Amer-
icans to answer the call and come to serve.
This book is functionally an invitation for
you the reader—Mr. Smith, Mrs. Smith, and
Ms. Smith—to come to Washington or sup-
port those who can. Our goal is to assemble
an army of aligned, vetted, trained, and pre-
pared conservatives to go to work on Day
One to deconstruct the Administrative
State.

Under State Department civil serv-
ants:

Since the U.S. Founding, the Department
of State has been the American govern-
ment’s designated tool of engagement with
foreign governments and peoples throughout
the world. Country names, borders, leaders,
technology, and people have changed in the
more than two centuries since the Founding,
but the basics of diplomacy remain the same.
Although the Department has also evolved
throughout the years, at least in the modern
era, there is one significant problem that the
next President must address to be successful.

There are scores of fine diplomats who
serve the President’s agenda, often helping
to shape and interpret that agenda.

At the same time, however, in all of the
Administrations, there is a tug-of-war be-
tween Presidents and bureaucracies—and
that resistance is much starker under con-
servative Presidents, due largely to the fact
that large swaths of the State Department’s
workforce are left-wing and predisposed to
disagree with a conservative President’s pol-
icy agenda and vision.

I just want to stop here, and I want
everyone to understand what they are
saying, which is: They are targeting a
Department of the Federal Government
because they have assessed—I don’t
know if it is true or not, because I
don’t actually think like that—that it
has got like a liberal lean.

And I have got to tell you, I am sure
the FBI membership has a conservative
lean. My guess is ICE has a conserv-
ative lean. I don’t know about the De-
partment of the Interior and what
their political lean is, and I am just ac-
tually confused as to why anybody
thinks it is legitimate to try to dis-
mantle a Department of the Federal
Government because there is a point of
view about the politics of the indi-
vidual employees.

Now back to the 2025:

It should not and cannot be this way: The
American people need and deserve a diplo-
matic machine fully focused on the national
interest as defined through the election of a
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