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It does not have to be that way. We
can pass these pay-for amendments. I
have my own amendments, as I said.
Others have also proposed their amend-
ments. I know Senator AYOTTE has an
amendment I am supporting that,
again, gets at fraud and abuse in gov-
ernment programs and says: Let’s pay
for the unemployment benefits.

She also, by the way, pays for vet-
erans’ benefits that were cut during
the budget agreement we just passed. I
also support that. She has a little left
over for actual deficit reduction.

Senator COBURN is going to have a
proposal out here. 1 think Senator
HATCH will have one. Senator McCoN-
NELL will have one. My understanding
is that Senator COBURN has one that is
also out of the President’s budget.

There are plenty of ideas here as to
how to pay for this extension, short
term, while we look at better ways to
have the unemployment insurance sys-
tem work, to connect people who are
unemployed to the jobs that are out
there, by giving them the skills they
need. That is where the hard work be-
gins.

We have got to get this country mov-
ing again. We have got to do things to
actually increase economic growth and
give people the skills they need to ac-
cess the jobs that are out there. We
need to pass bills such as the CAREER
Act, bipartisan legislation I have intro-
duced with Senator MIKE BENNET from
Colorado.

In Ohio, we have about 400,000 people
unemployed. We are told there are
about 100,000 jobs right now open in
Ohio. A lot of these jobs are high-tech
jobs. Some are in advanced manufac-
turing, some are in bioscience, some in
information technology. We need to be
sure that the people who are unem-
ployed get the skills they need to be
able to take advantage of those jobs,
those opportunities.

We can also start by working on tax
reform. Everybody seems to talk about
it. Let’s do it. Corporate tax reform
alone would result in a lot more rev-
enue coming inte the Federal Govern-
ment by repatriating profits. It would
help expand opportunities, not for the
boardroom, for the people who work in
those companies.

People who have looked at this at the
Congressional Budget Office, the eco-
nomic experts, have said: If we did cor-
porate business tax reform, over 70 per-
cent of the benefit goes right to the
workers: higher pay, higher benefits. It
is time to ensure that we have a grow-
ing economy, we are growing that pie,
not just carving it up.

Let's streamline the regulations in
this country. Currently the United
States ranks 34th in the world in the
time it takes to get a government
green light to actually build some-
thing. Think about that. This is a key
World Bank measure for ease of doing
business. We want America to be at the
top of that list, not halfway down that
list. Unless we do that, we are not
going to see the kind of investment we
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want in this country. How many jobs
are lost every year because people can-
not get a permit, that a good idea can-
not be built? These are jobs that are
there if we change the policies here in
Washington, DC.

Congress continues to pat itself on
the back for scoring political points
rather than taking on these challenges
that face our country. I can tell you
who is not patting us on the back: It is
the American people. They are not
happy. They are not pleased with our
progress. There is good reason. They
are actually seeing their take-home
pay go down as the deficit goes up, in,
as the President talked about, a better
economy.

Fifty years ago the United States de-
clared a war on poverty. Yet poverty is
still a major problem. The goal was
noble, but the tools we used were not
up to the challenge.

Since the recession began, 9 million
more Americans have fallen into pov-
erty and the median household income
is down more than 8 percent. Poverty
rates have actually increased during
this administration with the policies
we have.

It is time for a change. For decades
we have exported to the nations around
the world these principles that have al-
lowed us to enjoy so much prosperity
and success. We have said: Follow the
American way: the free enterprise sys-
tem works. We have preached to them
this gospel, as well as our belief that
by removing the shackles of govern-
ment interference from the market—
whether in the form of overregulation,
overspending, or overtaxing—everyone
can prosper.

As U.S. Trade Representative I had
the opportunity to travel all around
the world representing our great coun-
try. It was a great honor to tell people
the Dbenefits of liberalizing trade,
knocking down barriers to increase
economic growth and opportunity. It
works. Entrepreneurs and job creators
have lifted more people out of poverty
around the world over the past few dec-
ades than any government program
ever could because the free enterprise
system does work. We need to get back
to that.

Let's do something we can be proud
of in this Chamber today. Let's em-
power the American people instead of
the American Government. Let’s not
kick the can of spending down the road
any longer. Let’s take some votes. Not
all of them are going to be easy votes,
and they shouldn’t be. After all, that is
what we are elected to do—take tough
votes. These votes we take today,
though, can make a real difference in
people’s lives.

Let’'s start today. Let’s pay for this
legislation. Let’s use these pay-fors we
just talked about that are bipartisan,
that are sensible, that can be supported
on both sides of the aisle and in both
bodies. Let’s ensure that we put in
place the progrowth policies so that we
aren't just giving people a little more
unemployment insurance for a few

S109

more months but giving them the op-
portunity to get a job and the dignity
and self-respect that come with that.

I urge my colleagues to support my
amendment, pay for this legislation,
put politics aside, and get to work for
the American people.

I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
HEINRICH). The Republican leader.

Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President,
over the past several years those of us
who are fortunate enough to serve have
engaged in many fierce debates. Some
have been forced upon us by external
events, including a searing financial
crisis, while others were brought about
by an unapologetically liberal Presi-
dent who promised dramatic change
and who has worked very hard to fol-
low through on that pledge—in some
cases, even in the face of legal obsta-
cles and widespread public opposition.
So change has, indeed, come.

Despite the daily drumbeat of head-
lines about gridlock and dysfunction in
Washington, the truth is that an activ-
ist President and a Democratic-con-
trolled Senate have managed to check
off an awful lot of items on their wish
list one way or another. Yet just as im-
portant as what they did, my col-
leagues, is how they did it because that
also has been at the heart of so many
of the fights we have had around here
over the past few years. These conflicts
haven't stemmed from personal griev-
ances or contempt, as some would have
it. They are, instead, the inevitable
consequence of an administration that
was in such a hurry to impose its agen-
da that it neglected to persuade the
public of its wisdom and then cast
aside one of the greatest tools we have
in this country for guaranteeing a du-
rable and stable legislative consensus,
and that tool is the Senate.

Remember, I think we all know par-
tisanship is not some recent invention.
American politics has always been di-
vided between two ideological camps.
Today that is reflected in the two
major parties, but it has actually al-
ways been there. On one side are those
who proudly place their trust in gov-
ernment and its agents to guide our in-
stitutions and direct our lives. On the
other are those of us who put our trust
in the wisdom and the creativity of pri-
vate citizens working voluntarily with
each other and through more local me-
diating institutions, guided by their
own sense of what is right, what is fair,
and what is good.

Recent polling suggests that most
Americans fall squarely into the latter
camp. People are generally confident
in their local governments but lack
confidence in Washington.

Despite the political and ideological
divides which have always existed in
our country, we have almost always
managed to work out our differences—
not by humiliating the other side into
submission but through simple give-
and-take. It is the secret of our suc-
cess. The same virtues that make any
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friendship, marriage, family, or busi-
ness work are the ones that have al-
ways made this country work. And the
place where it happens, the place where
all the national conflicts and con-
troversies that arise in this big, di-
verse, wonderful country of ours have
always been resolved, is in this Cham-
ber.

I realize it may not be immediately
obvious why that is the case, but the
fact is that every serious student of
this institution, from De Tocqueville
to our late colleague Robert Byrd, has
seen the Senate as uniquely important
to America’s stability and to its flour-
ishing. In their view, it has made all
the difference, and here is why—be-
cause whether it was the fierce early
battles over the shape and scope of the
Federal Government or those that sur-
rounded industrialization or those that
preceded and followed a nation-rending
civil war or those surrounding the
great wars of the 20th century or the
expansion of the franchise or a decades-
long cold war or the war on terror, we
have always found a way forward,
sometimes haltingly but always stead-
ily, and the Senate is the tool that has
enabled us to find our footing almost
every time,

I mention all this because as we
begin a new year, it is appropriate to
step back from all the policy debates
that have occupied us over the past few
yvears and focus on another debate we
have been having, and the debate we
have been having is over the State of
this institution. What have we become?
It is not a debate that ever caught fire
with the public or with the press, but it
is a debate that should be of grave im-
portance to all of us because on some
level every single one of us has to be at
least a little bit uneasy about what
happened here last November. But even
if you are completely at peace with
what happened in November, even if
you think it was perfectly fine to vio-
late the all-important rules that say
changing the rules requires the assent
of two-thirds of Senators duly elected
and sworn, none of us should be happy
with the trajectory the Senate was on
even before that day, even before No-
vember, or the condition we find the
Senate in 225 years after it was cre-
ated. I don't think anybody is com-
fortable with where we are. I know 1
am not, and I bet, even though there is
nobody over here at the moment, I bet
almost none of them are either.

I wish to share a few thoughts on
what I think we have lost over the last
7 years and what can be done about it
together. ‘‘Together” obviously re-
quires the involvement, one would
think, of some people on the other side
of the aisle. Even though they are not
here to listen, they have been invited.

Let me state at the outset that it is
not my intention to point the finger of
blame at anybody, although some of
that is inevitable. I don’t presume to
have all of the answers either, and I am
certainly not here to claim that we are
without fault. But I am absolutely cer-
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tain of one thing: The Senate can be
better than it is. Many of us have seen
a better Senate than we have now, no
matter who was in the majority. This
institution can be better than it is. I
just can’t believe that on some level
everyone in this Chamber, including
the folks on the other side, doesn’t
agree. It just can’t be the case that we
are content with the theatrics and the
messaging wars that go on day after
day. It can’t be the case that Senators
who grew up reading about the great
statesmen who made their name and
their mark over the years are now sud-
denly content to stand in front of a
giant poster board making some poll-
tested point-of-the month day after
day and then run back to their respec-
tive corners and congratulate each
other on how right they are. I can’t be-
lieve we are all happy about that on ei-
ther side.

Don’t misunderstand me—there is a
time for making a political point and
even scoring a few points, I know that
as well as anybody. But it can’t be the
only thing we do. Surely we do some-
thing other than scoring political
points against each other. It cheapens
the service we have sworn to provide to
our constituents. It cheapens the Sen-
ate, which is a lot bigger than any of
us,
Hopefully, we can all agree that we
have a problem. I realize both sides
have their own favorite account of
what caused it. We have our talking
points, and they have their talking
points. We all repeat them with great
repetition, and we all congratulate
each other for being on the right side
of the debate. I understand that. Peo-
ple over there think Republicans abuse
the rules, and we think they do. But, as
I said, my goal here isn't to make con-
verts on that front; my purpose is to
suggest that the Senate can be better
than it has been and that it must be if
we are to remain great as a nation.

The crucial first step of any vision
that gets us there is to recognize that
vigorous debate about our differences
isn’t some sickness to be lamented.
Vigorous debate is not a problem.
When did that become a problem? It is
actually a sign of strength to have vig-
orous debates.

It is a common refrain among pun-
dits that the fights we have around
here are pointless. They are not at all
pointless. Every single debate we have
around here is about something impor-
tant. What is unhealthy is when we ne-
glect the means that we have always
used to resolve our differences. That is
the real threat to this country, not
more debate. When did that become a
problem?

The best mechanism we have for
working through our differences and
arriving at a durable consensus is the
U.S. Senate. An Executive order can’t
do it. The fiat of a nine-person court
can’t do it. A raucous and precarious
partisan majority in the House can't do
it. The only institution that can make
stable and enduring laws is the one we
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have in which all 50 States are rep-
resented egually and where every sin-
gle Senator has a say in the laws we
pass. This is what the Senate was de-
signed for. It is what the Senate is sup-
posed to be about, and almost—al-
most—always has been.

Take a look at some of the most far-
reaching legislation of the past cen-
tury. Look at the vote tallies. Medi-
care and Medicaid were both approved
with the support of about half the
Members of the minority. The Voting
Rights Act of 1965 passed with the
votes of 30 out of the 32 Members of the
Republican minority—all but two Re-
publican Senators. There weren't many
of them. That was the year after the
Goldwater debacle. Only two Senators
voted against the Social Security Act,
and only eight voted against the Amer-
icans with Disabilities Act.

None of this happened, by the way—
none of it happened—by throwing these
bills together in the back room and
dropping them on the floor with a stop-
watch running. It happened through a
laborious process of legislating, persua-
sion, and coalition building. It took
time and it took patience and hard
work and it guaranteed that every one
of these laws had stability-—stability.
Compare that—compare that, if you
will—to the attitude behind
ObamaCare. When Democrats couldn't
convince any of us the bill was worth
supporting as written, they decided to
do it on their own and pass it on a
party-line vote and now we are seeing
the result.

The chaos this law has visited on our
country isn’'t just deeply tragic; it was,
my friends, entirely predictable-—en-
tirely predictable. That will always be
the case if we approach legislation
without regard for the views of the
other side. Without some meaningful
buy-in, we guarantee a food fight, we
guarantee instability, and we guar-
antee strife.

It may very well have been the case
that on ObamaCare the will of the
country was not to pass the bill at all.
That is what I would have concluded if
Republicans couldn’'t get a single
Democratic vote for legislation of that
magnitude. I would have thought: Well,
maybe this isn't such a great idea. But
Democrats plowed forward anyway.
They didn’t want to hear it. The re-
sults are clear. It is a mess, an absolute
mess.

The Senate exists to prevent that
kind of situation. Because without a
moderating institution as the Senate,
today’s majority passes something and
tomorrow’s majority repeals it; today’s
majority proposes something, and to-
morrow’s majority opposes it. We see
that in the House all the time. But
when the Senate is allowed to work the
way it was designed to, it arrives at a
result that is acceptable to people all
along the political spectrum. That, my
friends, is the whole point.

We have lost our sense for the value
of that, and none of us should be at
peace. Because if America is to face up
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to the challenges we face in the dec-
ades ahead, she will need the Senate
the Founders, in their wisdom, in-
tended, not the hollow shell of the Sen-
ate we have today-—not the hollow
shell of the Senate we have today.

First, one of the traditional hall-
marks of the Senate is a vigorous com-
mittee process. It is also one of the
main things we have lost. There was a
time—not that long ago—when chair-
men and ranking members had major
influence and used their positions to
develop national policy on everything
from farm policy to nuclear arms.
These men and women enriched the en-
tire Senate through their focus and
their expertise. Just as important,
they provided an important counter-
weight to the executive branch. They
provided one more check on the White
House. If a President thought some-
thing was a good idea, he had better
make sure he ran it by the committee
chairman who had been studying it for
the past two decades. If the chairman
disagreed, then they would have a seri-
ous debate and probably reach a better
product as a result.

The Senate should be setting na-
tional priorities, not simply waiting on
the White House to do it for us. The
place to start that process is in the
committees. With few exceptions, that
is gone, With very few exceptions, that
is gone. It is a big loss to the institu-
tion, but most importantly it is a big
loss for the American people who ex-
pect us to lead.

Here is something else we have
gained from a robust committee proc-
ess over the years. Committees have
actually served as a school of biparti-
sanship. If we think about it, it just
makes sense, By the time a bill gets
through committee, one would expect
it to come out in a form that was gen-
erally broadly acceptable to both sides;
nobody got everything, but more often
than not everybody got something, and
the product was stable because there
was buy-in and a sense of ownership on
both sides.

On the rare occasions when that has
happened recently, we have seen that
work. The committee process in the
Senate is a shadow of what it used to
be, thereby marginalizing, reducing the
influence of every single Member of the
Senate on both sides of the aisle. Major
legislation is now routinely drafted not
in committee but in the majority lead-
er's conference rcom and then dropped
on the floor with little or no oppor-
tunity for Members to participate in
the amendment process, virtually guar-
anteeing a fight.

There is a lot of empty talk around
here about the corrosive influence of
partisanship. If we truly want to do
something about it, we should support
a more robust committee process. That
is the best way to end the permanent
sort of shirts-against-skins contest the
Senate has become. Bills should go
through committee. If Republicans are
fortunate enough—if Republicans are
fortunate enough--to gain the majority
next year, that will be done.
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Second, bills should come to the floor
and be thoroughly debated. We have an
example of that going on right now,
and that includes a robust amendment
process. In my view, there is far too
much paranoia about the other side
around here. What are we afraid of?
Both sides have taken liberties and
abused privileges. I will admit that.
But the answer isn’t to provoke even
more. The answer is to let folks debate.
This is the Senate. Let folks debate.
Let the Senate work its will, and that
means bringing bills to the floor. It
means having a free and open amend-
ment process. That is legislating.

That is what we used to do. That is
exactly the way this place operated
just a few years ago. The senior Sen-
ator from Illinois, the Democratic as-
sistant majority leader, likes to say
or at least used to say-—that if you
don't want to fight fires, don't become
a fireman, and if you don’t want to
cast tough votes, don’t come to the
Senate. I guess he hasn’'t said that late-
ly.

When we used to be in the majority,
I remember telling people: Look. The
good news is we are in the majority.
The bad news is, in order to get the bill
across the floor, you have to cast a lot
of votes you don’'t want to take—and
we did it and people groaned about it,
complained about it. Yet the Sun still
came up the next day and everybody
felt as though they were a part of the
process,

Senator DURBIN was right about that
when he said it. I think it is time to
allow Senators on both sides to more
fully participate in the legislative
process, and that means having a more
open amendment process around here.
As I said, obviously it requires us, from
time to time, to cast votes we would
rather not cast. But we are all
grownups. We can take that. There is
rarely ever a vote we cast around here
that is fatal.

The irony of it all is that kind of
process makes the place a lot less con-
tentious. In fact, it is a lot less conten-
tious when we vote on tough issues
than when we don’t, becanse when we
are not allowed to do that, everybody
is angry about being denied the oppor-
tunity to do what they were sent here
to do, which is to represent the people
who elected us and offer ideas we think
are worth considering.

At a meeting we just came out of,
Senator CORNYN was pointing out there
were 13 amendments people on this side
of the aisle would like to offer on this
bill, all of them related to the subject
and important to each Senator who se-
riously felt there was a better way to
improve the bill that is on the floor
right now. But, alas, I expect that op-
portunity will not be allowed because
one person who is allowed to get prior
recoghition can prevent us from get-
ting any amendments or, even worse
still, pick our amendments for us, de-
cide which of our amendments are OK
and which aren’t.

I remember the late Ted Stevens tell-
ing the story about when he first got
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here. Senator Mansfield was still the
majority leader, and he tried to offer
an amendment—Senator Stevens did—
and the Member of the majority who
was managing the bill prevented it, in
effect. Senator Mansfield came over to
Senator Stevens, took his amendment,
went back to his desk and sent it to the
floor for him. He sent it to the floor for
him. That was the Senate not too long
ago.

If someone isn’t allowed to get a vote
on something they believe in, of course
they are going to retaliate. Of course
they are going to retaliate. But if they
get a vote every once in a while, they
do not feel the need to. Voting on
amendments is good for the Senate and
it is good for the country. Our con-
stituents should have a greater voice in
the process.

Since July of last year, there have
been four Republican rollcall votes. In
the whole second half of 2013, Members
on this side of the aisle have gotten
four rollcall votes—stunning. That is
today’s Senate.

So let me say this: If Republicans are
fortunate enough to be in the majority
next year, amendments will be allowed,
Senators will be respected, and we will
not make an attempt to wring con-
troversy out of an institution which
expects, demands, and approves of
great debates about the problems con-
fronting the country.

A commen refrain from Democrats is
that Republicans have been too quick
to block bills from ever coming to the
floor. What they fail to mention of
course is that often we have done this
either because we have been shut out of
the drafting process—in other words,
had nothing to do with writing the bill
in the first place—or it had been made
pretty clear that there wouldn’t be any
amendments, which is, in all likeli-
hood, the situation we are in this very
day.

In other words, we already knew the
legislation was shaping up to be a pure-
ly partisan exercise in which people we
represent wouldn’t have any meaning-
ful input at all. Why wounld we want to
participate in that? Is it good for our
constituents? Does it lead to a better
product? Of course not. All it leads to
is a lot more acrimony,

So look. I get it. If Republicans had
just won the White House and the
House and had a 60-vote majority in
the Senate, we would be tempted to
empty our outbox too. But you can’t
spend 2 years emptying your outbox
and then complain about the backlash.
If you want fewer fights, give the other
side a say.

That brings me to one of the biggest
things we have lost around here, as I
see it. The big problem, my colleagues,
has never been the rules. Senators from
both parties have in the past revered
and defended the rules during our Na-
tion’s darkest hours. The real problem
is an attitude that views the Senate as
an assembly line for one party’s par-
tisan legislative agenda rather than as
a place to build consensus to solve na-
tional problems. We have become far
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too focused on making a point instead
of making a difference, making a point
instead of making good stable laws. We
have gotten too comfortable with view-
ing everything we do here through the
prism of the next election instead of
the prism of duty, and everyone suffers
as a result.

As I see it, a major turning point
came during the final years of the Bush
administration, when the Democratic
majority held vote after vote on bills
they knew wouldn’t pass. I am not say-
ing Republicans have never staged a
show vote when we were in the major-
ity. I am not saying I don’t even enjoy
a good messaging vote from time to
time. But we have to wonder, if that is
all we are doing, why are we here? It
has become entirely too routine, and it
diminishes the Senate. I don’t care
which party you are in; you came here
to legitimate, to make a difference for
your constituents. Yet over the past
several years the Senate seems more
like a campaign studio than a serious
legislative body.

Both sides have said and done things
over the past few years we probably
wish we hadn’t. But we can improve
the way we do business. We can be
more constructive., We can work
through our differences. We can do
things that need to be done. But there
will have to be major changes if we are
going to get there. The committee
process must be restored. We need to
have an open amendment process.

Finally, let me suggest that we need
to learn how to put in a decent week’s
work around here. Most Americans
don't work 3 days a week. They would
be astonished to find out that is about
it around here.

How about the power of the clock to
force consensus? The only way 100 Sen-
ators will be truly able to have their
say, the only way we will be able to
work through our tensions and disputes
is if we are here more. A number of you
will remember this: Not too long ago,
Thursday night was the main event
around here. There is a huge incentive
to finish on Thursday night if you want
to leave on Friday. It is amazing how it
worked.

Even the most eager beaver among us
with a long list of amendments which
were good for the country-—maybe 10 or
12—around noon on Thursday, it would
be down to two or one by midnight on
Thursday. It was amazing how consent
would be reached when fatigue set in.
All it took was for the majority lead-
er-—who is in charge of the agenda—to
say: Look, this is important. There is
bipartisan support for this. This came
out of committee. We want to have an
open amendment process, but we want
to finish this week, and we can finish
on Thursday afternoon or Thursday
night or Friday morning. We almost
never get worn out around here.

What happened to the fatigue factor
to bring things to a close? Amend-
ments voluntarily go away, but impor-
tant ones still get offered, and every-
body feels like they have a chance to
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be involved in the process no matter
which side of the aisle they are on.
This is obviously particularly effective
on bills which come out of committee,
with bipartisan support, so there is an
interest in actually passing it. We al-
most never do that anymore—almost
never. On those occasions, we worked
late, sometimes well into the morning.

I know that sounds kind of quaint for
people who haven’t been around here
very long, but it actually worked.
There is nothing wrong with staying up
a little later and getting to a conclu-
sion., I can remember the majority
leader himself, when he was whip,
walking around late at night on Thurs-
days with his whip card making sure he
had enough votes to do whatever he
wanted to do.

When you finished one of those de-
bates, whether you ended up voting for
the bill or voting against the bill, you
didn’t have the feeling that, unless you
chose to go away with your amend-
ment, you had been denied the oppor-
tunity to participate and to be a part
of the process and actually make a dif-
ference for your constituents.

That is how you reach consensus: By
working and talking and cooperating
through give-and-take. That is the way
everyone's patience is worn down, not
just the majority leader's patience. Ev-
eryone can agree on a result even if
they don’t vote for it in the end. Using
the clock to force consensus is the
greatest proof of that, and if Repub-
licans are in the majority next year,
we will use the clock. Everybody gets
an opportunity, but we will use the
clock, we will work harder, and get re-
sults.

Restoring the committee process, al-
lowing Senators to speak through an
open amendment process, and extend-
ing the workweek are just a few things
the Senate could and should do dif-
ferently. None of it would guarantee an
end to partisan rancor. There is noth-
ing wrong with partisan debate. It is
good for the country. None of it would
cause us to change our principles or
our views about what is right and what
is wrong with our country.

Partisanship itself is not the prob-
lem. The real problem has been a grow-
ing lack of confidence in the Senate’s
ability to mediate the tensions and dis-
putes we have always had around here.
There are many reasons some have lost
that confidence, and ultimately both
parties have to assume some of the
blame.

But we can't be content to leave it at
that. For the good of the country, we
need to work together to restore this
institution. America’s strength and re-
silience has always depended on our
abllity to adapt to the various chal-
lenges of our day. Sometimes that has
meant changing the rules when both
parties think it is warranted. When the
majority leader decided a few weeks
back to defy bipartisan opposition—
there was bipartisan opposition to
what happened in November—by
changing the rules that govern this
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place with a simple majority, he broke
something. He broke something.

But our response can't be to just sit
back and accept the demise of the Sen-
ate. This body has survived mistakes
and excesses before. Even after some of
its worst periods, it has found a way to
spring back and to be the place where
even the starkest differences and the
fiercest ideological disputes are hashed
out by consensus and mutual respect.
Indeed, it is during periods of its great-
est polarization that the value of the
Senate is most clearly seen.

So let me wrap it up this way. We are
all familiar with the Lyndon Johnson
reign around here. Robert Caro has
given us that story in great detail.
Some look at LBJ’s well-known
heavyhandedness as a kind of mastery.
Personally, I have always believed the
leader who replaced him was a better
fit for this place, and evidently so did
Johnson’s colleagues who elected
Mansfield upon Johnson’s departure
with overwhelming enthusiasm. They
had had it up to here with LBJ, and
they were excited that he was gone.

In fact, Caro reports that he tried to
come to the first lunch after he became
Vice President and was going to act as
the sort of de facto majority leader
even though he was now Vice Presi-
dent. That was, shall I say,
unenthusiastically received, and he
was almost literally thrown out of the
lunch never to return, and Mansfield
was, as I said, enthusiastically chosen
to replace him,

The chronicles of LBJ’s life and leg-
acy usually leave out what I just told
you, but by the time he left the Senate,
as I indicated, his colleagues had had
enough of him, right up to here. They
may have bent to his will while he was
here, but the moment they had a
chance to be delivered from his iron-
fisted rule, they took it.

With their support, Mike Mansfield
would spend the next 16 years restoring
the Senate to a place of greater co-
operation and freedom. As we look at
what the Senate could be—not what it
is now, but what it could be—Mans-
field’s period gives us a clue.

There are many well-known stories
about Mansfield’'s fairness and equa-
nimity as leader. But they all seem to
come down to one thing, and that was
his unbending belief that every single
Senator was equal. That was Mans-
field's operating mode: Every single
Senator is equal. He acted that way on
a daily basis and conducted himself
that way on a daily basis: The unbend-
ing belief that every Senator should be
treated as equal.

So, look. Both sides will have to
work to get us back to where we should
be. It is not going to happen overnight.
We haven't had much practice lately.
In fact, we are completely out of prac-
tice at doing what I just suggested as
the first steps to get us back to nor-
mal. But it is a goal I truly believe we
can all agree on and agree to strive to-
ward together, and it takes no rules
change. This is a behavioral problem.
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It doesn’t require a rules change. We
just need to act differently with each
other, respect the committee process,
have an open amendment process, and
work a little harder. None of that re-
quires a rules change, because restor-
ing this institution is the only way we
will ever solve the challenges we face.
That is the lesson of history and the
lesson of experience. We would all be
wise to heed it.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
congratulate the Republican leader for
his remarks. Without being presump-
tuous, I think I could express the hope
that all of us feel that he will help us
restore the Senate to the role the
American people need it to play in this
country.

There is a new history of the Senate,
“The American Senate,” written by
Neil MacNeil, the late Neil MacNeil,
who wrote the best book about the
House of Representatives, and the
former Historian of the Senate. I sus-
pect this book is likely to become the
best chronicle of this body. It speaks of
the Senate as ‘‘the one touch of au-
thentic genius in the American polit-
ical system.” It needs to be restored to
that position.

The Republican leader is absolutely
right. This does not require a change of
rules. This requires a change of behav-
ior—some behavior on our part on this
side of the aisle, but a great deal of be-
havior on the part of whomever the
majority leader of the Senate is, be-
cause that is the person who sets the
agenda.

The debate for this year really is:
Will this year be the end of the Sen-
ate—which is what the distinguished
majority leader said it would be if we
ever changed the rules in a way that
allowed the majority to cut off de-
bate—or will it be the year in which
the Senate is restored, restored to that
role of authentic genius in the Amer-
ican system? I hope it would be that
way. I hope it starts tomorrow because
it could be started as quickly as tomor-
row because it requires no change of
rules, only a change in behavior, and
that could happen as soon as tomorrow.
But we know it can happen after No-
vember if we have six more Republican
Senators on this side.

We have heard your commitment on
the floor today about how the commit-
tees can operate, about how amend-
ments should operate. We have heard
that before in our own meetings, in pri-
vate lunches, and I am glad you took
the occasion in this eloquent way to
say to the American people and all of
us what we expect out of service in the
Senate.

I had the privilege, as the Senator
from Kentucky did, of seeing Senator
Mansfield as the leader of this body. I
have not served in the Senate as long
as others who were here, but I came
here—it seems hard to believe—A47
years ago as a young aide to a Senator
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who eventually became the majority
leader of the Senate, Howard Baker.
Those were the days of Mansfield and
Dirksen. Those were the days when
Barry Goldwater and John Tower and
Hubert Humphrey would engage in
hours of debates here and hug each
other at the end of their discussion.
Those were the days when the Demo-
cratic majority leader would offer an
amendment of a Republican Senator
whose amendment had been denied un-
fairly, he thought. Those were the days
of committees that did their work and
Republicans and Democrats who came
to the floor and together offered bills.

I saw the Senate in the 1970s when I
came back and Senator Baker was the
Republican leader and I saw it in the
1980s and the 1990s. I saw what the Re-
publican leader said—let's take the
Panama Canal debate. Senator Baker
and Senator Byrd would run the Senate
in the way the Republican leader sug-
gested, in the way most majority lead-
ers have suggested. They would come
to the floor and they would put a bill
on the floor that a Republican and a
Democratic Senator agreed on-let’s
say it is Senator McCaIN and Senator
LEVIN, Senator INHOFE and Senator
LeVIN. They would ask for amend-
ments. They might get 300 amend-
ments. They would then ask for unani-
mous consent to cut off all the amend-
ments and of course they would get it
because everyone had a chance to have
his or her amendment.

Then within that unanimous consent
agreement would be a procedure for
how to vote on them, and they would
say: We are here on Monday and we are
going to finish this week, just as the
Republican leader had said.

It does not work perfectly. There was
a Senator from Alabama, and then
there was a Senator from Ohio, and
they did all they could to put glue in
the works. But the majority leader had
all the tools he needed to run the Sen-
ate in that way. Everybody got a say.
Senator Byrd, in his last remarks he-
fore the Rules Committee, and 1 was
there to hear it, said we should never
tear down this necessary fence. He
meant the filibuster that protects us
from an excess of the executive and
runaway popular factions. But he said
one other thing. Senator Byrd said in
2010 that any majority leader had the
tools he needed already in the rules to
operate this Senate in the way it
should be run. So we need a change in
behavior, not a change of the rules.

One more example that goes to the
point the Senator from Kentucky
made. How important is it to be able to
offer an amendment? Serving in the
Senate today is like being invited to
join the Grand Ole Opry and not being
allowed to sing. The people of Ten-
nessee expect me to have an opinion on
their behalf about ObamaCare, about
Iran, about all of the issues—how do we
help unemployed Americans get a job,
about the minimum wage or the lack of
it. They expect me to have a say about
that, not because they want to hear me
but because I am their voice.
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Senator Byrd wrote eloquently about
that in his book. He talked about the
Panama Canal debate. There was a
tough debate. They didn’t just bring
the Panama Canal treaty here and plop
it on the floor and say we are going to
vote on it next Monday. Do you think
it would have gotten 67 votes? No, it
would not have gotten 67 votes. How
did it get 67 votes? The Democratic
leader, Senator Byrd, and the Repub-
lican leader, Senator Baker, read David
McCullough’s book and changed their
minds and they both supported the
treaty. Then they allowed every single
amendment and reservation that any-
body wanted to offer.

Senator Byrd wrote that many of
those were killer amendments. In other
words, they were designed to kill the
treaty. But, he said, we allowed every
one of them—192 of them. Nothing
passed that was not acceptable to the
joint leadership. He said we beat every-
thing else. We tabled them or defeated
them. But if we had not allowed that to
happen and the Senators had not had a
chance to have their say, we would
have never ratified the treaty.

I know there may be others who want
to speak. But we have gone down a
trail in the last several years—just a
few years—that I never thought imag-
inable. We have 43 new Members of the
Senate, 43 Members of the Senate who
are in their first term, plus 1, the Sen-
ator from Indiana, who is in his first
term but served before so he has a
broader view of this. Those Senators
have never seen this body operate prop-
erly. Most of them are on the other
side. So it is not necessarily their fault
that this is happening, but this is not
the way the Senate earned the reputa-
tion as the unigue deliberative body in
the world. No one would recognize it as
that today. No one would recognize it
as the authentic touch of creative ge-
nius in the American system of govern-
ment.

My hope would be that the Demo-
cratic leader would recognize this and
have a change of behavior tomorrow, or
maybe later this afternoon. But if he
does not, I hope the American people
take this seriously and take it into ac-
count when they cast their votes in No-
vember and put six more Republicans
on this side of the aisle so a Republican
leader can restore this body to the lus-
ter it deserves, and the American peo-
ple deserve, as the authentic touch of
genius in the American political sys-
tem.

Mr. WICKER. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, we just
heard a very eloquent speech given by



