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vote. This is a foregone conclusion that 
is going to happen to every one of these 
votes. This is exactly the kind of bla-
tant obstructionism and delay that has 
ground the Senate to a halt and pre-
vented Congress from doing the work 
of the people over the last 5 years. 

I remind Members that without co-
operation there will be rollcall votes, 
perhaps after midnight tonight, and as 
early as 5:30 in the morning. With only 
a little cooperation, Senators can stop 
wasting time and resources. 

The only way the Senate can stop 
wasting time is if we get some reason-
ableness and clarity from the Repub-
licans. If there were ever an example 
why the rules had to be changed and 
how we tried during two successive 
Congresses to be reasonable—remem-
ber the exercise? Judges would only be 
opposed under extraordinary cir-
cumstances. There isn’t a single judge 
that the President of the United States 
has nominated who has problems that 
are extraordinary. I think what is 
going on is a shame. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. COONS. I came to speak to a bi-
partisan bill which I hope to take a few 
minutes to talk about, but first I wish 
to comment on what is happening or 
not happening on the floor and the 
comments of the majority leader. 

I have been a Senator for only 3 
years, as the Presiding Officer well 
knows. We were sworn in as a group of 
those elected to the class of 2010. I just 
came from an inspiring event where 
the Vice President, who previously 
held this seat on behalf of Delaware, 
gave an award to the former majority 
leader, a real patriot, a veteran, former 
Senator Bob Dole. They talked about 
how compromise, principled com-
promise, made it possible for Senator 
McGovern and Senator Dole, folks from 
opposite ends of the political spectrum, 
to work together in the interests of 
hungry children in the United States. 

Frankly, what I have seen in the 3 
years that I have been in the Senate, 
the 3 years that we have served to-
gether on the Judiciary Committee, 
has been a slow walk. 

There are minority rights in this 
body, but there are also minority re-
sponsibilities. There are majority 
rights but also majority responsibil-
ities. 

I wish to add to the comments of the 
majority leader that the nominees to 
serve on the DC Circuit, the nominees 
to many district court seats, whose 
confirmations I have either presided 
over or attended, were not objected to 
on substantive grounds. I have trouble 
with the idea that the three empty 
seats on the DC Circuit do not need to 
be filled. 

I have listened at great length to the 
arguments about caseload and about 
workload. As the chair of the courts 
subcommittee of the Judiciary Com-
mittee, I presided over the presen-
tation of the Judicial Conference’s re-
port on where we need additional 
judgeships and where we don’t. 

I will note briefly and in passing that 
Judge Tymkovich, who presented this 
report, did not suggest there was some 
need to reduce the DC Circuit by elimi-
nating these currently vacant spots. 

We could go through this chapter and 
verse. This has been debated to death 
on this floor. In my view, we have 
three excellent, qualified candidates. I 
regret that we have spent so much 
time burning the clock and that we 
have had to make changes that ulti-
mately will make it possible for quali-
fied nominees to be confirmed. It is, to 
me, a subject of some deep concern 
that we cannot work better together, 
Republicans and Democrats, to move 
work forward. 

If I might, I would like to move for a 
moment to an example of exactly the 
sort of bipartisan bill that we should be 
able to move to here, that if there 
weren’t this endless obstruction, if we 
weren’t running out the clock on noth-
ing, we might be able to get done to-
gether. This is an example of the sort 
of reaching across the aisle that used 
to dominate this body when giants 
such as Dole and McGovern served here 
but is no longer the case. They are no 
longer the daily diet of this body. We 
are no longer reaching across the aisle 
and finding ways to make our country 
more competitive, create more manu-
facturing jobs in partnership with the 
private sector, and responsibly reduce 
our deficit. 

I was encouraged as a member of the 
budget conference committee that we 
seemed to be moving toward enacting a 
significant—small in scale but signifi-
cant in its precedence—deal for the 
Budget Committee that could allow us 
to go back to regular order for appro-
priations. But here, as we waste hour 
after hour running out the clock to 
confirm nominees, I wonder. I wonder 
whether we are going to be able to take 
up, consider, and pass substantive leg-
islation. 

CHILDREN’S ADVOCACY CENTERS 
If I might, I would like to take a few 

minutes to talk about why I initially 
came to the floor today; that is, to talk 
about the power of children’s advocacy 
centers. Children’s advocacy centers 
exist across the country today in large 
part because this Congress, on a bipar-
tisan basis, passed back in 1990 the Vic-
tims of Child Abuse Act—a bill that for 
the first time authorized funding for an 
important nationwide network of what 
are called children’s advocacy centers. 
These centers help deliver justice, they 
help heal victims of violence and 
abuse, and we must act to continue em-
powering their service to our Nation. 

Today is a time when we could work 
together to reauthorize that initial 
landmark bill from 1990 and rededicate 
ourselves on a bipartisan basis to 
something that is one of our most sa-
cred obligations: protecting our chil-
dren, protecting the victims of child 
abuse and delivering justice for them. 
That is what this bipartisan bill does 
that was introduced earlier today 
along with my colleagues, Senators 

BLUNT and SESSIONS and HIRONO—a 
great example of being able to work to-
gether across the aisle. 

As parents, as neighbors, as leaders 
of our Nation, we have no more sacred 
obligation than protecting our chil-
dren. In most of our cases, we dedicate 
everything we have as parents to en-
suring our children’s safety, to pro-
viding for their future, and that is 
what this bill is all about—that respon-
sibility. 

Tragically, too often, despite our 
best efforts, too many of our children 
fall victim to abuse. We cannot guar-
antee their safety, but what we can do 
is ensure that when children in this 
country are harmed, we can deliver jus-
tice without further harming them. 
Thankfully, children’s advocacy cen-
ters, for which this bill reauthorizes 
funding, are critical and effective re-
sources in our communities that help 
us perform this awesome and terrible 
responsibility. Through this bill, we 
can continue to prevent future trage-
dies and deliver justice in ways that 
are effective and less costly than com-
munities can deliver alone. 

This bill helps prevent child abuse 
proactively. Just last year its pro-
grams trained more than 500,000 Ameri-
cans, mostly in school settings, in how 
to spot and prevent child sexual abuse. 

Secondly, and in my view most im-
portantly, this bill delivers justice. 
Children’s advocacy centers increase 
prosecution of the monsters who per-
petrate child abuse. One study showed 
a 94-percent conviction rate for center 
cases that carried forward to trial. 

Third, and in many ways equally as 
important, this bill helps to heal. Child 
victims of abuse who receive services 
at a child advocacy center are four 
times more likely to receive the med-
ical exams and mental health treat-
ment they desperately need compared 
to children who are served by non-cen-
ter supported communities. No parent 
ever wants to go to one of these places 
or have to bring their child to one of 
these places, but those parents who 
have under these tragic circumstances, 
nearly 100 percent of them say they 
would recommend seeking this help to 
other parents. 

How do these advocacy centers 
achieve all these different results of 
prevention, of justice, and of healing? 
Well, they are unique because they 
bring together under one roof every-
body who needs to be present to help 
deal with the tragedy of child abuse: 
law enforcement, prosecutors, mental 
health and child service professionals— 
all focused on what is in the best inter-
est of the child. 

Through a trained forensic inter-
viewer, they interview the child to find 
out exactly what happened. They ask 
difficult, detailed questions, and they 
structure the conversation in a trained 
and nonleading way so the testimony 
can be used later in court, preventing 
what otherwise is retraumatization, 
making it possible for child victims to 
testify in a way that will lead to jus-
tice but without forcing those children 
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to take the stand and to repeat over 
and over what they testified to once at 
a center. 

Prosecutors take the information ob-
tained in the interview all the way 
through the court system, while doc-
tors and other child service profes-
sionals ensure the child is getting the 
help he or she badly needs to begin the 
process of healing. 

One place, one interview, with all the 
resources a victim would need to move 
forward to secure justice and to heal. 

In my home State of Delaware, we 
have three children’s advocacy centers, 
one in each of our counties. In the last 
year, I visited the centers in Wil-
mington and in Dover and saw first-
hand the extraordinary work the pro-
fessionals there do. These are places 
haunted by the tragedies that are de-
scribed and recorded there, but the 
staff are welcoming, nurturing profes-
sionals, and the law enforcement and 
mental health and child service profes-
sionals who are there are deeply dedi-
cated to making sure that they achieve 
justice and that they promote healing. 

It was striking on my tours, my vis-
its, to see how strategically and 
thoughtfully each of these centers has 
been put together, how they have 
worked through every possible detail 
to enable obtaining the testimony 
needed to secure justice while enabling 
healing of child victims. This is crit-
ical in order to avoid retrauma-
tization—a threat that is real for vic-
tims and for their long-term healing 
process. The centers in Wilmington and 
Dover and Georgetown in my home 
State show over and over how these 
centers create the sort of nurturing but 
effective space to ensure that we both 
meet the needs of victims and secure 
justice. 

As I am sure the Chair knows, in my 
home State of Delaware just a few 
years ago we saw exactly the kind of 
evil we most dread in this world when 
a pediatrician, a man named Earl Brad-
ley whom many Delawareans trusted 
with their children’s health and safety, 
was found to have sexually assaulted 
more than 100 of our children. Dela-
ware is a State of neighbors, and his 
horrific crimes against our children, 
our families, and our communities af-
fected all of us. Attorney general Beau 
Biden and his team effectively led the 
investigation and prosecution of this 
monster. Thankfully, children’s advo-
cacy centers were able to play a key 
role in ensuring that the interviews 
and the assistance provided to the vic-
tims and their families were effective 
and that ultimately justice was ren-
dered. 

Randy Williams, the executive direc-
tor of Delaware’s Children’s Advocacy 
Center in Dover, wrote to me: 

Our multidisciplinary team worked tire-
lessly and seamlessly in providing forensic 
interviews, assessments, medical evaluations 
and mental health services for every child 
referred to our centers. 

Randy went on to say: 
I feel confident that our team’s out-

standing collaborative response was a direct 

result of the financial and technical assist-
ance and training resources made possible 
over many years through the Federal Vic-
tims of Child Abuse Act. 

In the end, Dr. Bradley was convicted 
on multiple counts. Over 100 victims 
were involved. He is now serving 14 life 
sentences plus 164 years in prison. 

As a nation, we have no greater re-
sponsibility than to keep our children 
safe. As a father, there is nothing that 
keeps me up at night more than con-
cerns about the safety and security and 
health of my own children. We must do 
everything we can to prevent sexual 
abuse of those most vulnerable and 
those most precious members of our so-
ciety—our children. When that tragedy 
strikes, we need to be prepared with 
the best services we have to foster 
healing and deliver justice. 

This specific bill is about upholding 
our responsibility to our children, to 
our families, and to this Nation’s fu-
ture. It is at the very core of why we 
serve and of what we believe. I am 
grateful that this is a bipartisan bill, 
that this is a bill which can dem-
onstrate the best of what this Senate, 
this Congress, and this country is capa-
ble of. It represents the best of our 
Federal commitment to targeted, effec-
tive, and essential assistance to State 
and local law enforcement, to our com-
munities, and to our children. 

I urge my colleagues to join with us 
because in the end, no child should fall 
prey to physical or sexual abuse. No 
mother or father should have a haunt-
ing experience of finding that an adult 
they trusted took advantage of that 
trust and horribly hurt their child. No 
country should tolerate these crimes 
when there are things we can do now, 
today, on a bipartisan basis, to protect 
and to heal our children and to ensure 
that justice is secured. 

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I came 
to the floor to talk about several other 
things, but after hearing the majority 
leader and my colleague from Dela-
ware, I think the revisionist history 
needs to stop. 

This place ran from 1917 under a 
process where any one Senator could 
stop anything. That was changed by a 
two-thirds majority of those present 
voting to a number less than that. The 
point I am getting to is that we are in 
this process because the rules weren’t 
good enough to accomplish what the 
majority wanted to accomplish and the 
majority leader wanted to accomplish. 
Majority Leader Byrd didn’t have any 
trouble when he had the same vote 
number. Majority Leader Daschle 
didn’t have any trouble. Neither did 
Frist or Dole. None of them had any 
trouble. As a matter of fact, what we 
have seen and what has happened is a 
lack of effective leadership in building 
bipartisanship. 

The Senate wasn’t designed to be the 
House, as my colleagues have recently 

made it. The Senate was designed to 
absolutely protect minority rights. 
And what happened the week before we 
went on Thanksgiving break actually 
hurt the majority more than it hurt 
the minority because now the majority 
has lost the ability to hold their own 
administration accountable. 

The majority leader used the words 
‘‘reasonableness’’ and ‘‘clarity.’’ Rea-
sonableness is compromise. Reason-
ableness is allowing amendments on 
major bills. Clarity is the ability of 
Senators to offer their viewpoint on 
$600 billion bills. Reasonableness would 
be to say that every Member of this 
body ought to be able to contribute im-
portant ideas to the Defense authoriza-
tion bill or to the farm bill or to any 
other major piece of legislation. 

So we have gone down this road. It 
can be stopped. All this can be stopped, 
but it cannot be stopped without the 
recognition of the damage done to this 
body by a very frivolous act. 

The revisionist history I am talking 
about is with the DC court. There is no 
difference in what the President is 
doing on the DC court than what Roo-
sevelt decided to do or attempted to do. 
Everybody knows the workload there is 
enormously small compared to all the 
rest of the courts. Everybody knows 
there are also judicial vacancies that 
are much more important than those. 

So what is the reason for this? It is 
so we can continue to have executive 
orders and bureaucratic rules and regs 
come through that are going to get 
challenged because they are not within 
the consent and the vision of the laws 
that are passed, and, in fact, they can 
be enforced by a stacked court. My col-
leagues can’t claim anything other 
than that. We know that is what is 
going on, and they know that is what is 
going on. That is going to be there for-
ever. That is a legacy of the Obama ad-
ministration, and it is a planned leg-
acy. 

So it is not about what is claimed to 
be Republican obstructionism. It is 
about changing the very nature of our 
country. It is about changing the rule 
of law. It is about whether the Presi-
dent will be an emperor or be the Presi-
dent. And my worry is that we are 
moving fast and quickly toward an ex-
ecutive branch that has decided and 
has stated very proudly: If the Con-
gress won’t do it, we are going to do it 
anyway. Where does that fit in with 
the rule of law? And we have heard 
that three times from this President. 
In fact, they are doing it—ignoring 
law. 

So now the very court where those 
laws will get challenged is going to be 
stacked with his nominees, and we 
refuse to admit this very same point 
was made by senior members of the Ju-
diciary Committee when the Repub-
licans were in charge. No one can deny 
that history. It is out there. Senator 
SCHUMER did it, as well as others, 
knowing that court should not be 
filled. 
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Now, we know it is going to get 

filled. We understand what is hap-
pening. What is at risk is the future of 
our country and whether we will really 
have balance between the powers of the 
judiciary, the executive, and the legis-
lative branches in this country. What 
we are seeing is a reshaping of that. It 
is a dangerous trend. It was something 
our Founders worried about, and we 
have seen executive orders and execu-
tive privilege taken to new heights 
that have never been seen in this coun-
try before by this administration. 

So let’s be clear what we are talking 
about. This isn’t about obstructionism. 
This is about you limited our rights. 
You also very well limited your own 
rights in the ability to extract infor-
mation. 

We just heard Senator GRASSLEY 
spend 1 hour on the floor talking about 
the lack of response from this adminis-
tration. There is no tool for you to get 
answers anymore, there is no tool for 
any of us to get answers anymore, be-
cause we can no longer hold any nomi-
nations because they will go through. 
So there is no power. We have given up 
the one significant power to hold the 
executive branch accountable. 

Not only that, but we have dimin-
ished the minority rights that are part 
of what the Founders created to force 
compromise—to force us to com-
promise, to bring us together. There is 
not ill will. There are damaged hearts 
in this institution today. 

We understand the strong beliefs on 
the other side, but we don’t understand 
the lack of moral fiber that is associ-
ated with avoiding and violating what 
has always been the tradition of the 
Senate—which is, you change rules 
with two-thirds votes of those duly 
elected and present. Rule XXII still 
stands. It just has a precedent in front 
of it. 

So for the first time in our history in 
this body, one group—because they 
couldn’t achieve compromise and 
wouldn’t compromise—has forced a 
changing of the rules, not through two- 
thirds of duly elected and sworn mem-
bers but by fiat and by simple major-
ity. What is next? We are going to 
make it the House. That is what is 
next. That is coming. I know that is 
coming. 

So consequently what is going to 
happen in our country is we are not 
going to have significant deliberation. 
We are going to have laws changed at 
public whim, rather than the long-term 
thinking and an embracing of what the 
Constitution says. 

The whole purpose for this body is to 
be a counter to the House in terms of 
response to political and public de-
mand; to give reasoned thought and 
forced compromise, so that what comes 
out of here is a blend of what both the 
public wants, but also what the public 
might have lost sight of in terms of a 
short-term view versus a long-term 
view. You are putting that at risk. It is 
coming at risk. The very the soul of 
the country can unwind right here in 
the Senate. 

So what remaining powers do we 
have as minority Members—and you 
may get to find that out someday—is 
to use the rules that are there to our 
benefit. 

In the past, nominations were agreed 
upon between the majority leader and 
the minority leader, and they were fer-
reted out and moved. We have had 21 
nominations come through the home-
land security committee. I voted posi-
tively for 19 of them, against one, and 
voted present on one today. I would say 
that is about 90 percent that I am in 
agreement of moving the nominations. 

We actually force compromise on our 
committee. We actually work to com-
promise on our committee. But that is 
because of the leadership of Senator 
CARPER to create an atmosphere where 
you can have compromise and you can 
have back and forth. We don’t have 
that leadership in the Senate as a 
whole. The Senate has never seen these 
problems. But it is not about the rules. 
It is about the leadership and who is 
running the place. 

Most of my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle haven’t been here for a 
long time. They have never seen it in 
the majority work. Seventy-seven 
times the majority leader over the last 
7 years has filled the tree and barred 
amendments. That is more than all the 
rest combined in the entire history of 
the Senate. Is that about us or is that 
about him not wanting to allow the 
place to work? He is a good man. But 
the problem is that leadership matters, 
and this place is not functioning. 

I will make one other statement I 
think needs to be made. I believe that 
climate does change. I believe that cli-
mate is changing all the time. Global 
warming has been disputed now. It is 
undeniable; it is not global warming. 
We are now into a global cooling pe-
riod, and that is OK. You can have 
cooling. But the fact is the science is 
still nebulous on all the claims being 
made. I have said before on this floor, 
I am not a climate change denier. But 
I am a global warming denier, because 
the facts don’t back it up. 

We heard what the majority leader 
had to say about the importance of get-
ting things through on climate change. 
There may be important things we 
need to do, but we ought to be doing 
them together rather than in opposi-
tion. If that were the attitude, that we 
would work together, if we would have 
an open amendment process—a truly 
open amendment process where the 
majority leader isn’t picking our 
amendments and deciding what we can 
offer—pretty soon you are going tell us 
what we can say on the floor. You are 
going to determine what I can say on 
the floor. This is the first step in this 
process. That is the ultimate conclu-
sion to this process that you have 
started. 

So it is about leadership, and it is ei-
ther there or it isn’t. Right now, it is 
not there. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. JOHANNS. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the comments of the Senator 
from Oklahoma, and I would like to use 
his comments maybe as a springboard 
for some thoughts I have, not only on 
this nomination but on the terrible 
mess we find ourselves in today here in 
the Senate. 

I am a fairly new Member of the Sen-
ate. I came here just 5 years ago. I 
thought a lot about reelection, and I 
announced some months ago that I 
would not seek a second term in the 
Senate. So you might say I don’t really 
have a fighter in this ring. I am here 
for a limited period of time. I have al-
ready decided that. My interest is see-
ing the Senate operate in a way which 
will be in the best interests of our 
country, that will fulfill the vision 
that our Founders had of a country 
where there would be freedom and 
where the minority would be able to 
voice their view as well as the major-
ity. 

The process by which the House of 
Representatives and the Senate were 
put together was a very thoughtful 
process. Our Founders looked at our 
country and its future, and they de-
cided there needed to be a body where 
the population would be represented 
based upon numbers, based upon the 
population, and that became the House 
of Representatives. 

For a State like Nebraska, 200-some 
years later that doesn’t work very 
well. It is pretty obvious that our three 
House Members can be consistently, 
routinely outvoted by a whole bunch of 
other States: California, New York, 
Pennsylvania, Florida, Texas. I could 
go on and on. We have three Members 
in the House. It is obvious that we are 
going to be on the losing end. 

The other piece of that is it is a ma-
jority-based body. So if you are in the 
majority, with the Rules Committee, 
you pretty well set the rules. It just 
works that as long as the majority can 
keep their members together, they are 
going to win. That is just the way it 
works. About the only way you can 
change that is to change the majority. 

When our Founders looked at that, 
they said: We have to have a different 
approach in the Senate. That led to the 
great compromise. 

What we ended up with is just a re-
markable system. If you think about 
it, Nebraska in the Senate is as power-
ful as California. Nebraska is as power-
ful as Pennsylvania because we each 
get two Members. We are equally rep-
resented. 

They also recognize that the pen-
dulum would swing. Sometimes one 
party would be in control, and some-
times another party would be in con-
trol. Originally, when the Senate was 
set up, any one Member of the body 
could come to the Senate floor and ob-
ject or just debate something to death. 
That pretty well was how it operated, 
and it operated for decades and decades 
that way. 

Then came World War I and Senators 
began to recognize that funding the 
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war was going to be a very serious 
problem. There was a tremendous 
amount of affinity between Senators 
and people back in the country where 
their ancestors came from—Germany— 
and they had to find a way to end de-
bate. So they finally, after discussing 
this and debating it, decided the best 
way of doing that was to put something 
in place where you could literally take 
a vote. I think back then, if my mem-
ory serves me correctly, if two-thirds 
of the Senators voted, they could end 
debate. 

That was quite a change for the Sen-
ate. The whole idea that a single Sen-
ator wasn’t going to be able to literally 
force issues in the Senate was a very 
difficult issue. But that change was 
made, and it operated that way for 
many decades following. Then in the 
1970s, the decision was made that it 
would take 60 votes to end debate. It 
would pull the number down to 60. But 
it was always recognized that the rules 
could only be changed by a two-thirds 
majority; that is, until just a few 
weeks ago. Then, something happened 
here in the Senate that literally shakes 
the foundation of this country and it 
shakes the foundation of this body. 

I guess if you are in the majority at 
the moment, you are probably saying: 
Geez, Mike. It seems to work out pret-
ty well. Well, it won’t work out very 
well for the history of this body, for 
this institution, for its Members, and, 
most importantly, for the citizens of 
the United States, because it was the 
method chosen to change the rules that 
is the frightening piece. 

Think about this. We came down here 
a few weeks ago. A ruling was made by 
the Chair, and the majority leader said: 
I will appeal that ruling. 

Now, we all know, if we have read the 
Senate rules—and I hope to goodness 
we have all read the Senate rules—that 
by appealing the ruling of the Chair, 
you can overrule the Chair by a major-
ity vote. 

Let me repeat that. We bypassed the 
rule that says it takes two-thirds to 
change the rules of the Senate, and the 
majority said: We will appeal the rul-
ing; and if we get a majority, we will 
overturn the ruling. That is what hap-
pened, and that is where we find our-
selves tonight. 

This isn’t inconsequential, and we 
are not trying to be arbitrary and ca-
pricious, but we are trying to make the 
point that this is a huge issue for the 
future of our country. Let me point out 
what this now means for the Senate. 
What this means is that if the majority 
leader, whoever that is, Republican or 
Democrat, does not like the way things 
are going, they can appeal the ruling of 
the Chair and overturn that ruling by a 
majority vote because now the prece-
dent is set. It is in our history. It is in 
our rules. 

Some look at this and say: You need 
not panic; this only applies to circuit 
court nominees, district court nomi-
nees, and executive appointments. 

Let’s think about that for a second. 
Let’s say we have a Supreme Court of 

the United States where there are four 
members who are pretty consistent in 
ruling one way—some might call it the 
liberal way—and we have four members 
who are pretty consistent in ruling an-
other way—some might call it the con-
servative way—and there is one mem-
ber of the Supreme Court who kind of 
moves back and forth between the four 
over here and the four over here, be-
tween the four liberal members and the 
four conservative members, whatever 
you want to call it. That is a pretty un-
predictable vote. 

Let’s say something happens. Maybe 
there is a health issue. Maybe there is 
a decision by that member there in the 
middle to retire. I don’t know. It could 
be a whole host of things. That is the 
human condition. Things happen to us. 
Let’s say we are in the last 18 months 
of an administration. The President is 
due to go out. The campaign has al-
ready started. People are showing up in 
Iowa, New Hampshire, South Carolina, 
and everywhere else. They are raising 
money. They have Presidential races 
they are organizing, and they are doing 
all the things they need to do. You 
have Republicans thinking: By golly, it 
is our time. We either keep the White 
House or win the White House. You 
have Democrats thinking the same. 
And you have a President who all of a 
sudden has a Supreme Court appoint-
ment smack dab in the middle of four 
members on one side and four members 
on the other side. 

Let’s say the majority has the ability 
to put somebody of their own ilk into 
that position—whether it is Republican 
or Democrat or liberal or conservative. 
They look at this and they say: You 
know, we could lose the White House or 
we might not get the White House. 
These are appointments for life. It is 
not as if we are appointing somebody 
for 4 years; these are appointments for 
life. We have kind of come to the con-
clusion, as we talked about it on our 
side of the aisle, that, by golly, it is in 
the best interests of this country if we 
can make this appointment. You know 
what. We do not have 60 votes to get it 
done. We have counted the votes. It 
looks as though this is going to come 
out of the Judiciary Committee on a 
straight party-line vote. What are we 
going to do now? 

I know what will happen. You know 
what will happen. Every Member of the 
Senate knows what will happen. I don’t 
care if you are a Republican or a Demo-
crat or a conservative or a liberal or a 
Socialist or whatever you want to call 
yourself, we know what will happen. 
There will be a ruling by the Chair. 
There will be an appeal by the majority 
leader. And all of a sudden we will have 
a rule where you can confirm a Su-
preme Court nomination—a nomina-
tion to a job for life—based upon a ma-
jority vote. Does anybody think for a 
minute that is not going to happen? 
Does anybody think for a minute that 
the circumstances surrounding that 
will not occur? 

I guess if you are on the Republican 
side of the aisle and it is a very strong 

conservative who is going to the Su-
preme Court, maybe you look at that 
and say: Thank goodness. We saved the 
country. 

Maybe if you are a Democrat and it 
is a good strong liberal who is going 
onto the Supreme Court, you say: 
Thank goodness. We saved the country, 
and it was worth it. 

But you see, here is the dilemma in 
which we find ourselves. The dilemma 
in which we find ourselves is that the 
majority of this body has now set the 
precedent and you cannot pull it back. 
There is not any way now that you can 
unwind the clock and turn back the 
clock. 

Let me offer another thought. Let’s 
say we are a few years down the road 
and you have a piece of legislation and 
your side of the aisle has decided that 
piece of legislation is absolutely crit-
ical for the future of this country. 
Maybe it is cap-and-trade, maybe it is 
another health care bill—whatever. All 
of a sudden somebody says: We have to 
get this done. We are in the last 12 
months of this administration. We are 
looking at the numbers. We are not 
going to win the White House again, 
the way it is looking. The precedent is 
there: Appeal the ruling of the chair. 

The point I am making is this. It is 
not that the rules were changed. The 
rules have been changed in the Senate 
a number of times by the way the Sen-
ate rules contemplate—with a super-
majority voting to change those rules. 
Now we have torn that up because now 
we have established a precedent. 

I am in the process of reading Sen-
ator Byrd’s history of the Senate—a re-
markable man. I got to know him a lit-
tle bit. He was still here when I came 
to the Senate, before he passed. He 
happened to be on the other side of the 
aisle, but I came to respect him so 
much. He would never have stood for 
this. He never would have tolerated 
that this institution would be so mis-
treated by anybody, Republican or 
Democrat. Boy, in his heyday he would 
have been at his seat screaming at the 
top of his lungs about what we were 
doing to the Senate with this vote, 
what the majority was going to do to 
the future of this great body. 

In his history of the Senate, he talks 
about how important it is that there is 
this body where a minority view of the 
world can be represented. 

If I were the majority leader, I guess 
I would like this to run efficiently and 
well-oiled and smoothly. I was a Gov-
ernor. I was a mayor. The days when I 
got my way were much better than 
days when I did not get my way. I did 
not like being frustrated by the legisla-
ture. I didn’t like the city council tell-
ing me I couldn’t get my way. I could 
not understand, some days, why they 
could not figure out that I was right. 

One day I was sitting down with a 
State senator. He had been there a lot 
of years. I was complaining about the 
way the legislature was treating me. I 
couldn’t understand why the legisla-
ture couldn’t follow everything the 
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Governor wanted done. He listened 
very patiently and he looked at me and 
he said: You know, Mike, nobody elect-
ed you king. 

I think that is what Bob Byrd would 
have said—nobody elected any of us 
king. You see, our Founders set up this 
system with the whole idea that we 
would not have kings anymore, that 
there would be checks and balances, 
and that we would be forced to deal 
with each other, sometimes more art-
fully than at other times but that we 
would be forced to deal with each 
other. 

The majority leader came down here 
and he said: I don’t understand this, 
and he talks about this process. This 
process got started because he filed 
cloture on 10 nominations. Why are we 
not working on this? If you look at the 
history of the Senate over the last 
years—I have been here; I watched it; I 
turn on my TV in the office to see what 
is going on on the Senate floor. Do you 
know what I see? Exactly what you see, 
what all of us see. We sit hour after 
hour, in cloture or in quorum call hour 
after hour when amendments are pend-
ing. 

I thought—I had this mistaken im-
pression—that every Senator could file 
an amendment; that if I had a better 
idea on something, I could file an 
amendment and I would get a hearing 
on the amendment. I would be able to 
come down here and try to argue to my 
colleagues: Pass my amendment. We 
have not seen that kind of process for 
years under this majority. 

I didn’t think it was possible to mis-
handle the Senate when I came here. I 
looked at the books of rules and inter-
pretations and volumes, chapter after 
chapter written about the rules of the 
Senate, and I said to myself: There is 
no way you could mismanage this body 
because these rules are as intricate as 
they could be. Boy, was I proven wrong. 
You can mismanage this body. We have 
seen it. And that is where we find our-
selves today. 

At the end of the day, why did it hap-
pen? Why did it happen? Why are we 
putting ourselves in this position? A 
former U.S. Senator from Nebraska 
who had been here—I think he was here 
three terms. He had a wonderful say-
ing. When his party was not in power, 
he would say at speeches: Ladies and 
gentlemen, let me remind you, the 
worm will turn. It was his way of say-
ing: You know what. I have been in the 
majority and I have been in the minor-
ity, and it will change because the peo-
ple will send a message into this Cham-
ber, just as they did on the health care 
bill. They will send a message that this 
is not the kind of country they want. 

We somehow have to figure out how 
to put this back in the box. This nu-
clear option needs to be sealed up, hid-
den away, and never used again—I 
don’t care if the Republicans are in the 
majority or the Democrats are in the 
majority. This basically means, today, 
that all of those rules, all of those 
chapters written about those rules 

have no meaning whatsoever because 
there are no rules. If I do not like what 
is going on here and I am in the major-
ity, all I have to do is appeal the ruling 
of the Chair and get my team to stand 
together and we have changed the way 
the Senate operates. It is as simple as 
that. 

I think at times in our history we 
would like to think that we are the 
smartest people in the world, that we 
thought of something no other person 
has thought of in the history of this 
country. Not true. If you read what 
Senator Byrd wrote about the history 
of the Senate, many times U.S. Sen-
ators, dissatisfied, losing personally be-
cause of a ruling of the Chair, had an 
opportunity to appeal that ruling and 
win and realized that was the wrong 
course of action because they would set 
a precedent that you could change the 
rules by breaking the rules. That is ex-
actly what happened a couple of weeks 
ago. It is not the fact that the rule has 
changed, although I disagree with 
where we ended up, it is the method by 
which the majority—Democrats— 
changed those rules, because that 
method is now precedent and it is now 
available to Republicans and Demo-
crats and it is wide open. I guarantee 
that in our lifetime we will see a Su-
preme Court nominee put on the Su-
preme Court by this method. I guar-
antee that we will see—whether it is in 
our lifetime or at some point after— 
that there will be a situation where 
legislation is now done by a majority. 

What does that mean for the coun-
try? I will give a good example. The 
great compromise protected States 
such as Nevada, Nebraska, and Iowa. 
We all get two Senators. We all get to 
come to the floor and fight for what we 
believe in. 

I imagine that every Senator would 
say something to the effect of: I come 
from a beautiful State, the State of Ne-
braska. We are conservative people by 
nature. I don’t think you live in Ne-
braska unless you have a pioneer spirit 
and you are conservative by nature. 
That is who we are. We essentially be-
lieve that less government is a good 
idea. 

When I was Governor, people didn’t 
want me running their schools. They 
had a school board. They felt they 
could make thoughtful and intelligent 
decisions about running their schools. I 
thought they could too. That is the na-
ture of who we are. 

Do you realize that on executive ap-
pointments—district court and circuit 
court judges—we basically get dealt 
out of this. Let’s say I have a problem 
with a nominee, and I want to put a 
hold on that nominee until they come 
to my office and deal with me. Every-
body on both sides of the aisle gets the 
opportunity to use that. Well, guess 
what. That was voted away a few weeks 
ago. 

Why would a Republican administra-
tion deal with anyone in today’s major-
ity? Why would they care? It doesn’t 
make any difference. 

I went through that process. I was a 
member of the President’s Cabinet. I 
hope I would have the decency that if 
anybody asked me a question, I would 
answer the question or try to solve 
their problem or try to work with 
them. Quite honestly, why do they 
need to? How can that issue be forced 
now? They don’t need your vote. They 
can get through the process if their 
party is the majority of the Senate. 
This body was never intended to oper-
ate that way. 

I want to spend a few minutes of my 
time talking about what I really think 
this is about, and this makes it an even 
more tragic story. The majority leader 
was here a few minutes ago and said: 
Well, if you are going to be like this, 
then we will work on Christmas. We 
will work the weekend before; we will 
work the day before. 

I was sitting there thinking: What is 
new about that? What’s even threat-
ening about that? I mean, that is the 
way business is done. 

We sit through hours and hours of 
quorum calls and then all of a sudden 
they file cloture on 10 nominees 2 
weeks before the break? It is kind of 
obvious to me what is going on here. Is 
it obvious to anyone else what is going 
on here? They are trying to force the 
issue. 

Why didn’t we start working on this 
weeks ago? Why don’t you run the Sen-
ate 24/7 so we can move amendments 
and give us the opportunity to vote on 
amendments? Why sit hour after hour 
in a quorum call? 

I think what this is really all about 
is this: We had reached an agreement. 
Remember that evening when we all 
walked down the hall—Republicans, 
Democrats, and Independents—and 
went into the Old Senate Chamber and 
shut the doors. There was no media or 
staff. It was just us talking about the 
Senate. 

I am not going to share a lot about 
what was talked about in there, but I 
thought it was a pretty good meeting. 
We have done that a couple of times. 
We did that on the START treaty, and 
we did it that evening a few months 
ago. 

It wasn’t very pleasant, but over the 
next day or so we shook hands and said 
to each other: OK, we get it. We don’t 
want to get in the business of breaking 
the rules to change the rules. We un-
derstand the precedent that is setting. 
Once you put that on the books, like I 
said, you can’t unwind the clock. 

So, OK, this is what we are going to 
do—and I must admit I didn’t like it 
very much. I thought we were giving 
up too much. Having said that, the al-
ternative was not very attractive. We 
shook hands, like gentlemen do, and we 
called a truce and those were the rules 
we would operate under. 

Everybody said: We dodged a bullet 
on that one, and the Senate will con-
tinue to function like it has functioned 
the last 225 years. It will function as a 
place where the minority, whoever that 
might be at any given time, has a 
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voice. It is the only body in the world 
that operates like that. 

As I said, I must admit I had qualms 
about it. I talked to some of my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle about 
my qualms, and at the end of the day I 
reached the conclusion that it was bet-
ter than the nuclear option. 

So why did this come up again? If we 
had reached a deal—if we shook hands 
like gentlemen and women do, why did 
this come up again? I thought this was 
behind us. I thought we would make 
our way through nominations and work 
long hours. Most of these are very non-
controversial, and I thought we had 
reached an agreement. 

We had reached an agreement. We all 
knew we had reached an agreement. So 
why did Democrats feel that all of a 
sudden we needed to revisit this? 

The argument I want to make to-
night is this—and I am going to draw 
on a little bit of history. When I first 
came here, I sat in a chair over there. 
I will never forget it. It was Christmas 
Eve day when we were brought in here 
to vote on a piece of legislation. Christ-
mas Eve votes are pretty unusual 
around here. We all sat at our desks. 
We don’t usually enforce that rule, but 
we all sat at our desks. 

For people like me, I left this Cham-
ber very, very sad and discouraged. On 
a pure party-line vote, a monumental 
piece of legislation that practically no 
one had read and was poorly under-
stood—in fact, the Speaker said: We 
have to pass this to understand what is 
in it. No truer words were ever spoken. 
It passed. Not a single Republican in 
the House or the Senate voted yes on 
that legislation. 

When I came here, I kind of had the 
idea that there would be give and take, 
that I would get my idea, you would 
get your idea, and at the end of the day 
the Senate was a body that would force 
compromise or the bill wouldn’t pass. 

Something unusual happened. The 
President was a Democrat, the Senate 
had 60 Democrats, so debate could end, 
and the majority of the House was 
overwhelmingly Democrat. It became 
very clear to me that my view of the 
world didn’t matter, and it wasn’t 
going to matter because as long as 
they could sweeten this thing up and 
do deals, and whatever else, my State 
was impacted by it. We all remember 
the Cornhusker Kickback. But at the 
end of the day it passed. 

I could never figure out how that bill 
would work. It just didn’t make any 
sense to me. I had been a Governor. I 
had seen how failed Medicaid was—40 
percent of the doctors would not take 
Medicaid. I could not imagine how add-
ing millions to that system was going 
to help poor people. To me it looked 
like it was going to hurt them. It was 
kind of like giving them the bus ticket 
and then saying: We are only running 
one bus in Washington, DC, these days. 
It is probably not going to be very suc-
cessful. 

I looked at what was happening in 
the rest of the bill, and it just didn’t 

make any sense to me. I think I know 
why we revisited this rule. When the 
rollout occurred right about that time, 
all heck broke loose. The American 
people finally realized how bad this bill 
was. In fact, there is one State out 
there, the State of Oregon, that didn’t 
sign anybody up because their system 
melted down. 

The exchange was a mess. People 
found out that all of these promises— 
remember this one: If you like your 
plan, you can keep it, period. If you 
like your plan, you can keep it, period. 

Not only was that used on the cam-
paign trail—you know, we all get out 
on the campaign trail and 
hyperventilate here and there. That 
phrase was used by somebody in real 
authority: The President of the United 
States of America. He went to the 
American people and said: If you like 
your plan, you can keep it. 

I said how could that possibly work. 
The whole idea is you have to force 
people off their plan and onto a dif-
ferent plan. If you like your plan, you 
get to keep it? 

In 2010, the administration’s own rule 
on this subject showed that as many as 
80 percent of small business plans and 
69 percent of all business plans would 
lose their grandfathered status. 

A very thoughtful Senator, a guy by 
the name of MIKE ENZI, put in a resolu-
tion of disapproval which would have 
canceled that regulation. Back then he 
was able to get it to a vote. You would 
think that if you want to support the 
President of your party and his pledge 
to the American people—if you like 
your plan, you get to keep it, period— 
you would vote with your President. 
You would think that would be 100 to 0. 

I don’t know how Republicans could 
be against that. I don’t know how 
Democrats could be against that. After 
all, that is what this person in author-
ity promised the American people: If 
you like your plan, you get to keep it, 
period. He said it over and over. It was 
like a broken record. 

You know how that vote went here? 
Let me remind everybody. It failed on 
party-line votes. Democrats voted no 
on the resolution: If you like your 
plan, you get to keep it. My goodness. 
Is that an embarrassment or what? 

What was the message that day? 
Were they trying to say: No, if you like 
your plan, you don’t get to keep it? 
The President isn’t being truthful with 
you. Was that the message that day? 
What was going on? I mean, I was 
stunned by that vote. 

How could you be against the Presi-
dent’s own promise? That was back in 
2010. That information was available to 
the President and his people back in 
2010. Yet they kept saying it: If you 
like your plan, you get to keep your 
plan. 

One other estimate by the Congres-
sional Budget Office, which I think 
generally we all respect—they do good 
work for us. They do our scoring. They 
said that up to 20 million employees 
could lose their employer-sponsored in-

surance. Wait a second. That informa-
tion was available too. So how has this 
promise worked out? 

This fall, more than 4.7 million can-
cellation letters went out in 32 dif-
ferent States. I have read the articles. 
I imagine everybody in the Chamber 
has read the articles. They say 4.7 mil-
lion people got cancellation letters in 
32 different States. The cancellation 
letter basically said: Well, sorry. This 
big law got passed on a party-line vote, 
and you don’t get to keep your plan, 
just as was predicted by the CBO and 
the administration’s own people. This 
should not be stunning to anybody in 
this body, but it was stunning to the 
American people. 

The President said: Oh my goodness. 
I think this is a problem. So he said to 
insurance companies: You have to fix 
this. You have to get people their plan. 
If they like their plan, they get to keep 
their plan. And it didn’t matter wheth-
er it was Democrats or Republicans in 
given States, they said: Mr. President, 
you can’t unwind that clock. 

What I would say to that is, wait a 
second here. I don’t like this law, but it 
passed. I was sitting there the day it 
passed. It passed on a completely 
party-line vote. And people literally 
were caught in a situation—millions of 
them—where they realized they 
wouldn’t get to keep their plan. So 
could the President solve that prob-
lem? No. It wasn’t a policy fix; it was 
a political fix. That is what he was 
doing. He was literally trying to solve 
a political problem for the majority 
that passed the darn bill. I mean, it is 
unbelievable. 

Many weighed in. The American 
Academy of Actuaries said this: 

Changing the ACA provisions could alter 
the dynamics of the insurance market, cre-
ating two parallel markets operating under 
different rules, thereby threatening the via-
bility of insurance markets operating under 
the new rules. 

Now, I am as competitive as any-
body. I have run a lot of elections. I un-
derstand the importance of being in the 
majority in this body. I especially un-
derstand that after what the majority 
did over the last few weeks. We went 
225 years as a country, and it was only 
in the last couple of weeks that the 
majority said: Look, we are tired of 
dealing with you, minority. We are 
going to get our own way. 

It reminded me of the day 
ObamaCare was passed. It was iden-
tical. It was like: JOHANNS, get lost. We 
don’t care what you think about this. 
We have 60 votes. Sit down and shut up. 

Is that the way the Senate is sup-
posed to operate? I don’t think so. I 
don’t think that is what was envisioned 
when this body was put together, and it 
has been forever changed. It happened 
because ObamaCare is out of control. It 
is not the Web site. The Web site was a 
mess. It just proved to us that the 
White House couldn’t manage this. 
That is what it proved to us. But we 
can fix a Web site. They can get smart 
people who go in and figure it out. 
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That wouldn’t be me, but there are 
many people in the United States who 
could be brought to bear to solve this 
problem of dealing with the Web site. 
It is not the Web site, although it is a 
huge embarrassment. It was a huge em-
barrassment for the White House. It 
was a huge embarrassment for the 
President of the United States. It was 
a huge embarrassment for Kathleen 
Sebelius. It was a huge embarrassment 
for the Democrats who voted for this. 
But at the end of the day it can be 
fixed, and I would guess they would fix 
it. I kept saying to people back home 
that I think they will get it fixed. How 
tough is that? How tough would it be 
to do it the right way the first time? 
But they didn’t. It just proves they are 
not very competitive. 

What is happening here is the wheels 
are coming off this policy because the 
policy never made any sense. When the 
President made this announcement: In-
surance companies, you fix it, Amer-
ica’s health insurance plans said that 
premiums have already been set for the 
next year based on the assumption of 
when consumers will transition into 
the new marketplace. Who decided 
when they would transition into the 
new marketplace? The insurance com-
panies didn’t. The majority did. The 
White House did. Health and Human 
Services did. 

They go on in their statement: 
If now fewer younger and healthier people 

choose to purchase coverage in the exchange, 
premiums will increase and there will be 
fewer choices for consumers. 

Well, let me say something that is 
obvious to everybody in this Chamber. 
Your premiums are going up. Why? 
Young people are so turned off. Young 
people are so turned off by what is hap-
pening. I had a young person show up 
at a town hall. This was a year and a 
half ago. They said: Here is kind of the 
deal. It is just my wife and I. We don’t 
have children. We are both working. 
We are trying to get ahead. We don’t 
make a lot of money, and we decided 
the best plan for us was kind of a cata-
strophic plan. We will deal with our 
day-to-day health care needs, which, 
incidentally, aren’t much because we 
are young and fortunately we are 
healthy. We have a high deductible. 

I was listening to that, and I said: 
God bless you. This is America. They 
can make that choice. That was the 
best choice for them. They thought 
about it and decided the money they 
were making might be better allocated 
someplace else. What a great country 
that people can decide that. 

Well, what happened with this health 
care bill? That decision was taken 
away from that young couple. They 
were ordered by the Federal Govern-
ment, under penalty, to buy a given 
plan. Now, I have not caught up with 
that young couple, but I bet they are 
mad as wet hens. I will bet they have 
looked at what has happened to them 
and they are saying: Why? 

We all know the little secret here: 
Young people are paying more for cov-

erage that they don’t need to finance 
me in my sixties. Does that make any 
sense? 

I could go on and on about what is 
happening here with this health care 
bill, but it is not sheer coincidence 
that Senators in the Senate reached an 
agreement months ago on the rules. We 
shook hands on it. We put that behind 
us. Right about the time ObamaCare 
rolled out, all of a sudden that agree-
ment wasn’t valid anymore, and we got 
set up on a manufactured crisis to 
force a vote, and the method chosen to 
change the rules forever changes how 
the Senate operates. 

In our history, many Senators had 
the opportunity to change these rules 
and thought better of it because they 
so respected and admired this institu-
tion, that they believed there was a 
place for a minority whether that Sen-
ator was in the minority or the major-
ity at the time. That is what happened. 

I will take another step. All of us 
know what this is really about. This is 
about control of this body. All of a sud-
den, because of ObamaCare and the 
truth coming out about what a terrible 
piece of policy this is, it became evi-
dent that Members over here were in 
deep trouble and were going to lose 
their elections if their elections were 
held now, and the majority had to 
change the conversation. So the agree-
ment we reached after that night we 
spent in the Old Senate Chamber hash-
ing through this, debating and dis-
cussing it, basically got torn up and 
tossed out the window, and the major-
ity forever changed how this body will 
operate and what this body is going to 
be about in the future. 

So what I say to my colleagues to-
night is this: I am not planning on 
being here much longer. I have made 
that decision. One could say I don’t 
have a boxer in the ring. A year from 
now, I will be doing something else. 
Some will be here, some won’t be here. 
But at the end of the day, what I will 
remember about this time in the Sen-
ate is that a precedent was set that is 
vastly different from the way this Sen-
ate operated for 225 years. A precedent 
was set that allows the majority to 
take control of executive branch ap-
pointments, district court appoint-
ments, circuit court appointments. It 
is a precedent that would allow a ma-
jority to take control of a Supreme 
Court appointment. It is a precedent 
that will allow a majority, when it 
chooses to—not if; I believe it is a ques-
tion of when—to take control of the 
policymaking. 

So it is true when we say that if they 
were attempting to change the con-
versation, I say to the majority Mem-
bers of the U.S. Senate, away from 
ObamaCare to this, all they have done 
is reminded the American people that 
what they are really doing is abusing 
this institution in a way that, quite 
honestly, is going to be very hard to 
turn around. 

My thought is this: I feel very 
strongly that we can reverse what has 

occurred here, but we can’t do it as a 
minority. We need the majority to 
back off. We need the majority to rec-
ognize that this body has existed 
through difficult times, it has existed 
through wars, it has existed through 
attacks on our country, and we have 
found a way to operate. We need the 
majority to recognize that we reached 
an agreement many months ago after 
an evening spent together in the Old 
Senate Chamber where we debated 
these things and, like gentlemen and 
gentlewomen, we shook hands and put 
this behind us for this session. 

We can do the work of the Senate. We 
can do the work for the American peo-
ple. I have no doubt about that whatso-
ever. 

I am very concerned, though, that we 
have put the Senate in a position 
where it is a very vulnerable body now. 
Any majority can now use this prece-
dent to turn this into something that 
is entirely different than what anybody 
who founded this country believed it 
should be. When the majority decided 
that it would bypass the requirement 
that rules would be changed by a two- 
thirds vote and do it by appealing the 
ruling of the Chair, they put the Sen-
ate in a position where there are no 
rules. There are no rules. All you need 
is 51 Members—50 if you have the Vice 
President in the Chair—who decide to 
stick together and make that Supreme 
Court appointment. They can get it 
done. All you need is 50 Members, if 
you have the Vice President in the 
Chair, who decide they stick together, 
and they would do a legislative process 
by a majority vote. 

Many, many times the nuclear option 
was discussed, it was debated, and Sen-
ators much wiser than I looked at the 
history of this great country and its fu-
ture and decided it was a step that 
should never be taken—that was until 
a couple of weeks ago, all driven by the 
fact that this piece of legislation called 
ObamaCare has turned out to be such a 
train wreck and that there was a need 
to change the discussion and change 
the topic and try to draw the people’s 
attention away from that legislation, 
and that is how this rule got adopted. 
It is a sad time in our Nation’s history. 
It is a sad time in terms of what is 
going on. 

What I would offer is my hope is that 
wise people will realize the problems 
they have created for this country in 
the future, realize that the precedent 
they have set forever changes the way 
we operate and back away from what 
occurred. 

Let’s start doing the work of the 
Senate. If that means we work through 
Christmas, good. I am here. If that 
means we work on weekends, if that 
means we work around the clock, fine 
with me. I am good. I will do it. I will 
be happy to do it. But to try to stream-
line this process in a way that silences 
the minority is not right, and it is not 
what this country should be about. 

I yield the floor. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

UDALL of New Mexico). The Senator 
from Connecticut is recognized. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that after I finish 
speaking, Senator BLUMENTHAL be al-
lowed to speak. 

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

SANDY HOOK 
Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, this 

Saturday we are going to mark the 1- 
year anniversary of the shooting in 
Sandy Hook, CT, in which 20 little 6- 
and 7-year-old boys and girls lost their 
lives, as well as 6 adults who worked in 
that school who were charged with pro-
tecting them. 

Senator BLUMENTHAL and I have 
come down to the floor today to offer 
some thoughts as we reflect on the 365 
days that have passed since the most 
horrific mass shooting that most of us 
have ever seen in our lifetimes. 

I think back a lot on that day—being 
in the Sandy Hook firehouse as the 
parents realized that their sons and 
daughters were not coming back from 
that school. One of the things I remem-
ber about that day is getting an awful 
lot of phone calls from my colleagues 
from all around the country, Senators 
and Congressmen who represented 
places such as Columbine and Aurora 
and Virginia Tech and Tucson. They all 
called because they had been through 
this before and they just wanted to 
offer their condolences and a little bit 
of advice on how a community can try 
to get through these awful, tragic, 
shattering incidents. 

I sort of thought that day how awful 
it was that there were that many col-
leagues, that many representatives 
from across the country who could call 
and give me advice. What a tragedy it 
is that we are amassing this bank of 
expertise across the Nation on how to 
respond to mass shootings. It speaks to 
how far and wide the carnage and the 
devastation are from these mass shoot-
ings that are occurring now it seems 
almost on a weekly or monthly basis 
somewhere around the country. It is 
not getting better; it is getting worse. 

In 1949 a guy by the name of Howard 
Unruh went through the streets of his 
town of East Camden, NJ, firing shots 
indiscriminately such that he killed 13 
people. It was the Nation’s first mass 
shooting. Now we have, unfortunately, 
had a lot of mass shootings since that 
first one in 1949. 

But here is what is stunning: Of all of 
the mass shootings that have taken 
place since 1949, half of them took 
place from 1949 to 2007 and the other 
half have taken place in the last 6 
years. Something has gone wrong. 
Something has changed. The problem 
is that it is not this place. We are ap-
proaching the 1-year mark of the 
school shooting in Sandy Hook, and it 
will be a week of mourning, but here in 
the Senate it should also be a week of 
embarrassment. It should be a week of 
shame that after 1 year passing since 20 
little boys and girls were gunned down 

in a 5-minute hail of furious bullets, 
the Senate and the House of Represent-
atives have done nothing to try to pre-
vent these kinds of mass atrocities in 
the future. 

I come down here today not just to 
challenge this place to act but to tell 
you a little bit about what I have 
learned in the last year. I have learned 
a lot, but I want to distill it down to 
two pretty simple things I have 
learned. 

I did not work on the issue of gun vi-
olence when I was a Member of the 
House of Representatives, in part be-
cause my corner of Connecticut did not 
have tremendously high levels of gun 
deaths. Now it is central to my mission 
as a Senator. 

What I have learned over the last 
year is that despite all the rhetoric we 
hear from the gun lobby, when you 
change gun laws to keep guns out of 
the hands of criminals and to take dan-
gerous military-style weapons and am-
munition off of the streets, guess what 
happens. Communities become safer. 
The data tells us this. 

Since 1998 the National Instant 
Criminal Background Check System 
has blocked more than 2 million gun 
sales to prohibited purchasers. That is 
up to 2 million criminals—people with 
criminal histories who should not have 
bought a gun—who were prohibited 
from buying a gun. The background 
check system works but for the fact 
that only about 60 percent of gun pur-
chases actually go through the system 
because more and more guns are being 
bought in online sales, more and more 
guns are being bought online, and more 
and more guns are being bought at gun 
shows. 

We know background checks work 
because we have stopped 2 million peo-
ple who would be prohibited from own-
ing guns because they have a history of 
domestic abuse or serious felonies or 
mental illness. Two million times we 
have stopped those people from getting 
guns. 

Second, we can compare what hap-
pens in States with near universal 
background check systems versus 
States that have looser laws. I will give 
you one statistic, for instance. In 
States that require a background 
check for every handgun sale, there is 
a 38-percent reduction in the number of 
women who are shot to death by inti-
mate partners. Deaths from domestic 
violence are almost 40-percent less in 
States that have near universal back-
ground checks. 

The same data exists for assault 
weapons as well. In 1994 we passed the 
assault weapons ban. Over the next 9 
years crimes committed with assault 
weapons declined by two-thirds. 

There are legitimate arguments that 
there are other factors that contrib-
uted to that decline, but certainly a 
portion of that decline is connected to 
the restriction on assault weapons. 
Thirty-seven percent of police depart-
ments reported a noticeable increase in 
criminals’ use of assault weapons since 
the 1994 Federal ban expired. 

When it comes to these high-capacity 
magazine clips, we do not need the data 
that is out there because common 
sense tells us that if somebody decides 
to do mass damage with a high-pow-
ered weapon, they are going to do less 
damage if they only have 10 bullets in 
a clip rather than 30. Adam Lanza in 
Sandy Hook Elementary School got off 
154 bullets and killed 20 children and 6 
adults in less than 5 minutes. In Tuc-
son, a 74-year-old retired Army colonel 
and a 61-year-old woman were able to 
subdue the shooter when he went to 
change cartridges. In Aurora, the ram-
page essentially stopped when James 
Holmes went to switch cartridges. 
When you have to reload multiple 
times, there are multiple opportunities 
for these mass shootings to stop. We 
should do things to make sure the 
shootings never begin in the first place, 
but the carnage is much worse when 
these madmen are walking into shop-
ping plazas, movie theaters, and 
schools with 30-round clips and 100- 
round drums. 

But here is the second thing I have 
learned. I learned this as well over the 
last year. I have learned about the 
amazing ability of good to triumph 
over evil even when this place does not 
act to change the laws. I have learned 
that despite the evil of those 5 minutes 
in Sandy Hook, the community of New-
town has amazingly found a way over 
and over to bring so much beauty and 
goodness to essentially cover up and 
drown out that horror. I have seen 
these kids’ memories become the inspi-
ration for literally thousands of acts of 
generosity and kindness. 

Daniel Barden was a genetically com-
passionate little kid. He was that kid 
who always sat with the kid in school 
who did not have anybody sitting next 
to them on the bus or in the classroom. 
When his parents would take him to 
the supermarket, they would be all the 
way to their car with their groceries, 
and they would look back and Daniel 
would still be at the door holding open 
the grocery store door for people who 
were leaving. 

His parents started a Facebook page 
that challenges people to engage in lit-
tle, small acts of kindness in Daniel’s 
memory. It had about 40,000 likes the 
last time I had checked, and the stories 
are endless—a woman who bought cof-
fee and doughnuts for a firehouse in 
New York State; a Missouri woman 
who helped restock a food pantry in 
Daniel’s honor; a woman in Illinois 
who paid for a stranger’s meal and just 
wrote ‘‘Love from Daniel Barden’’ on 
the bill. 

Jack Pinto was a very active 6-year- 
old boy. He enjoyed playing sports of 
all kinds. He was buried in his New 
York Giants jersey. His parents, Dean 
and Tricia Pinto, have raised money 
and put some of their own money in to 
pay for hundreds of children all around 
the country to have access to the same 
kind of opportunity to play sports that 
Jack had, despite the fact that their 
families might not have the resources 
the Pintos do. 
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