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for some years. Their release was the
result of intense diplomatic negotia-
tions. Secretary Kerry and his team of
negotiators worked overtime to secure
their freedom. They deserve our appre-
ciation and our thanks.

I had never forgotten about these
Americans, and neither had my col-
leagues. Whenever we spoke or met
with senior Iranian officials in recent
years, we consistently called on them
to release our unjustly detained citi-
zens. The end result is that these
Americans are free to rejoin their fam-
ilies in America instead of rotting in
an Iranian prison.

The events and achievements that
occurred during these 6 days were a re-
markable validation that the Obama
administration and those of us in Con-
gress who voted to support the nuclear
deal had made the right choice. But
our challenges with Iran have not van-
ished—not by a long shot. Iran con-
tinues to support terrorist organiza-
tions like Hezbollah. Iraq props up the
Assad regime in Syria. Iran tests and
develops ballistic missiles in defiance
of U.N. Security Council resolutions.
Another American, former FBI agent
Bob Levinson, disappeared 8 years ago
in Iran, and the Iranian government
needs to do all it can to help return
him to his family or, if they can’t do
that—if he is no longer alive—at least
help find out what happened to this
American. Also, of course, Iran refuses
to recognize Israel’s right to even
exist.

Addressing these problems with Iran
will not be easy. They will require the
same kind of intense negotiations and
pressure that helped to bring about an
end to Iran’s nuclear weapons program
and the release of the detained Ameri-
cans. That means our relationship with
Iran will not always be composed of
carrots. There may very well be times
when sticks are needed to try to con-
vince that Nation’s regime to change
its behavior toward us and our allies,
including Israel.

Perhaps no action better illustrates
these dynamics than the United States’
recent move to increase sanctions on
Iran for its illegal testing of ballistic
missiles—something that is a clear vio-
lation of the sanctions. At the same
time that the U.S. was lifting nuclear
sanctions on Iran as part of the nuclear
deal, the Obama administration was
leveling sanctions against 11 entities
for their role in supporting Iran’s bal-
listic missile program.

Addressing our challenges with Iran
over the long term will also require
this administration, along with future
administrations and Congress, to adopt
a forward-thinking foreign policy that
looks beyond the rhetoric of Iran’s cur-
rent regime.

I have a chart here that I want to
share with everyone tonight. It is a
collage of photographs. I believe these
photographs were taken in the after-
math of the decision to approve the
agreement—a decision reached by the
United States and our five negotiating
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partners and the government of Iran.
This is a collage of photographs that
indicates the measure of joy the Ira-
nian people are reacting to this suc-
cessful negotiation with.

I just want to say Iran is little under-
stood by most Americans. They have 78
million people there today. The aver-
age age of those people is under the age
of 26—a lot like the young people we
see in these photographs. For the most
part, they are all educated. The lion’s
share of them don’t remember the Ira-
nian revolution of 1979 and the taking
of American hostages at our embassy
or the cruel Shah whom we supported
until his ouster. This is a population,
reflected in these photographs, that ap-
pears more focused on building Iran’s
troubled economy than pursuing an-
tagonizing military activities favored
by the Supreme Leader and by many of
the Revolutionary Guard.

In the weeks ahead, this new genera-
tion of young Iranians will head to the
polls—sometime in the month of Feb-
ruary—to choose the country’s next
parliament, as well as an entity called
its Council of Experts, which I believe
is the body that will help to choose the
next Supreme Leader of Iran. At stake
for these Iranians is the choice between
the policies of engagement and eco-
nomic revival being vigorously pursued
by President Rouhani, Foreign Min-
ister Zarif, and their supporters, as op-
posed to the politics of antagonism and
destabilization that are apparently fa-
vored by the Supreme Leader and
many in the Revolutionary Guard.

We have seen photographs this week
of President Rouhani meeting not just
with Pope Francis—the first meeting
between the leader of Iran and the
Pope in close to 20 years—but also of
his meetings throughout Europe, call-
ing on countries, calling on businesses
in order to try to solicit and pave the
way for investments not in weaponry,
not in aid to Hezbollah, but invest-
ments in roads, highways, and
bridges—things that we need, but they
need them a whole lot worse. Their
roads, their highways and bridges,
their airports and trains make ours
look like the 21st century. They need
to invest in those things.

They have a lot of oil. They have the
ability to pump a lot more. I think
they pump about 300,000 barrels a day.
By the end of this year, they will have
the ability to pump as much as 1 mil-
lion barrels of oil a day, and they are
not going to do that without enormous
investments in their oil infrastructure.
They have a great need to do that.
These young people know that. That is
where they would like to spend that
money.

We should help make the upcoming
parliamentary elections in February
for these voters and others an easy
choice. We should continue to show the
people of Iran that their cooperation
and their commitment to peace will be
rewarded. How? With economic oppor-
tunity and the shedding of Iran’s status
as a pariah in the international com-
munity.
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We ought to listen to these people.
They are not much older than the
pages who are sitting here in front of
us this evening. They are interested in
their country changing for the better.
They are interested in reform. A num-
ber of them have relatives who live
over here in our country, and there are
a lot of Iranian Americans who live
here. For the most part, they are very
valued citizens, and people would be
proud to call them Americans.

We need to listen to these young peo-
ple who are calling for reform and who
want to reconnect Iran to the inter-
national community. Frankly, it would
be wise of us to do so for the sake of
our security and for the sake of the se-
curity of our allies and for stability in
the Middle East.

Mr. President, I see no one waiting to
be recognized at this time.

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

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

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for as
much time as I may consume.

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

OVERREGULATION OF THE
AMERICAN ECONOMY

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, I rise
in support of an amendment that I am
hoping will be part of the Energy bill
currently being debated on the floor
and being shepherded through the Sen-
ate by my colleague from the great
State of Alaska, Senator MURKOWSKI.

I commend Senator MURKOWSKI, the
chair of the Energy and Natural Re-
sources Committee, for the bill she has
worked on for months—incredible hard
work. It is great to have her as the
chair of the committee, certainly for
Alaska but for the entire country.
States such as the Presiding Officer’s
recognize how important American en-
ergy is for all our citizens.

One of the many positive aspects of
the bill we have been debating is that
it is focused on cleaning up old regula-
tions, cleaning up outdated programs,
getting rid of some of the things we
don’t need.

The amendment that this Senator
would like to offer as part of the En-
ergy bill is based on a bill I recently in-
troduced called the RED Tape Act of
2015. The R-E-D in RED Tape Act
stands for Regulations Endanger De-
mocracy Act, and this Senator believes
that is the case. The onslaught of regu-
lations are not only threatening our
economy but are actually threatening
our form of government. That is why I
am proposing a simple one-in, one-out
bill that will cap Federal regulations—
a simple commonsense approach to
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Federal regulations that will begin to
address what I think the vast majority
of Americans recognize as a monu-
mental problem. What is that problem?

Economists around the country and
many Members of this body believe
that the overregulation of the Amer-
ican economy is why we can’t grow
this economy. This Senator thinks it is
often looked at as a partisan issue. It is
not a partisan issue. To the contrary,
it is a consensus issue about the im-
pact of regulations on the American
economy.

To give a couple of examples, here is
how The Economist put it in a 2012
cover story titled ‘‘Over-Regulated
America.”” The redtape is right here.
This lead article in The Economist said
a couple of years ago that ‘‘America
needs a smarter approach to regula-
tions” that will ‘“‘mitigate a real dan-
ger: that regulations may crush the life
out of America’s economy.”

There is a real danger that regula-
tions will crush the life out of the
American economy. I think that is al-
ready happening. Again, this is not a
partisan issue. Many Democrats in this
body have called for a smarter ap-
proach to Federal regulations.

Governors, particularly Democratic
Governors across the country, have
also decried the overregulation of our
economy. For example, the two-term
Massachusetts Governor, Deval Pat-
rick, made regulatory reform a hall-
mark of his administration’s approach
to growing their economy, and it is not
just Democratic Governors. It is actu-
ally Democratic Presidents. In 2011,
Newsweek featured a cover story with
President Clinton’s face on the cover
that highlighted his 14 ideas to grow
the economy and create jobs. In the ar-
ticle, President Clinton lamented the
long wait time for permanent approv-
als for infrastructure projects through-
out the country due to overregulation.

One of President Clinton’s top rec-
ommendations to put hardworking
Americans back to work was to speed
up the regulatory approval process and
grant States waivers on burdensome
Federal environmental rules to hasten
the time that construction projects can
begin and real hardworking Americans
can work.

Even President Obama in his recent
State of the Union Address focused on
regulations. The President of the
United States said:

I think there are outdated regulations that
need to be changed. There is red tape that
needs to be cut.

President Obama stated this just a
few weeks ago. As a matter of fact, it
was the biggest applause line of the en-
tire evening. Democrats and Repub-
licans roared at this. The President
recognized what redtape is doing to
this great economy.

So I took the liberty to write the
President after his State of the Union
Address, commending him for his focus
on regulations, and asked him to get
his administration to back my RED
Tape Act and to follow through on his
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promise to reach across the aisle for
good ideas to grow the economy. This
is one that would strengthen our econ-
omy, create jobs for hard-working mid-
dle-class Americans, union workers,
and pave the path for what we haven’t
seen in over a decade, a private sector
that is thriving. That is the heart of
the American dream.

Before I get into details, let me spend
a few minutes on the economy and why
I believe we must pass this amend-
ment. Our debt is approaching $20 tril-
lion. The national debt of the United
States has increased more under Presi-
dent Obama’s two terms than it has
under all previous administrations in
U.S. history. Of course, one of the rea-
sons is we are spending too much, but
this Senator believes the biggest rea-
son is that we cannot grow this econ-
omy.

The U.S. average economic growth
rate for almost our entire history as a
country, from 1790 to 2014, has averaged
about 3.7 percent GDP growth. That is
real American growth. For over 200
yvears there has been ups and downs,
but the average has been about 4 per-
cent GDP growth. This is what has
made us great as a nation. The Obama
administration’s average GDP growth
is about 1.5 percent—dramatically less
than the traditional levels of American
growth that we need. As a matter of
fact, officially this recovery has been
the weakest in over 70 years.

While the American people might not
have all these specific numbers at
hand, they know something is wrong.
They know they are not finding the
good jobs, that they are not getting the
raises in the jobs they have. They
know their family’s budget isn’t
stretching as far as it used to stretch.
This should not be the case.

We live in the greatest Nation in the
world. We have so many advantages
over other countries. Our high-tech
sector is still the most innovative in
the world, an efficient agriculture sec-
tor feeds the world, and our univer-
sities are the best universities in the
world by far. We are in a renaissance in
energy production with renewables, oil,
and gas that have once again made us
a superpower in the world, one of the
best managed, highly productive fish-
eries in the world from my State in
Alaska, and we certainly have the most
professional, lethal military in the
world. We have so many advantages
over every other country in the world.
So why aren’t we growing our econ-
omy? Why can’t our economy expand
at traditional levels of American
growth?

Look at this chart behind me. This
clearly to me and to many others is
one of the reasons: new regulation on
top of old regulation on top of old regu-
lation—a steady increase year after
year, starting here in 1976 with no end
in sight, an explosion that is going to
keep going until we do something
about it. Through these regulations the
Federal Government is looking to regu-
late every aspect of the American
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economy, and that is one of the main
reasons why we can’t grow.

When it was first published in 1936,
the Federal Register, which contained
a daily digest of proposed regulations
from agencies and final rules and no-
tices, was about 2,500 pages. By the end
of 2014, the Federal Register had
ballooned to close to 78,000 pages. What
we are seeing is an explosion of regula-
tions.

This chart relates directly to why I
believe we can’t grow our economy. Re-
member regulations are taxes. They
cost American families, American con-
sumers, and American small busi-
nesses. There are huge costs to this ex-
plosion, particularly when they accu-
mulate like this.

President Obama’s Small Business
Administration puts the number of the
annual cost of regulation that impacts
the U.S. economy at about $1.8 trillion
per year. That is a number that would
make it one of the largest economies in
the world. That is about $15,000 per
American household, about 29 percent
of the average American family budg-
et. That is what we are doing to our
families and our economy.

I believe a huge part of the problem
of what is keeping our economy back
and the opportunities for middle-class
families is right here in this town. The
Federal Government, with agencies and
the alphabet soup of agencies—the IRS,
the BLM, the EPA—are constantly pro-
mulgating new regulations. What they
don’t do is they never remove old regu-
lations. From across the country,
whether it is Alaska or Maine, our
businesses, our citizens, and particu-
larly the most vulnerable, our families,
are being impacted by the explosion of
regulations from the Federal Govern-
ment right here in Washington, DC.

Let me give you a few examples. On
the North Slope of Alaska they can’t
get small portable incinerators that
comply with the upcoming EPA regula-
tions, so the trash in these amazing
communities in my State piles up until
it is actually taken out by airplane.
This is polar bear country. This is dan-
gerous—trash everywhere. It is cer-
tainly harmful to the environment be-
cause regulations don’t allow inciner-
ators.

Because of the Federal roadless rule
in Southeast Alaska, we can’t even
build new alternative energy plants for
the citizens of my State who des-
perately need energy because we pay
some of the highest costs of any State
in the country with regard to energy.
Nationally, bridges are crumbling, and
we cannot get them built, in large part
because of the overburdensome Federal
regulations.

On average, it takes over 5 years to
permit a bridge in the United States—
not to build a bridge, just to get the
Federal Government’s permission to
build a bridge. Right now there are
61,000 bridges in our country in need of

repair, but burdensome regulations
delay commonsense repairs. These
bridges are being crossed by our
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trucks, carrying the Nation’s com-
merce, our children, schoolbuses, and
parents trying to get home for dinner.
Thousands of communities across the
country are simply Kkeeping their fin-
gers crossed, hoping their current
bridges last another year.

Let me provide one more example in
terms of what is happening with regard
to the overregulation of our economy.
This involves one of the most impor-
tant sectors of the U.S. economy—
small community banks. Over 1,300
small community banks have dis-
appeared since 2010, and only 2 new
banks in the United States have been
chartered in the last 5 years. If you ask
any small community banker what is
driving this, they will point to this
chart. Regulations from Washington,
DC, are driving our small community
banks out of existence. Even during the
Great Depression, we had on average 19
new banks a year. In the last 5 years,
the United States has seen two new
banks chartered in our country.

So what do we do? Well, the good
news is that many colleagues in the
Senate on both sides of the aisle have
offered suggestions and introduced
bills to stop the redtape, to stop this
trajectory of Federal regulations from
strangling our economy and our future.
But we need something that is simple,
something that hard-working Ameri-
cans understand, and something that is
bold to take on this challenge. I believe
the amendment I have offered to the
Energy bill, the RED Tape Act, is both
simple and bold enough to take on this
challenge. It is only 5 pages long. Using
a simple one-in, one-out method, it
caps Federal regulations. New regula-
tions that cause a financial or adminis-
trative burden on the economy, on
hard-working American, on middle-
class families, on union workers would
need to be offset by repealing an exist-
ing regulation. Simple—you issue a
new regulation, you repeal an old regu-
lation. People understand that and it
makes sense.

This is not a radical idea. This is not
some kind of poison pill that we want
to attach to the Energy bill, because I
think that is a good bill. It is an idea
that is gaining consensus not only
throughout the country but through-
out the world. Other countries have ac-
tually taken up this idea to fix their
regulatory problems as well. In Can-
ada, they recently put an administra-
tive fix to their regulations that was
one-in, one-out. In Great Britain they
have done this to the point where it is
viewed as so successful that they are
not talking about one-in, one-out any-
more, they are talking about maybe
one-in, two-out. So I think this is an
idea that both parties of the Senate,
Members from both sides of the aisle,
can get behind.

Even National Public Radio did a re-
cent story about how well this one-in,
one-out rule is working in Canada. It
has freed up hundreds of thousands of
hours of paperwork for small busi-
nesses in particular. Even the Canadian

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Socialists have backed this idea. I cer-
tainly hope Senator SANDERS is listen-
ing, and I hope I can get him and other
Members of this body to support this
amendment.

To be clear, I am certainly not
against all regulations or permitting
requirements. When I served as the
commissioner of the Department of
Natural Resources in Alaska, we
worked with our bipartisan legislature
to overhaul our permitting and regu-
latory system and to bring what we
have seen on the Federal Government
side—a huge backlog of permits—to get
projects moving. We brought that
backlog down Dby over 50 percent
through regulatory and permitting re-
form, and we did so with the absolute
understanding that protecting our en-
vironment and Kkeeping our citizens
safe was a fundamental precondition to
any of our actions. But we can do both.
We can bring down this huge burden
and still make sure we have a clean en-
vironment and a strong, healthy econ-
omy.

There are simply too many Federal
regulations out there, and the Amer-
ican people know it. It is time this
body stops increasing this number of
regulations and puts a cap on it.

Finally, if we do this, we will make
sure that all of the comparative advan-
tages we have in this country—so
many that we have over so many other
countries—will enable us to unleash
the might of the U.S. economy, create
better jobs, and create a brighter fu-
ture for our children and their chil-
dren.

I yield the floor.

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

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

———
SENATE DEBATE

Mr. SASSE. Mr. President, one of the
fundamental purposes of this body is to
debate some of the biggest issues fac-
ing this Nation and to do so in an hon-
orable way. The Senate is for debate
but not as an abstraction. It is to be
addressing and ultimately solving the
meatiest challenges the Constitution
demands that we tackle. Unfortu-
nately, a great deal of our debate is
weak and embarrassing. Much of it
falls off the trivial side of the cliff or
the shrill side of the cliff.

During my time serving Nebraskans
in this place, I hope to be aligned with
those who want fighting and debating
in this place, but it needs to be mean-
ingful fighting. It needs to be honor-
able, honest debating.

To that end, there is a terrific col-
umn this week by Pete Wehner in Com-
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mentary magazine. Partly because the
column is about Daniel Patrick Moy-
nihan, at whose desk I intentionally
sit, partly because it is about C.S.
Lewis, a man whose writings have
changed my life, and partly because it
is just darn good exhortation to us, I
would like to read a portion of this col-
umn into the Senate RECORD today.

Wehner begins:

While reading Gregory Weiner’s fas-
cinating book ‘‘American Burke,” I came
across this comment: ‘“‘(Daniel Patrick) Moy-
nihan’s intellectual curiosity was such that
he gravitated toward thinkers with whom he
disagreed precisely because he disagreed
with them and could consequently learn
from them.

This observation reminded me of an inci-
dent in 1948 involving C.S. Lewis and Eliza-
beth Anscombe, a Catholic convert who was
considered one of the most brilliant moral
philosophers of her generation.

Lewis was president of the Oxford Socratic
Club, an open forum that met every Monday
evening and whose purpose was to discuss
the intellectual difficulties connected with
religion, and with Christianity in particular.

“In any fairly large and talkative commu-
nity such as a university—

And, I would add, such as a Senate—
there is always the danger that those who
think alike should gather together into
‘coteries’ where they will henceforth encoun-
ter opposition only in the emasculated form
of rumor that the outsiders say thus and
thus,”. . . .

The absent are easily refuted, complacent
dogmatism thrives, and differences of opin-
ion are embittered by group hostility. Each
group hears not the best, but the worst, that
the other groups can say. . . .

On February 2, 1948, Anscombe and Lewis
debated a portion of Lewis’s book ‘‘Mir-
acles,”” with Anscombe reading a paper
pointing out ‘“‘a fatal flaw in Lewis’s argu-
ment,”. . . (It was a complicated critique
having to do with the conflation of irrational
and nonrational factors in belief-formation.)
The result of the debate, which Lewis him-
self felt he lost, was revisions to his book.
Anscombe, while not convinced by the
changes made by Lewis, did say ‘‘the fact
that Lewis rewrote that chapter, and rewrote
it so that it now has these qualities, shows
his honesty and seriousness.”’

That’s not all. When Lewis was asked to
nominate speakers for the 1951 Socratic Club
season, Anscombe was his first choice. ‘“That
lady is quite right to refute what she thinks
bad theistic arguments, but does this not al-
most oblige her as a Christian to find good
ones in their place: having obliterated me as
an Apologist ought she not to succeed me?”’

There is something impressive in the quali-
ties demonstrated by Moynihan and Lewis: a
willingness to learn from others, including
those with whom we disagree. There is in
this an admirable blend of intellectual hu-
mility and self-confidence—the humility to
know that at best we possess only a partial
understanding of the truth, which can al-
ways be enlarged; and the self-confidence
that allows for refinement and amendment
of our views in light of new arguments, new
circumstances, new insights.

Beyond that, it’s a useful reminder that
the quality we ought to strive for isn’t cer-
titude but to be a seeker of truth. That is, I
think, what separates ideologues from true
intellectuals. The former is determined to
defend a pre-existing position come what
may, interpreting facts to fit a worldview
that is already well beyond challenge. The
latter seeks genuine enlightenment and is
eager to discard false notions they may
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