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KENNETH WEINSTEIN: Well, good afternoon and welcome to the Betsy and Walter Stern 
Conference Center here at Hudson Institute. I'm Ken Weinstein, president and CEO of Hudson. 
And we are here today for a book forum for Jeff Bergner's important new book "The Vanishing 
Congress: Reflections On Politics In Washington." It is a superb read. I urge all of you to purchase 
it. It's available for purchase and signing by the author on the way out. It's a book that no less an 
observer than Professor Harvey Mansfield of Harvard University has called entrancing. So we 
now will have the opportunity to see if Jeff will put all of us into a trance. Now, Jeff is - it really is 
a special pleasure to have him here at Hudson. Jeff is a longtime friend, mentor, someone I've 
gone to over the years for the kind of frank advice that only a straight shooter with deep insight 
can give you. He's a longtime friend of Hudson Institute, former Hudson trustee for many years. 
Here in Washington, he served as - in numerous notable positions, including as staff director of 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee under when Dick Lugar was chairman of the committee. 

He also served as assistant secretary of state for legislative affairs at the State Department in the 
second George W. Bush term, which was a challenging time of relations between the State 
Department and Jeff's former boss. So he's seen Washington from both sides of Pennsylvania 
Avenue. He also built a noted public affairs firm here in town. He is a political theorist by training 
who did his Ph.D. at Princeton and who now teaches at the - national security at the Frank Batten 
School of Leadership and Public Policy at the University of Virginia. And we're also especially 
fortunate to have another good friend of Hudson Institute, Congressman Mike Gallagher, here 
with us today in conversation with Jeff about his book. Now, Congressman Gallagher was at one 
point a student of one of our senior fellows Mike Doran when he was an undergraduate at 
Princeton University. But at that point, the congressman was a very young man and can be 
forgiven for that.  

MIKE GALLAGHER: You gave me a C by the way. I want the record to reflect that. 

(LAUGHTER) 

WEINSTEIN: He gave you C. We'll see what Bergner gives you - professor Bergner gives you 
today. But we all know the congressman is now in his second term as a Marine veteran who 
served with distinction under General Petraeus' leadership in Iraq. As a sought leader on national 
security issues, he holds a Ph.D. from Georgetown in international relations. But he's also now 
almost as well-known for his frank reflections on Congress that appeared in a must-read article in 
The Atlantic that was published right after he was re-elected to Congress for the first time. And 
the article's out there. You have it on your chairs. The title and subtitle say it all - "How To Salvage 
Congress." "How To Salvage Congress" is the title, and you - it is absolutely a must-read. So - 
and the subtitle is "When I Was Elected To The House Of Representatives Two Years Ago I 
Found The Problems Weren't As Bad As I Expected. They Were Worse." And so between that 
comment and the "Vanishing Congress," I think we're going to have a very interesting discussion. 
I'm going to turn it over to Jeff first who's going to say a few words about his book. Then 
Congressman Gallagher's going to be graciously in conversation. And then we'll open it up to 
questions from the audience - so without any further ado, over to you, Jeff.  

JEFF BERGNER: Thank you very much, Ken. It's great to be back here at Hudson. I didn't 
recognize this. I haven't been in this sumptuous headquarters you have here. As my Southern 
friends say, this is tall cotton. I remember when we were in a small conference room in 
Indianapolis, back when I was with Hudson. I'm especially grateful to be joined by Congressman 
Gallagher, who is a very bright rising star in the Congress. I noted the other day that we didn't 
have much in common other than the fact that we were both from Wisconsin. And we both went 
to Princeton, and we were both at Georgetown's National Security Studies Program. But other 
than that, there's no reason we should agree on anything...  
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GALLAGHER: And the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.  

BERGNER: ...And the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, sure. I just thought I'd say a word or 
two, and then I will turn it over to you if I could. There - you guys spend so much of your time, as 
we all do, thinking about the president these days and the presidency and how the president is 
affecting the presidency and so forth. So I'm grateful to have an opportunity to talk about what the 
framers called the Article I branch, which is in a somewhat dysfunctional mode these days. And I 
may say some very hard things about the Congress in the next hour, hour and a half. But I - just 
for purposes of orientation, I do so as a friend of the institution - really as somebody who would 
like to see it regain a bit of its functionality and to become a bit closer to what I think the framers 
had in mind when they put Congress in what they thought was the core place in a representative 
democracy. There is no shortage of thinking these days about ways to improve or fix the 
government and Congress, in particular. I will give you just a shorthand list of these things - putting 
an end to congressional gerrymandering, more transparency...  

(PHONE RINGING)  

BERGNER: Sorry.  

GALLAGHER: It could be Trump. You don't know.  

BERGNER: It's probably an insurance salesman - more transparency in federal fundraising, 
federal dollars to fund fundraising altogether. The latest great idea - ranked-preference voting and 
other notions like that; term limits; restrictions on what members of Congress can do after they 
leave Congress, in terms of who they can lobby for and how soon; and a host of other ideas, all 
of which seemed to me to have one thing in common, and that is none of them really address 
anything that goes on, actually, in Congress. If you think about all of these things, they affect how 
you get to Congress, how long can you stay in the case of term limits or what can you do after 
you leave. But none of them really address the core question - what is actually wrong with 
Congress? And here, I was just delighted to read your article in The Atlantic a while back in which 
you focus particularly and precisely on reforming the practices and procedures and processes of 
Congress. Congress has put in place a number of roadblocks for itself, none of which the authors 
of the Constitution thought were necessary. And it has simply helped to grind the institution down 
to a very slow pace - sometimes imperceptibly slow.  

Just to illustrate a little bit that these things don't have much, I think, to do with fixing Congress, 
consider the case of gerrymandering. This is this big thing. We've got to fix gerrymandering. And 
when you look at some of these districts in the states that snake around like this and so forth, it's 
obviously - there's something weird going on there. It's obvious that this is being done for partisan 
advantage. Sure. No doubt. It helps the majority party who draws these districts. And by the way, 
it also helps a few members of the minority party who are usually incumbents. If you put all the 
votes of one party in some districts, there are going to be a lot of votes for the other party in these 
other districts. And so it makes everybody a bit safer. So the notion is, I think, well, if people were 
in less safe districts, maybe this would be a good thing. I don't see quite how that works, though, 
in terms of the two or three steps you need to make an argument about how people who come 
from a nongerrymandered district are going to reform Congress. They're going to have to do the 
kind of things that Congressman Gallagher is talking about in the first place. So I also think we 
don't have to speculate about this. We don't have to make a hypothesis about how effective 
changing the gerrymandering situation would be because we've got a situation which there's no 
gerrymandering whatsoever. That's called the United States Senate. The boundary lines there 
never change. They've been the same since 1789 in some cases. And ever since, all the rest of 
the states have come into the union, including Wisconsin in 1848. Not - no boundaries change. 
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And it seems to me that the dynamics in the Senate - the powers and the pressures and the 
problems are every bit as bad in the Senate as they are in the House or, as I will probably argue, 
even worse. So I don't think that you can really - whether this is good government or not - suppose, 
really, that some of these notions that are very creative and thoughtful are really going to fix the 
Congress. It's a question of Congress really taking a look at itself and deciding to do its own 
business differently. So I will just stop there, and we'll have many occasions here, I'm sure, to talk 
about particular notions. But if I could, let me turn it over to you at this point and simply say I was 
delighted to see your piece in The Atlantic. I think you're right on. So...  

GALLAGHER: Appreciate that. My chief of staff, Taylor - whose father you worked with - was not 
as delighted. When I was about to hire him, I said, I have this article I'm writing. It could burn every 
bridge I have in the House, so you need to be okay with it. But the response was amazing. And 
first, I want to salute Jeff for his amazing accomplishment in getting this book done. I highly 
recommend it. And I just love the way you wove personal stories with serious, academically 
informed analysis and common-sense reforms. It is very easy to read, and it is a great 
accomplishment. And so I salute you for that, and I'm honored to be here to talk about this issue 
with you. I can't let the boundary dispute between states thing go by, though, because there is an 
injustice. The Upper Peninsula of Michigan was robbed from Wisconsin because of a land dispute 
between Michigan and Ohio over Toledo. So I intend to take that back at some point.  

BERGNER: (Laughter).  

GALLAGHER: Well - and they're all Packers fans out there. So what's interesting - I - a lot of 
people ask 'cause I come from a military background, and then I worked in the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee - you know, how is it different? And I usually say, well, you know, it's exactly 
like the military in the House, except everyone thinks they're in charge at the same time. Or I'll 
say, you know, it's exactly like being a staffer on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, except 
I no longer have any power in the House. And I'm joking, but not, at some point, right? I mean, 
we - I think what's so useful about Jeff's book is that we - everyone has an understanding at some 
broad level that Article I has become increasingly disempowered relative to Article II, right? We've 
sort of surrendered most of our authority to the executive branch, and therefore, it should not 
surprise us that our politics has become this - has an overwhelming focus on presidential 
elections. It seems like every four years, we await the coming of some messianic presidential 
figure who is going to solve all our problems. That person arrives, realizes they can't get 
everything done through Congress, and therefore, does most of things through executive order. 
Then those things are undone, and we just swing wildly back and forth.  

Look no further than the sort of recent debate over whether the president's going to declare a 
national emergency to secure the border. It's a really interesting problem. So we sort of have a 
general awareness of, that's happening. And I do believe that's the fundamental distortion of our 
Constitution over time. But there's less of awareness about what's happened within the - within 
Article I, within the House and within the Senate and the way in which that relates to the overall 
vanishing of the institution. And I - I thought - I was always - I was reminded, as well, of a - of - I 
think early on in my first year in Congress - in the last Congress - I was - we were getting ready 
to go into recess for, I think, all of August. And we hadn't passed any appropriations bills yet. 
There was sort of an obvious thing that we were - we were going to come right back. And we were 
going to up against - be up against the deadline. And so I introduced a bill that would've - that 
would not allow Congress to go into recess until we had actually passed appropriations bills on 
time and done our homework. And so I went on the House floor, and I inveighed against recess. 
And I said, in what other, you know - in northeast Wisconsin, no one gets to go on vacation if they 
don't get their work done. They get fired. We shouldn't go on vacation. And a member of House 
leadership was the only other person in the chamber and did a mock sort of slow clap after I was 
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done with my speech. And then the next day - 'cause this was around the same time that we were 
having a debate over health care. And the initial version of the GOP health care bill got tanked, 
and the theory was it got tanked by the Freedom Caucus. And I will say a high-ranking member 
of the Freedom Caucus came up to me the next day and said, I want to thank you for the speech 
you gave yesterday. I said, oh, wow. That means a lot. He said, because yesterday, I was the 
least popular member of Congress.  

(LAUGHTER)  

GALLAGHER: Today you are the least popular member of Congress. So I just bring that up to 
suggest we're in a weird moment where everyone, particularly the American people, understand 
that Congress isn't working. And yet - and every year, you know, new people run for Congress 
saying, we're going to drain the swamp. We're going to change politics as usual. And then we 
never actually get around to trying something different, right? We never get around to making 
original mistakes. We just make the same mistakes over and over again. And so when I wrote the 
piece, I tried to think about, what are the simplest things you could do to get Congress back to 
the basics? Get Congress to doing simple things like actually reading the bills before we vote on 
them - which isn't happening right now - you know, actually having a debate on the House floor. I 
mean, turn on C-SPAN, right? You won't see a debate. You'll see an empty House chamber and 
someone reading a speech that their staffer wrote out for them, right? It's all Kabuki theater. As I 
say in the article, that's an insult to Kabuki theater 'cause at least in theater, people bother to 
memorize the lines. Here, we're just reading from the script.  

And so I just - I think Jeff's work is incredibly important in sort of teasing out the way in which the 
institution has changed over time because at the end of the day, I don't think it's a people problem, 
Jeff. And I'm going to transition into a question. When I first came in, I thought it was a people 
problem. I thought, if only we could get better people elected, we'd get better outcomes. There 
are plenty of patriotic, hardworking, smart people in Congress. But as in any endeavor, you put 
good people into a terrible process, you're going to get terrible outcomes. And Jeff's book really 
shows that to be the case. And so I want to start with one area where I think we're in large 
agreement. And that's on the overall committee structure and how complex it is, the division 
between authorization and appropriation. And I'd just ask you to kind of talk about that in your 
analysis.  

BERGNER: Sure. I - to my mind, the congressional budget process really is the heart of what 
Congress is supposed to do. This is the most important job Congress has is to fund the 
government and make policy decisions about funding the government every year. I don't want to 
offend anybody if any of you come out of the budget process world. But I can't think of a more 
ridiculous, less comprehensible, less operationalizable process than we have now in the 
congressional budget process. Just three real quick points if I could...  

GALLAGHER: Please.  

BERGNER: One - roughly 68 or 69 percent of the budget Congress never looks at in any given 
year. These are the so-called entitlement programs, so-called mandatory spending programs, the 
interest on the debt, the largest of two of which are Social Security and Medicare. Sixty-eight or 
69 percent of our spending every year Congress never considers at all. Congress doesn't sit and 
look and say, well, let's see. How much should we spend on Social Security this year? Oh, $800 
billion. No. This is all done by formula. If you earn so much by working so many quarters, you get 
this result, this result, this result. How much do we spend on Social Security in a year? Well, just 
do the multiplication and out on the other end comes a number. Congress never touches it. So 
I'm not advocating necessarily an annual congressional look at this. But certainly, every few years, 
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Congress ought to look at these programs not only because it would be useful to look at 68 
percent of the budget once in a while, but this is the fastest-growing part of the budget too, which 
threatens to crowd out everything else altogether. I will now make a snarky comment and say if 
these two things, Social Security and Medicare, were in the budget, you would've seen the last 
government shutdown you will ever see in your lifetime. That would not be possible anymore.  

So - but secondly, and just exactly to your point, the core of the discretionary spending, which we 
talk about - so-called discretionary, as if the other were really mandatory in some way - that 1.6 
trillion or whatever it is, that one third of the budget, is based fundamentally on a distinction 
between authorizing and appropriating - authorizing, in a nutshell, being to create the programs 
and the policies and then to suggest some cap for what it should be; the appropriators to come 
behind at the end and sort of say, well, this year, this much from this program and this much from 
this program. I get the difference between the two. But like you, I've never understood why these 
things have to be done by different people and why you cannot have the authorizing committees 
authorize and appropriate. I would get rid of, altogether, the appropriations committees and let 
Foreign Relations Committee authorize and appropriate in its area, the Agriculture Committee in 
its area. This would give these committees something actually to do and would give them a real 
job, which they don't now have. Bless their heart. The Armed Services Committee is really just 
about the only one that does authorization bills every year anymore. The rest of them don't. The 
last time there was a foreign affairs authorization bill, a State Department authorization bill and a 
foreign ops authorization bill happened to be - yes - in 1985 when I was staff director at the Foreign 
Relations Committee. That, if you think about it, is just slightly more than a third of a century ago. 
And so these committees essentially do little or nothing. I don't see why you wouldn't empower 
them and give them something significant to do.  

Secondly, on top of that, you then had the creation of a bunch of committees in the 1974 Budget 
Act. These are toothless committees that cannot themselves develop on an annual basis any 
agreement usually between Republicans and Democrats in the House, Republicans and 
Democrats in the Senate, much less between the House and the Senate to set a kind of an overall 
budget priority. It's been a long time since this has happened in the way in which it's supposed to 
on the dates in which this is supposed to occur. So most people ignore the budget committee 
altogether. Its only saving grace is that it has a process called reconciliation, which, for certain 
spending and taxing measures, it can go to the Congress in a way that it allows it to get done 
there with only a simple majority vote. I will propose - if we have enough time - as I do in the book, 
to get rid of the 60-vote requirement in the Senate to end a filibuster in which case the budget 
committees would not even have that virtue. So budget committees nobody pays any attention 
to. And the authorizing committees, the appropriators don't pay much attention to them. And the 
appropriators, you would think, then would have a clean field. But they can't do their work either, 
it seems. There's supposed to be twelve separate appropriation bills every year. When is the last 
time we've had 12 separate appropriations bills? I can't even remember. You know, we usually 
get a few every year. The one that we always get is the legislative appropriations bill. That 
somehow...  

(LAUGHTER)  

BERGNER: That somehow makes it through. The rest of the them - mostly not. And so they get 
bundled up in something called an omnibus bill, which - a particular form of it has a continuing 
resolution, meaning it continues from last year plus whatever new things we think of to spend 
money on - you know, 5 billion for Puerto Rico or whatever. But even that can't get done on time. 
And so more years than not, we come up to September 30, cannot get a budget done, kick it to 
November 30, can't get it done - February 15. And many, many years in the last two, three 
decades, we've gone almost a half a year without ever doing a budget. One last thing about this 
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process - the Budget Act was supposed to, of all things, put this rational top over everything and 
make it all work out so that we would then have some balance between spending and taxing. 
How's that working out? Since 1974, we have had 45 budgets under the budget - current budget 
process. Forty-one of them have been in deficit and 41 - of those 41, increasingly, over the last 
two decades, they've not only been in deficit, but enormous deficit. And so the elementary thing 
that Congress should be doing - it seems to be in passing a spending bill every year and 
appropriating money for the executive branch. They have made so complex and so 
incomprehensible that nobody could make this process work, despite the good intentions of 
people. So I would agree with you about that, too.  

GALLAGHER: I'm only going to ask you about things where you did - where you agree with me.  

BERGNER: (Laughter).  

GALLAGHER: I think it's - as I started to study this a little bit and kind of ask CRS and the 
parliamentarians for analyses, the original distinction and - someone correct me if they found 
something else - between authorizer and appropriators, I think, goes all the way back to the days 
of John Quincy Adams. So far be it for me to quibble with him. And there have been cases, I 
guess, where they've been combined, and it's resulted in more spending. But practically, now in 
the present day, it has resulted in a process just as you've described, whereby we wait to the last 
second, everything is grouped together in a massive omnibus or a minibus bill and there's no 
actual review. There's a - there's closed rules on the bill when it comes to the floor, so you don't 
even actually have the ability to amend the bill. And that - you're just - there's no way you could 
have responsible spending in such a paradigm. And so the theory behind collapsing 
appropriations into authorizers is not to disempower the appropriators, per se. It's to make each 
individual committee of which you're a member more powerful, to make your work meaningful. 
And in my view, the reason you want most action to happen in committee work is because 
theoretically, that's where you can develop expertise, where you can do effective oversight of the 
executive branch and understand what the heck they're doing. And that's also, I think, where you 
have a chance to have some compromise on issues and get lasting, principled compromise. And 
otherwise, you just get more and more gridlock or crisis governance as we're seeing right now. I 
do want to get to the filibuster issue 'cause I'll confess I didn't even attempt to analyze the Senate 
in my article. I had a throwaway joke at the end where I said that I don't have a solution for the 
Senate, where the fundamental problem seems to be that everyone wants to be president. So I'm 
in favor of a constitutional amendment that disallows active senators from being president, 
perhaps. But you have some more practical recommendations that I'd love you to talk about. And 
the filibuster, in particular, I know is one - an issue that divides conservatives, for sure.  

BERGNER: Right. Well, I'm warming up to your idea now that you talked about that. Yeah. I have 
recommended the - that the Senate get rid of the 60-vote requirement to stop debate, to cut off 
debate - to get culture, in their word. I have come at this very hard, very slowly, very grudgingly. 
I've worked in the minority, and I've worked in the majority. And I know how helpful it is when 
you're in the minority to require the other side to have to get 60 votes for something. It's very, very 
much harder than 50. I know equally when you're in the majority and you've got a good idea and 
something you'd like to pass how very difficult it is to see a minority frustrate your wishes. The 
problem is that - and I don't want to go too deeply into the weeds. Back in the '70s when Mike 
Mansfield was the leader, he adopted a new kind of two-track approach to how the Senate does 
its business, allowing people to basically filibuster bills by simply saying, you don't have the votes 
to stop us. They didn't have to go to the floor. They didn't have to spend all night. They didn't have 
to do the Strom Thurmond Act, you know? And so what happened was that the number of 
filibusters has just massively increased since the 1970s. We never had this problem before. And 
I think the Senate has realized this itself because it's changed the number several times already 
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to cut off filibusters. At first, it was 67. That was way too high. Then they changed it to two-thirds 
of those present in voting, which was maybe 67, but maybe something less. And now they've 
changed it - and it's been this way over the last years - at 60. I would be all for making it 50. I 
know there would be some pieces of legislation, but I didn't much like the pass as a result of this.  

On the other hand, if one house or the other passes one of these, they've still got to deal with the 
other house. And they still, ultimately, have to deal with the president. And it seemed to the 
authors of the Constitution that these were plenty much (ph) checks to prevent things from 
happening and that you didn't need a supermajority requirement beyond that to stop something 
from happening. This is a Senate creation all by itself. And there's no constitutional basis for it at 
all. I once asked Judge Bork about that while we were at a conference like this. And I said, isn't 
this a little bit opposed to the spirit of the Constitution that the 60 votes are required? And he 
thought about it for a minute. He said, well, you know, the House and Senate are the judge of 
their own rules in Article I. And I said, yeah, I get that. But in a way, it doesn't seem quite with the 
spirit of the Constitution. Framers put in wherever they wanted.  

Supermajority requirements - you need two-thirds to consent to the ratification of treaties. You 
need two-thirds to pass an amendment out to the state legislature. And Madison thought about 
this. And they speak about it in the Federalist Papers. Maybe we should have a supermajority 
requirement. They said no, we try to balance efficiency and a strong enough government to 
actually do good and also the protection of liberties. We think the boundary is in the right place. 
So the Senate is never actually technically required more than 51 votes to pass anything. It's just 
required 60 votes to stop debates. So you could pass something. At a bare minimum, it would 
seem to be there is one change you should make today. Not only does it take 60 votes to cut off 
debate and go to final passage of a bill. If the minority is feeling particularly obstreperous and 
difficult - and these days in the Senate, it seems to be - you can also filibuster the motion to 
proceed to the consideration of a bill so that the minority can prevent the Senate from even 
debating a bill, much less from passing it. All of this seems to me to be erring way on the side of 
too many protections - it turns out not really protections for our liberties so much as protections of 
the rights of senators. You don't have to be in the Senate for about a week before you hear these 
people prancing around, my rights as a senator, my right as a member of the foreign relations 
committee, my right as a member of the minority. You know, there's this whole panoply of rights 
these guys have created for themselves that come from who knows where but, it seems to me, 
are part and parcel of the problem we have. So I...  

GALLAGHER: Yeah.  

BERGNER: I don't mean to be difficult about it, but I have grudgingly come to this point.  

GALLAGHER: Well, you've made me think about something you talk about in the book that was 
always a frustration for me as a Senate staffer. And as a professional staffer on the foreign 
relations committee, part of my job was to evaluate nominees for State Department posts, for 
ambassadorial posts. And we would - we'd go through the process, which was a very laborious 
process. And we'd, you know, tee up a nominee to have their day in the committee and hopefully 
get confirmed. And we'd find out that some senator had a hold on this nominee. And in many 
cases, we didn't even know why they had a hold. And then when we found out why they had a 
hold, it had nothing to do with that person or with the region of the world that that person was 
going to work in. And it's just this bizarre system of rights that exists for senators and no one 
else...  

BERGNER: Yes.  
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GALLAGHER: ...That you really talk about in this book.  

BERGNER: Well, I have some personal experience that I...  

(LAUGHTER)  

BERGNER: My own nomination got held up for a while by some people who had some concerns. 
But if I could just...  

GALLAGHER: Please.  

BERGNER: To the nomination question for a second - there, the same problem was in effect. It 
took 60 votes to cut off debate on a nominee. And so Harry Reid a few years back moved to 
change that so he could get Obama judges through not exactly for statesmanlike reasons but still 
something I approve of. So now it only takes a simple majority to cut off debate on all nominees 
except Supreme Court justices. Then a couple years back, Mitch McConnell changed it for 
Supreme Court justices, too. And if he hadn't, there would've been no such thing ever as a Donald 
Trump Supreme Court justice. I don't think we would have confirmed either Kavanaugh or 
Gorsuch for that matter. I think there would've been, somehow, no confirmations of justices. And 
so we're down to a simple majority, but the problem is that there are still so many reasons and so 
many ways that members can stall on the Senate side, both at the committee level but also 
particularly Rule 22, which is a wonderful thing. It says even after cloture is invoked and the debate 
is over and you can now move to vote on the nominee, the minority, if it wants to, can insist on up 
to 30 hours of debate for any nominee. Thirty hours on the Senate floor is like a lifetime. I 
remember I used to go have to plead for Majority Leader Dole, please, to give us a half a day for 
some bill.  

GALLAGHER: (Laughter).  

BERGNER: It's a lifetime, and there's no way in which nominees can be confirmed under this 
process. McConnell will take the time to get a Supreme Court justice confirmed or William Barr or 
- he will take the time he needs to get a cabinet official confirmed. But most of these poor souls 
who've been nominated a year or more ago - their lives have been on hold, and for what reason? 
None whatsoever, really. There's a friend of mine down in our neighborhood in the Norfolk area - 
a woman who had been our congresswoman. Thelma Drake had been our congresswoman from 
the 2nd District, where I live. She was nominated by the president more than a year ago to be 
something called the federal transit administrator. I don't know what she - I don't have the faintest 
idea what the federal transit administrator does, but she came out of committee virtually 
unanimously. All Republicans and all Democrats except one with a kind of an asterisk voted for 
her, but she can't get a vote on the Senate floor. Why? Well, because of the resistance - the 
resistance, you know? And this is the most unjustified, unjustifiable policy that I can imagine. 
There is no reason for it other than stalling. Nobody learns anything in those 30 hours of debate 
that they didn't already know. If you look at the Kavanaugh debate, there was empty floor time 
most of that 30 hours 'cause people weren't even on the floor debating. They were just chewing 
up the clock. Half the Democrats had already announced they were going to vote against 
Kavanaugh before he even opened his mouth to committee. So nobody learns anything. So I 
would be flat-out for a reduction of this 30-hour thing to zero hours or two hours or zero hours for 
most nominees but 30 hours for cabinet officials and - or whatever you want to do. But this current 
process is absolutely ridiculous. It results in nothing but churning around and wasting time.  

GALLAGHER: Well, let me touch on one more issue before we open it up. Well, actually, we've 
got time. (Laughter) We'll just go on. So quickly, I want to plug - Senator James Lankford has 
done a lot of work on this issue that, I think, is very thoughtful. And he's thought a lot about it. And 
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then the - you mentioned Mansfield. For those who think our debate about NATO is sort of a new 
debate, just go back to the debate over the Mansfield amendment in the '70s and the role that 
Andrew Goodpaster, who's one of my heroes who was supreme allied commander of NATO, 
played in that. Sorry, that's a digression - had to get that in there. One area of disagreement that 
I want to get to - you recommend cutting congressional staff by 20 percent, saying it would make 
Congress 20 percent more effective. I'll admit I reached sort of an opposite conclusion as I looked 
at the Gingrich reforms of the '90s. I think one of the counterproductive consequences was - you 
know, it sounds good to cut the Office of Technology Assessment. You sort of think you're draining 
the swamp. But my feeling is all that has done - I think congressional staff has sort of been cut by 
20 percent since then - has put Article I at an even greater disadvantage relative to the experts 
and the bureaucrats in Article II. And as a member of Congress, particularly in the House, you 
have a relatively - well, it seems relatively small staff struggling to deal with the whole host of 
issues every single day. How are you ever - you're going to have an information asymmetry and 
an expertise asymmetry when you sit across from, you know, the assistant secretaries or the 
secretaries that you're dealing with. So push back on me and explain that...  

BERGNER: I think, A, that's a perfectly fair point. And, B, I think it's, by and large, the prevailing 
view. My view is the view of an outlier on this congressional staff issue, I will fully grant you. Why 
do I think that? Let me begin by asking a question. If I ask you, how many bills do members of 
the House and Senate introduce in a given two-year Congress, how many bills do they introduce? 
One of those things I ask my students - back-of-the-envelope question. How many bills do all the 
members in the Senate and House together introduce? And the answer is, in the last couple of 
Congresses, roughly 12,000. Now, anybody, A, who thinks the republic needs 12,000 fixes has 
probably got a clinical problem to start with. But second question then - how many of these pass 
or become law, are enacted into law either as freestanding pieces or, more likely, as amendments 
to a larger bill - spending bill or whatever? And the answer there is about 2 percent. And when I 
look at who it is who writes all of these bills and who thinks up these great ideas, in your case, I'm 
sure between you and Taylor, you do all of the work and so forth. And your staff thinks up no 
ideas for you. But in some of the other occasions that I've been involved in, the staff is the source 
of all these wonderful ideas. And so what happens is the staff comes up with a great idea. Here's 
a new bill we should introduce. And member kind of nods and says, OK, I don't want to say no. 
And maybe there's a constituency I have that would like this anyway. And so then you take it to 
Ledge Counsel, and you get it all drafted up in legalese. And then what happens? So then issue 
press releases and so forth. And then what happens? Well, then what you need to do is you need 
to find co-sponsors because a bill that doesn't have co-sponsors is just, you know - that's a nothing 
burger. You need co-sponsors to make it serious. And so you hunt around and waste a lot of time 
talking people into something they don't really care about one way or another. Maybe if you're 
really lucky, you can find a co-sponsor on the other side of the aisle. And then what happens? 
Then your next job is to just beg and plead. Committee chairman or subcommittee chairman, 
please, please have a hearing on this. Prove that this is important. Make it clear this is important.  

And, you know, at the end of the day, all this does, basically, in 98 percent of cases is to stimulate 
the minority staff then who opposes this to think up all the reasons why this shouldn't go forward. 
And there's a ton of churning around that goes on here. I - if, you know, members of Congress 
would agree to introduce less bills, you know, you can leave the staff where it is if you want. But 
it seems to me if members introduced a fifth of the bills they do and spent more time thinking 
about them - it always struck me that the instincts of members are very good. They actually had 
to get elected, unlike staff, who are just kind of bubbling through these jobs. And your instincts 
are kind of to deal with significant national issues, not in the weeds where the staff takes 
everybody inevitably. So I - at any point, I was a committee staff director. And I was a personal 
staff director. At any point, I would've made the deal with my opposition, whoever it was. You 
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know, what was that phrase we used to use in the nuclear business? That stupid - build-down. 
You know, we'll do a build-down, whatever that is. We'll do a 20 percent mutual build-down. You 
reduce 20 percent. I'll reduce 20 percent. I would've made that deal any day of the week.  

So I acknowledge I'm a bit of an outlier on this. But somehow speaking to the magnitude of great 
ideas that people have and trying to get the Congress channeled into a more constructive path of 
thinking seriously about more important things was kind of behind that notion. Maybe even there'd 
be time for something called oversight, which is now virtually not done at all. What passes for 
oversight is usually when somebody in the Congress finds somebody who's done something 
egregiously stupid in the executive branch, call them up and ream them out about it. You know, 
that's oversight. Well, it's not exactly oversight. Oversight is when you pass a bill. And a year or 
two later, you look at it, and you ask, how is this working. You know, is this working OK? Does 
this need to be fixed. To suggest it needed to be fixed, however, would suggest, in a way, that it 
wasn't perfect in the first place. And so that's probably not likely to happen. Reminds me of my 
friend Mitch Daniels. Once we had dinner with - my wife and I had dinner with him and his wife. 
And Mitch said, well, what were you doing this afternoon? My wife said, well, we were rearranging 
our furniture. And he - look - he got this strange look on his face. And he said, well, why? And she 
said, well, we thought it would be, you know, nice to have something a little different than it was. 
And he said, well, that would be like admitting you'd made a mistake in the first place.  

(LAUGHTER)  

BERGNER: And there's a little of that in what passes for oversight these days.  

GALLAGHER: (Laughter) Mitch Daniels is like - he's like the bacon of American politics. You can 
add him to anything, and it improves the outcome.  

(LAUGHTER)  

GALLAGHER: So quickly, I want to say - so this does - I think you do touch on something true, 
which is to say a lot of times, people in my district come up to me and say, why can't you guys 
get anything done in Congress? You can't get anything done. And there's truth in that statement. 
But it's different. It's - on any given day, Congress is doing a ton of things. We passed a bunch of 
bills this week. But it was - they were not things that actually truly mattered at the end - the big 
problems that our country faces right now. Congress, in other words, has an instinct for the 
capillary and not for the jugular. And it's sort of reinforcing if you don't feel like you can influence 
the big stuff, then you have no choice but to plow your energy and your ambition into smaller 
things 'cause members of Congress are always going to be ambitious, right? The trick is to find a 
way to channel their ambition in the right direction, handle it into productive committee work, to 
productive oversight as opposed to meaningless work or what we're seeing now.  

It seems everyone actually doesn't want to be a member of Congress. They actually want to be a 
cable TV star. That seems to be - I'm being serious. And Congress seems to be a stepping stone 
to get famous, and that's sort of where you also are able to raise a lot of money. And I want to 
quickly - before we open it up - talk about the money issue because I do think campaign finance 
is the thorniest part of the reform agenda. I think there's a lot of misinformation out there. I go 
back - I was at a huge progressive conference last year, and I really enjoyed it. But the theory 
was that all we had to do was get rid of Citizens United, and all our problems would be solved. I 
don't subscribe to that view of the world. Talk a little bit about the money issue and kind of what 
you see on that side just 'cause it - I do think people have a sense that there is a problem with the 
amount of time spent on raising money as opposed to the time spent on legislating.  

BERGNER: I'm going to be really snarky here.  
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GALLAGHER: That's fine.  

BERGNER: Actually, the only people who seem to have a problem with it are the members 
themselves. It doesn't bother anybody else that members are out raising money, but it does take 
a lot of time. I will grant that fully. It's one of those things, though, where every conceivable solution 
seems to be worse than the problem.  

GALLAGHER: Yeah.  

BERGNER: Certainly, a federal financing of elections and so forth makes no sense whatsoever. 
And we'll have – it's just the effects you could probably guess. And so I think in a free country like 
we have - at least at the moment, still - it's a necessity - maybe an ugly necessity, but a necessity. 
I am one - maybe where I depart even a little bit from some of my Republican friends - I've never 
seen anything wrong with more transparency about where all the money comes from. I'd be for 
that however it came forward, but that's just me. I mean, there are people I know who want to give 
to groups and effect, really, our election - influencing groups that don't want to be seen as such. 
But again, I don't have a super amount of sympathy for that. But I - it's a problem. And it seems 
to me, one, inevitable and ugly, but a necessity. I don't know...  

GALLAGHER: Yeah.  

BERGNER: ...What else to say.  

GALLAGHER: Well, the story you tell at the beginning of the book with - I can't believe it's true - 
sort of a senator walking - I don't want to give it away. But the senator is faced with two doors to 
walk out of a committee hearing, and one leads...  

BERGNER: Yeah, give it away. Give it away.  

GALLAGHER: OK.  

BERGNER: That's all right.  

GALLAGHER: Yeah. Well, you got to buy the book. It's a great Valentine's Day present. If I give 
this away, you still have to buy it - and chooses the wrong door, which leads into a - like, a 4-by-
6 closet and doesn't want to admit the mistake or walk out in embarrassing fashion so stays in 
there for how long?  

BERGNER: Well, it must've been a minute or two.  

GALLAGHER: (Laughter) And then comes out, I think, trying to cover it up by pretending they 
were on a call or something like that.  

BERGNER: No, it - I thought that this was going to be the end of this guy's career. He goes in the 
closet, and then he doesn't come out. I poked my colleague. I said, there's a United States senator 
in a closet. So another 30 more seconds - my credibility is declining by the minute. All of a sudden, 
he backs out and said, OK, yeah. Good. Good to talk with you. Thanks. And I thought to myself, 
what a recovery. That was absolutely - only a member of Congress could've done that - to turn 
something so obviously stupid into such a positive outcome. So - yeah, before we open it up - I 
was speaking of stories.  

GALLAGHER: Yes.  

BERGNER: I wonder if I might offer one up...  
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GALLAGHER: Please.  

BERGNER: ...About nominees which you just - you know.  

GALLAGHER: I opened the Pandora's box. Yeah.  

BERGNER: Yeah - and not about myself this time. I was at the State Department. Part of my job 
as assistant secretary was to get all of our nominees confirmed, which - this is why I'm so gray 
here. I spent a lot of time on John Bolton trying to get John through. After his recess appointment 
at the U.N. ended, we had the great idea that we would appoint him not in a recess mode this 
time, but for real. And we got up to 56, I think, at one point, though we got void if it's over the 
hump. And as soon as we'd get to 57, somebody'd fall off the other end. So that was when you 
still needed 60. But when I was at the State Department, I got a call from the White House saying 
there's a delegation coming over from the British Parliament. Would you be willing to meet with 
them? It appears that the British Parliament is now thinking about putting in place a system like 
ours for nominating and confirming Cabinet secretaries, you know, so that the Prime Minister to 
nominate somebody for the chancellor or the exchequer or foreign minister, whatever - they'd 
have to go before the House of Commons and, you know, be confirmed. And would you be willing 
to talk with them? The reason they asked me was that we did far more nominees than anybody 
else because in addition to all the senior positions when they rotate in and out, there are maybe 
210, 220 ambassadors. And the Constitution requires that they be confirmed. And so in any given 
year, if they spent three years - you know, we were doing 60 or 70 ambassadors every year, plus 
the other senior people. So I said I'd be happy to. So week goes by, and I look on my schedule. 
And I see, oh, geez. The delegation from the House of Commons is coming here. I better think 
about this. And I couldn't think to myself, what do I really want to say to these people? On the one 
hand, I don't want to speak ill of any American institution in front of a bunch of foreigners. I didn't 
want to do that. But on the other hand, you know, really? These guys are thinking about doing 
this to themselves?  

GALLAGHER: (Laughter).  

BERGNER: And so I couldn't think what to do. The only sensible thing I did was I got the - 
Secretary Rice's nice little conference room, you know, on the seventh floor, all dark wood and all 
that. And I reserved that for this August group. And I couldn't think what I was going to say. And 
so I just, for some reason, packed up all the papers I needed to be nominated - about 3 inches - 
and all the papers I needed to be confirmed. It was about another 3 inches - all basically the same 
information but of course, unhelpfully, in different formats. And so I had this stack of six inches of 
papers with me. And as fortune would have it, in the meeting right before I met with them - I got 
tied up in a meeting, and I just couldn't get out of it. It was just one of those meetings where you 
just can't dynamite yourself out of the meeting. Finally, I looked at my watch. And I'm 10 minutes 
late for the members of parliament. And so I thought - so I just got up and left. I went in the 
conference room, and they're sitting there. There were five or six of them. And I came in. I said, 
I'm terribly sorry I held you up; you know, I just couldn't get out of this meeting. And I plop my 
papers down on the table and sat down. And I apologized again, and the head of the British 
delegation was - he was, like, out of central casting for a British parliamentary journal.  

(LAUGHTER)  

BERGNER: No worries, you know. And so - and, in fact, we see you're quite busy, so we won't 
take very much of your time.  

(LAUGHTER)  
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BERGNER: And I said, well, actually, I'm not that busy; these papers have nothing to do with 
what I'm working on. These were what were required for me to be nominated and confirmed. And 
the look on their faces...  

(LAUGHTER)  

GALLAGHER: Oh, my God. Yeah.  

BERGNER: And so we had a nice conversation for the next 30 or 40 minutes about how our 
system worked. But I realized afterwards, without ever even intending to, I had killed this idea in 
the crib for good.  

(LAUGHTER)  

BERGNER: And so...  

GALLAGHER: That's good.  

BERGNER: ...I - as I say in the book, to this day, I've been awaiting calls from a grateful generation 
of British cabinet officials.  

(LAUGHTER)  

BERGNER: I haven't gotten any, but they did give me a little tin of mints with the House of 
Commons logo on it...  

GALLAGHER: Oh, I love that. I love that.  

BERGNER: ...Which I've kept just to remind myself of this meeting. I keep it with the other stuff 
in my study. So...  

GALLAGHER: Oh, that's great. Great.  

BERGNER: Anyway, that's...  

GALLAGHER: Well, why don't we - I will, however, say I do want a version of prime minister's 
time to occur in - I will defend our system over a parliamentary system. But if we could somehow 
get an actual debate, that would be nice. But let's open it up. I don't know how we want to do it. If 
- oh, we can just - you had your hand up first. Yeah, in the third row there - yeah.  

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Thank you for a great conversation. If both of you could talk a little bit 
about how each conference in the - the Republicans and Democrats in both chambers - how they 
select their leaders, how they select the committee leaders and the pros and cons when you go 
just by seniority, for example, in Democrats in the Senate or how Republicans in the House use 
different factors but also maybe some of the negatives. Republicans in the House term limit their 
chairs, and what is that contributing to dysfunction?  

GALLAGHER: Happy to. So my understanding is the modern process really was born in the '70s, 
which is - I mean, along with the Budget Act and the War Powers Resolution. What was going on 
in the '70s, guys? I wasn't alive, but...  

BERGNER: (Laughter).  

GALLAGHER: And that was when you had the creation of the steering and the policy committee. 
And then in the '90s, the steering committee got even more powerful under Gingrich. And so the 
modern process of selection is very top-heavy. In other words, you have the speaker. You have 
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the majority leader, and then you have all the committee chairs who are members in the steering 
committee. And they make all the selections in terms of what committees you're on. And so it's a 
system that is intended to enforce obedience and is intended to send the message that if you 
want to advance - if you want to become a subcommittee chair in 15 years and a committee chair 
in 20 years, you have to play the game. You have to vote with leadership. There's literally a 
percentage score you get. And also, you need to contribute on the political side to the NRCC. And 
what's, I think, absurd about this system is that your dues to the NRCC vary in proportion to the 
perceived value of your committee assignment. In other words, if you want to get on a committee 
that allows you to raise a lot of money, you have to pay money to the NRCC. And then once you're 
on that committee, you have to pay more money because if you're on the financial services 
committee, you can raise a lot of money from Wall Street. So I tend to think this is a bad system. 
This is why I've advocated for a system of selecting leaders where the committee members 
themselves would select chairmen of the committees because, I think, that would change the 
dynamic a little bit. So if you're an ambitious young member of the armed services committee, 
let's say, whoever that would be...  

(LAUGHTER)  

GALLAGHER: ...And you wanted to advance, you're - you would have to prove yourself as a 
member of that committee to the chairman and to your peers. And the chairman also conversely 
would have to respond to the concerns of the members of the committee rather than just doing 
sort of the bidding of leadership. I will say that there was another Wisconsinite who occupied a 
position of power in the last Congress who disagreed with this approach and made a very 
principled argument against it and worried that it - that system would be more subject to special 
interest capture. In other words, the chairmen of the committees would just have to appease all 
the members by writing in things to legislation that would give them, you know, a big whatever; 
we're going to build something in your district.  

That's an interesting argument. I tend to think the current system is vulnerable to special interest 
capture. But I think the intent would be - remains the same. And that's to devolve power from the 
steering committee down to the individual members. As I said - as I tried to argue for this reform 
when we met as a Republican caucus, I said that the Democrats are discovering something that 
we will discover two years from now if we're back in power, which is to say the only way to wield 
power effectively will be to give some of it up. And that means you have to take risk, right? You 
need - you're going to have a lot of members that do stupid things. You're going to have to - you're 
going to have to take some tough votes on the House floor if you open up the process and 
democratize it. But I think that's a far better one than the top-down one we have right now. I don't 
have strong feelings about this, by the way. And I'm sorry.  

(LAUGHTER)  

GALLAGHER: By the way, I lost that vote by 150-40 or something. Someone voted present.  

(LAUGHTER)  

GALLAGHER: Who voted present? It was an anonymous - it was a closed House. Yeah, so...  

(LAUGHTER)  

BERGNER: Well, let me begin by saying, I am exactly 100 percent in favor of young ambitious 
members on the Republican side of the House Armed Services Committee.  

(LAUGHTER)  
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BERGNER: It's done differently, as you know, in the Senate. And the Senate is more of a straight 
function than seniority. And you - seniority in the body first as to what committees you can get on, 
and then seniority in the committee as you bubble your way up to the top to being the most senior 
member or the most senior ranking minority member - you know, the chairman or ranking minority 
member. And so it's more a function of straight seniority. I - your proposal would work just as well 
there, too, I think. You know, it's interesting. All the contortions people stand on to try to say, well, 
if we can only get slightly more moderate members of the House and Senate, you know, by this 
gerrymandering fix and all that - it doesn't seem - what's most interesting is the Senate seniority 
rules. Those guarantee that the members who are chairmen and a ranking member of those 
committees are going to be from the safest seats possible. Otherwise, they'd never have gotten 
that far and stayed there that long.  

GALLAGHER: That's interesting.  

BERGNER: So we went through this for a while where you look at - all the chairmen in the Senate 
for a long time were these old white Southern guys from the South - Democrats. Why? 'Cause 
they never had any competition, and they were simply re-elected endlessly. And that's why they 
were all the chairmen in all the committees. Then we went through kind of a period a little bit in 
the House where you had urban black members becoming chairmen. Think Charlie Rangel and 
so forth. Why? Well, 'cause they were in the safest possible districts themselves. And so they had 
been there 28 years, and so who else was going to be the chairman unless there was some 
particular reason to do it differently? And so in a certain way, you could say our winner-take-all 
system where even if you win the Senate 51-49 - you know, you are not only the majority leader 
and assistant majority leader. And also, you don't - but you're the chairman of every single 
committee, and you've got two-thirds of the staff and so forth. And so in a way, the whole seniority 
system fosters, in a certain way, a bit of movement to the polls, I think, because people come 
from the safest seats. So I don't know that there's as much concern in the Senate about the 
seniority system. It's not so politicized. It's - if anything, it's almost too mechanical.  

GALLAGHER: Yeah.  

BERGNER: If there's somebody coming up that you don't want to be the chairman - very hard to 
make that person not be the chairman.  

GALLAGHER: It is important in the House. So you alluded to this. We Republicans term limit our 
chairmen six years. The Democrats do not do that. I didn't really analyze this enough. I tend to 
think our system's better. But there is a problem, which is to say you have chairmen that will just 
go - after they're term limited out - will jump to being a chairman of another committee. So I don't 
think it's actually produced the sort of churn that it was intended to produce in many cases. But I 
don't know. I just haven't done enough work on which system is better.  

BERGNER: I haven't asked you, and I don't...  

GALLAGHER: Yeah.  

BERGNER: ...Know what your view on this is.  

GALLAGHER: Yeah.  

BERGNER: Are you for term limits or not?  

GALLAGHER: I am. I think it's another area where we disagree. And I understand your - so I 
assume you would suggest that further empowers the staff...  
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BERGNER: Yeah.  

GALLAGHER: ...Which is the best argument against it. But I would say it would be hard to 
empower the staff any more than they're empowered now. And if you had a - if you have members 
that are - that have a limited period of time to get things done, that aren't playing that long game 
I alluded to - where you just got to vote with leadership, and then one day you can run the joint - 
then they will be more interested in the legislative process and thereby less willing to surrender 
control of the legislative process to the staff itself. So that's the only counter I have, but you 
actually represent the majority opinion.  

BERGNER: Well, you know, I feel the tug of term limits myself. I mean, you see some of these 
people who've been there 10, 12, 15 terms. And you think...  

GALLAGHER: Yeah.  

BERGNER: ...Geez, we could do this - we could do better than this. I feel the tug of it myself. It's 
another one of those proposals that, I think, whatever its merits is - good government itself - it 
would not change the Congress very much, I don't think, for the following - or at least not for the 
better. I've seen so many times when a subcommittee would open up on the House side - let's 
say on the appropriations committee, the foreign operations subcommittee opens up. And 
whoever it is, who's the next in line to get a subcommittee chairmanship or who the leadership 
wants to have, they may not have wanted this. They may have been interested in transportation 
their whole life, but this is the subcommittee that's open. They go over to the foreign ops 
subcommittee and become the chairman. OK, and what happens then? It's not like there's really 
a breath of fresh air that comes in at that point. What happens is they immediately fall into the 
clutches of the staff who've been there eight or 10 or 12 years and know how the process works. 
And, you know, the first day, they say, well, you know, you can't do that because of the 302(b)s 
and the crosswalks and this and that and so on. And I've seen far more continuity through what 
is, it seems to me, an excess of power in the staff than I've seen, you know, fresh blood come out 
of this process. Further, I will make one other comment. Then I'll stop.  

GALLAGHER: That's fine.  

BERGNER: Apart from the fact that, I think, the authors of the Constitution thought you had to 
have a pretty good reason not to let people vote for whoever they wanted, but we don't have to 
really speculate about this either. We don't have to think about this hypothetically because we 
have term limits. We've put term limits in for the president. We put them in the 1950s. Our 
Republican friends took one last final posthumous whack at FDR and said two terms for the 
president; that's it. It may be a sign of how dull my life is. I don't know, but I read all the literature 
about everything and all this stuff. And I have never, ever seen one argument, much less a 
persuasive argument, that the two-term limit on presidents has changed the quality of presidents 
either for the better or for the worse or has changed the quality of the presidency either for the 
better or the worse or that it's changed in any perceptible way. I've never seen an argument made. 
And so I think you can kind of over think how big of a change these things would make. Some 
new guy comes in who's just taking a guy who's term - Scott Rigell, my congressman for a while...  

GALLAGHER: Oh, good man.  

BERGNER: He decided not to run. And so, you know, there's a new person. I mean, they come 
in, but they come into the same - like you say, the same system of processes and procedures 
and rules. And it's hard to break out of that. And so I think, you know, you can really overthink 
how useful these will be as reforms as opposed to actually reforming the thing itself that needs to 
get reformed. And passing term limits is not like changing congressional rules. I mean not like a 
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rule change. It's not even like a law change. It's a constitutional amendment. And as anybody can 
tell you, our friends who are still hawking around with the Equal Rights Amendment after all these 
years - why, I don't know. 'Cause it said there's a seven-year expiration date on it. But people are 
still pressing this forward for some reason. I mean, it's hard to get a constitutional amendment, 
very hard. It seems to me a lot of work for what is likely to be a very small result, and the result to 
be more negative than helpful, in terms of empowering the staff. Where I would go, if you wanted, 
is to put a term limits on staff. I'd be for that.  

GALLAGHER: Amen. Yeah. Amen. Where I - you get you - I can't.  

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Congressman, you made a reference to bills that are a thousand or 2,000 
pages long and that people can't possibly read before they vote on them. That seems to be a very 
serious problem on multiple levels. First of all, it undermines the idea that the legislators are 
actually legislating. They haven't read the bill. They don't know what's in it. And it pretty much 
completely defeats the idea of accountability because the public also can't possibly read and 
understand. And I notice in an area that I have spent a lot of time on, in an arms control, 
somewhere along the line, people figured out that if you make treaties long enough and complex 
enough, there's essentially no understanding of it and no public accountability, where, once upon 
a time, treaties were two or three pages long. And now they're 200 pages long, and it's completely 
defeated the idea of real review. I'm wondering, what can - I mean, is there a constructive way to 
approach this? Could one - for example, is there any merit to the idea of saying no piece of 
legislation should be longer than 50 pages or a hundred pages so that if you have a big, complex 
bill, you have to break it up into a lot of little pieces, and then people can actually be held 
accountable for the pieces and the public could more or less understand what a piece is? I don't 
know. Maybe that's not a meritorious idea. But I just - I throw it out. How do you deal with this 
problem?  

GALLAGHER: I think it's a huge problem. What's the old Mark Twain joke? I would have written 
less, but I didn't have time? So I think the same is true with bill length. The Economist did a great 
article a few years ago sort of charting the expansion of the length of bills, which is astounding 
when you plot it over time. And I think it results in exactly what you're talking about. How to fix it, 
that's a more difficult thing. And the most obvious thing that comes to mind that people talk about 
is, a variety of states have single-subject amendments to their state constitutions, meaning a bill 
can only be about one thing. And there's an effort underway to amend our national Constitution 
in a similar way. I am generally in favor of that idea, although I'm not - I haven't analyzed it fully. 
But it make - the logic of it makes sense to me. You still run into the problem with getting any sort 
of amendment passed. So that's one thing you could do. I'm trying to think what else. Jeff, did you 
encounter that in your book?  

BERGNER: I didn't speak to that particularly, but I think it's a big problem, not only for 
accountability for all of us to figure out what is the member voting for if the member's not even 
read the bill, but it's a problem for the president, too. Because president doesn't get bills in little 
chunks, but he gets them all at once in a big, big, big bill. And it makes it much harder to veto and 
makes the process work a little less cleanly than I think it would if the subjects of the bills were 
smaller or if they were shorter. What this has done is produce an inevitable pressure to sort of fix 
this somehow. And so there have been two efforts to fix it, one which we have in place, and that's 
presidential signing statements. You can trace the rise of those almost directly to the increase in 
the length of bills that come to the president, where he says, you know, I don't want to veto this 
whole thing 'cause then got to go through that mess again and try to get another bill passed. So 
I'll just say I have some constitutional doubts about section 3a12, or whatever. You know, 
presidents have done that for 20 years on the moving the embassy in Israel until Trump finally 
said, I'm just doing it. I mean, signing statements, you know, sort of have become much more 
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popular, and they are kind of a lazy man's veto. There's no doubt about it. And so that problem is 
also a result of this, I think, as well. There was one other way Congress sought to fix this, and that 
was to give the president the line-item veto.  

Now, as a fiscal conservative, I can feel the tug of that myself. I say, OK, you guys in Congress 
are not capable of passing a balanced budget. You can't cut spending on anything. Let's give the 
president the authority. He can get a bill, a big, fat bill like that, and he can say, section one, two, 
three, that's good. Section four, nah. Not spending that. Line it off. Section five, six, seven, that's 
good. Section eight, I'm lining out. The more I thought about that, though, that seems to me to run 
so counter to Congress's power, it would almost be the complete and utter abnegation of 
congressional power. And I think, as I say in the book, the better name for the line-item veto would 
be the Congressional Irresponsibility Act. What would happen, right? Now we get a bill that's, you 
know, a - continuing resolution is $1.6 trillion. Well, if members of Congress do it, the president 
was going to come back behind them and cut this stuff out. The bill would be $3.2 billion or 4.8 
billion. Put it all in. Whatever, because you know who's going to take it out. The president will line 
it out. No worries. And you can tell your constituents, I've been there for you; I did this...  

GALLAGHER: Yeah.  

BERGNER: ...For you; that mean guy over in the White House - he's the guy to blame. I think this 
would be a disgrace. And for once, the Supreme Court saved the Congress from itself. It's only 
happened twice - then and with a legislative veto. The rest of the time, the court has not saved 
the Congress from itself and simply let the Congress give away whatever authority. It pleased the 
independent agencies inside the executive branch. One more thing, if I could. I hate to talk so 
much, but...  

GALLAGHER: No, it's fascinating.  

BERGNER: I - you know, you look at some of these bills. Like, again, you know, I - maybe you 
would conclude from this, rightly, I don't really have a life.  

(LAUGHTER)  

BERGNER: But I actually have read through the 906-page Obamacare bill. All right.  

GALLAGHER: But you're the one guy who did.  

(LAUGHTER)  

BERGNER: Yeah, I did. I know one guy who didn't, and it's the guy whose name is on the bill 
'cause I know he never read that bill. But you look at the bill, and you say, oh, there; for once, 
Congress has done something; it passed a bill. Every other page in it...  

GALLAGHER: Yeah.  

BERGNER: ...Right? - every other page, the secretary shall have discretion, too; the secretary in 
his judgment; the secretary shall have discretion, too. What secretary? Well, it depends. There 
are a few places where it's the secretary of labor and this one and that one. But by and large, it's 
the secretary of HHS. And so what has the Congress just done? It has authorized some guy in 
the executive branch to do things which he could've never dreamed he would have the authority 
to do until Congress just handed it to him. And that's why, in turn, it's so easy for the Trump 
administration to undo all this stuff in the Obamacare bill 'cause it's all the secretary's discretion. 
Hardly any of it is written into law. And, you know, what has Congress done? It's given away 
another huge chunk of authority in the process of passing a bill, ironically. And so all of this is 
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simply to echo your comment that this is a problem. I'm not sure I've thought sufficiently about it. 
I don't know what the solution is. I know a couple that I would not so much like, which are the line-
item veto.  

GALLAGHER: One of the things that this - that you do well in the book, though, is you tie 
everything back to the Federalist Papers and the intent of the framers, which is very useful. And 
correct me if I'm wrong. I believe there's a point in the Federalist Papers when they talk about 
concerns that the legislative power will necessarily predominate, right? It's sort of like the one big 
thing the framers got wrong - is they never would've anticipated that we, in Article I, you know, 
wouldn't jealously guard our power - that we would systematically surrender it to the executive 
branch.  

BERGNER: I think that's right. I mean, the phrase was that the Congress would inevitably - and 
a representative democracy being this core, key, central governing institution - would draw all into 
its vortex. And therefore, they needed to find ways to protect the president, which they came up 
with a few to do. But it turned out presidents don't need quite as much protection as maybe the 
Congress needs to protect itself from itself. But I think that's exactly right. You know, people used 
to teach the separation of powers with, you know, these two circles. I forget what they're called. 
What are - are those Venn diagrams? Whatever they are - where the two circles were like this. 
Here's the Congress. Here's the executive branch, and the Congress was always (grunting), you 
know, trying to get into the executive branch's authority. And the executive branch is trying to get 
into Congress and so forth. I think that model has long since ceased to apply, and it's more like 
this. You know, Congress is busy delegating willy-nilly its powers to whoever it can think to give 
them to, including, in the case of Obamacare, the secretary of HHS. The secretary of HHS didn't 
have any of those authorities to do anything until he got them in the Obamacare legislation.  

GALLAGHER: Yeah.  

BERGNER: All given to him by who? Our Congress.  

GALLAGHER: Yeah, it's like Seema Verma is randomly the most powerful person in government, 
right? It's like...  

(LAUGHTER)  

GALLAGHER: Luke Thompson, my friend, has made this point well. And I think there was just 
an article on National of your commentary about how even the phrase coequal branch of 
government, which we accept as true, is actually a creation of the modern era. I think it creeps 
into the lexicon in the Nixon era. And it was, ironically, intended as an argument to put the 
executive branch on equal footing with the legislative branch when if you look at the intent of the 
framers, it was clear that the legislative power was the predominant power - that this was sort of 
the leviathan they had envisioned. And so it was just an interesting point that...  

BERGNER: Yeah.  

GALLAGHER: ...You made me think about. It was a little absurd there. I'm bad at choosing. I 
forget whose hand was up first.  

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I wanted to ask about appointments confirmed by the Senate. Do you 
think there's any possibility that the Senate might be willing to adopt some kind of a clock where 
once an appointment is set, it has to - certain steps have to take place, whether a hearing and an 
up-or-down vote within a certain number of days whether for ambassadors, Supreme Court 
justices? I'm thinking of the refusal of Mitch McConnell to hold any hearing...  
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BERGNER: Right. No, I think - a clock is unlikely, I think. But it would suffice, I think, if we could 
get rid of the 30-hour rule because a majority, by and large - and this may be different if we end 
up with a Democratic majority and a Republican president. Maybe the Democrat majority wouldn't 
feel this way. But certainly, a Republican majority feels like it's their responsibility to get people 
confirmed that get sent up to them. And so I think getting rid of the 30-hour rule, you would see 
an enormous rush of nominees to go through. There's no excuse for nominees to sit like this and 
have their whole life on hold for a year or two. I mean, this is - what good is it doing anybody? I 
mean, so I have actually - you know, and I know I'm not a good prognosticator, but I think there's 
at least a 50-50 chance that in the next month, Republicans might change the 30-hour rule. I 
mean, the Democrats have been so - I don't mean this, really, as a partisan comment, even - just 
as a fact - have been so ridiculous about this that it's made it impossible to do justice to nominees. 
And I think McConnell may change this. I hope he does.  

GALLAGHER: Can I - two-finger direct election of senators.  

BERGNER: Yeah.  

GALLAGHER: Good idea? Bad idea?  

BERGNER: Well, I...  

GALLAGHER: Wisconsin roots there with progressive Republican...  

BERGNER: That's right. Yeah. You Republicans. In Wisconsin, we're all progressive.  

GALLAGHER: It's in the cheese, man. I don't know.  

BERGNER: I take this up. This is another - I'm going to betray my prejudice here - hobbyhorse of 
conservatives. Oh, my God. This was the worst thing in the world, you know, to go to direct 
election of senators. Before, senators represented their states, and therefore we had much more 
of a federal system, and now we've got a national system and so forth. I have to tell you, I mean, 
two things. One, I don't think it's so bad now, and I don't think it was so good then - before the 
amendment passed for direct elections. One, senators still represent their states. I mean, you 
know, we used to - Tom, we used to argue about who could make all these grand announcements 
for Indiana. I mean, we had the state in mind all the time, as have members when it came to this 
last tax bill, which - 'cause it was going to inordinately affect high-income states and so forth. If 
you look at some of the people who got nominated by state legislatures, I mean, in the Civil War, 
pre-Civil War area - I mean era - I mean, these were not always the most distinguished group of 
Americans that you can imagine. And it's less clear to me that those senators - what am I trying 
to say here? That they represented the interests of their state so much as they represented the 
interests of the majority party of the legislature that had picked them. That is to say, the interests 
of two or three of their buddies. So I think it's an academic question, anyway. We're never, ever 
going to go back to direct - to nondirect election of senators. It's what it is. It's there. I don't think 
it's been so harmful. I think most of the changes in how senators and congressmen look at things 
have come as a result of the fact that we're a large commercial republic now and busy in the 
whole world and across state borders, and that's tended to damp down the states' rights kind of 
positions as much or more than that particular change did. I may have a outlier view on that. I 
don't know. You're going to speak to that? Sorry.  

GALLAGHER: Have a question? Go for it.  

BERGNER: Yeah.  
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: My question is about the parties. And I know Jonah Goldberg kind of talks 
about this. But in you all's opinion, are the parties getting too weak institutionally or too strong, 
and then how do we kind of fix Congress from a party perspective?  

GALLAGHER: Yeah. So I think Jonah's theory is that the parties have grown too weak and there 
would be value in them having more control over money, more control of everything. I confess, 
based on my own experience, I don't share that view. Just 'cause it strikes me that the parties still 
imperfectly are the dominant actor, at least in the House. I mean, as I described before, party 
exercises control through that system of doling out committee assignments and through the 
NRCC, and everything's about allegiance to party leaders. Now, they have been weakened, I 
guess, over time by the emergence of, you know, I don't know, sort of celebrity candidates that 
can get the nomination outside the party. In some cases, the influx of money from outside the 
party. I don't know how to fix it. But I guess I just don't share on a gut level Jonah's fundamental 
impulse that we need to further empower the parties.  

And I also - so it's interesting - this is not exactly related, but in the H.R.1 bill that the Democrats 
are pushing right now, there's an interesting provision on a 6-1 federal match for low-dollar 
donations, which ultimately would just, I think, it would just - I mean, taxpayer money would be 
going into an election process that already has too much money. And, two, I actually don't think 
would have the effect of empowering ordinary citizens. I think it would actually just empower party 
leaders at the end of the day, in a weird way. So again, campaign finance always ends up being 
the trickiest part of this. I'd recommend an article that was written in '76, I think, called, "The 
Hydraulics Of Campaign Finance Reform." Absolutely fascinating. One of the best things I've ever 
heard on the subject. But I don't know. I didn't really answer your question. Do you have any 
thoughts?  

BERGNER: No. I think I'm kind of with you on that.  

GALLAGHER: Yeah.  

BERGNER: I don't see evidence that the parties are not quite strong enough when you look at 
Senate votes and the House votes. I mean, it seems to me that, you know, Chuck Schumer can 
pretty much count on his members to do pretty much whatever he wants. They are one or two 
outliers. Manchin is, I suppose. And so occasionally, one or two others, but the same thing is 
more or less true of McConnell. When I first showed up in the Senate - I hate to admit it out loud 
- it was 1978. It was at a time when there was an overlap between the parties, and there were 
quite a number of Democrats. Southern Democrats were more conservative than many 
Republicans, and quite a number of Republicans, liberal Republicans from New England, New 
York, Pennsylvania, who were more liberal than many Democrats. And now, maybe with the 
exception of a Joe Manchin, I mean, we are at a place now where there is no Democrat that's 
more conservative than any Republican, and there's no Republican that is more liberal than any 
Democrat. So the parties have come apart a bit like this, and I think that, if anything, has made 
things harder. It's not that there's so much a party boss or institution, but that people still somehow 
very much identify with the party and seemed to be willing to do the bidding of their leaders in 
ways that you would almost wish from time to time they wouldn't.  

GALLAGHER: Doesn't the argument that Jonah makes about the weakness of party run counter 
to the broader argument he makes about the party's, you know, ritual obeisance to Trump, the 
leader of the party? I don't know. And I suspect that party strength varies widely from state to 
state and then, within state, from county to county 'cause the party doesn't really exist here in 
D.C. for me so much as it does in the Brown County Republican Party, the Outagamie County 
Republican Party. You know, Walker was so strong for a while because the - he built a strong 
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Republican Party infrastructure in Wisconsin. So I don't know if there's a federal fix to what you're 
talking about, but it's interesting.  

AUDIENCE MEMBER: You've spoken quite a bit about the abdication of Congress's power to the 
presidency. I'm just curious. What are your suggestions to change this? We saw the government 
close down for a number of reasons. But the major reason was Mitch McConnell's refusal to allow 
Senate to actually take votes on issues. And he continues to be a shadow over the current 
discussions that are going on. And the bigger shadow is the president's influence and McConnell's 
response that if the president is going to support it, we're not going to vote on it. I mean, Congress 
has the power to override with a veto - or to override the veto. What are your suggestions about 
what can be done to change this situation? Thank you.  

BERGNER: Well, I think some of the suggestions we've made already - to change the budget 
process, to change the way the Senate can debate bills, my own view about the staff, maybe one-
off the nominees and so forth. All of these things, I think, would make the Congress and the 
Senate, particularly, a stronger institution. Is it going to solve every problem that the president has 
with the Congress or the Congress with the president? No, but that's good. I don't think it should. 
And so I'm not sure I'm quite getting the gist of your question beyond...  

AUDIENCE MEMBER: The question is that it doesn't seem to make any difference what the 
members of the Senate want to do at this point in time. Senator McConnell has said that unless 
the president is willing to support the legislation that's coming forward, he will not even allow a 
vote on the floor of the Senate on budget, et cetera.  

BERGNER: Well, I think that's true. It's a very leadership-driven process at this point, both on the 
House side and the Senate side.  

GALLAGHER: Yeah.  

BERGNER: And if you look at it, you know, you'd think, well, here's this group of people who's 
supposed to be negotiating all the details of a policy about, should there be a wall or not, or should 
it be a fence; should it be technology; should it be this; should it be that; and what should we do 
about DACA and all the rest? But who's doing the negotiating? Interestingly, you open the paper, 
and you see nobody from the Homeland Security committee there.  

GALLAGHER: Yeah.  

BERGNER: You see Nita Lowey, who's a nice lady. I used to have to work with her all the time. 
She was the foreign ops chairman for a while. She's an appropriator there to do the bidding of 
Nancy Pelosi. And the same thing's true in the Senate. And so when you get to this point, you 
know, with the kind of conflict where the whole government is at stake because you've got the 
whole government shutdown behind it, you know, it becomes a leadership-driven process, I think. 
And I'm not sure that would be different under any other circumstance.  

GALLAGHER: Well, it is true. I mean, I sort of made this comment the other day. It was a very 
small group of people negotiating while the rest of us are sitting there waiting for white smoke to 
emerge from, you know, the top of the White House. And it's absurd. So I think, cumulatively, the 
reforms Jeff is talking about in his book would have the practical effect of a more functional 
Congress and a more sort of bottom-up Congress. At least that's what - and that's what I was 
trying to achieve in the reforms that I proposed in my Atlantic piece. There's some small ball you 
could play in the meantime, though. For example, I have a bill on tariffs right now that would 
require - any time the president wants to impose tariffs pursuant to Section 232 - this is the 
national security, you know, tariff; we have a national security threat from Canadian steel and 
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aluminum; therefore, we impose tariffs - this would require Congress to actually vote on that. It 
would have to affirmatively approve it - not a vote of disapproval, which basically inverts the 
standard and puts the presidency in control and would bring Congress back into the tariff game. 
And then similarly on national security, I think there's a host of things you could do like stepping 
up, you know, reauthorizing the 9/11 AUMF. There's been a - we introduced some bills in the 
House to push back on the effort to precipitously withdrawal from Syria and Afghanistan. But until 
Congress sort of gets the basic blocking and tackling of budgeting on time and changing the way 
it does business, I don't think you're going to get there.  

BERGNER: But I think amen to your will. I mean, you know, you read Article I, Section 8, it's kind 
of supposed to regulate trade with foreign nations. Well, it can't really do that, quite, so Congress 
had worked out a whole variety of ways under fast track to have a role and so forth. All of that 
seems to have gone somewhere by the board's president who thinks he's in charge of - you know, 
slap tariffs on China, tariffs on the Canadians, tariffs on the Europeans. I'm not arguing with that 
as a substantive matter. Certainly, we should do something with China. It's about time. But for the 
president - someone to be doing this willy-nilly - under what basis does he do it? Well, it's under 
that emergency...  

GALLAGHER: Yeah.  

BERGNER: ...Authorities that the Congress...  

GALLAGHER: They gave it to him.  

BERGNER: ...Has given him to do whatever he pleases. And so in a way, Congress, you know, 
can expect a different outcome than that. And then your bill just speaks to that. Yeah.  

GALLAGHER: So I know we're running out of time. So I want to exercise the power of being on 
stage with a microphone and perhaps...  

BERGNER: (Laughter).  

GALLAGHER: ...Ask the last question to you, Jeff. When you're talking about the direct election 
of senators, it made me think of, you know, at least we're not - you know, people aren't being 
caned on the House and Senate floor as they were back in the day. And - or I think about 
Wisconsin's own history. In World War I, our most prominent politician then or since, Bob La 
Follette, led the anti-war opposition, was getting - in my office, I have an old war cartoon where 
he's being pinned medals by the German Kaiser because he was being branded a traitor. I just 
find it a fascinating history. And I disagree with Follette about a lot, but his fundamental insistence 
on Congress being actively involved in that momentous debate to get into the war, I think, was 
right. But there's this moment when he was leading a filibuster of a bill to arm merchant vessels 
that he thought was a prelude to war - which it was. And there was a rumor going around the 
Senate floor that one of his colleagues had brought a gun and was going to think about shooting 
him on the Senate floor. And I thought about that, that - well, at least no one's trying to shoot me 
on the House floor today. But perhaps it's because the stakes of that debate mattered so much.  

Perhaps it was because the Senate, as an institution, mattered then far more than it does now. 
But it does force me to confront what I think is, like, the null hypothesis of both of our works, which 
is to say despite Congress's deficiencies, it's kind of doing what it's always done - albeit 
imperfectly - reflecting broader trends in society. Congress is gridlocked and divided because the 
country, quite frankly, is gridlocked and divided. I can invent neat ways to fix Congress. But I can't 
- I don't really know what to do about the fact that, increasingly, people are only moving next to 
people that share their worldview or only spend their time online and don't get to meet people in 
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real life and just talk a little bit about that, that maybe what we're writing about is just downstream 
from something bigger in our society.  

BERGNER: Can I ask first who's the member from Wisconsin? Is that Victor Berger?  

GALLAGHER: What...  

BERGNER: My father went to Victor Berger Grade School (ph) in Milwaukee. Victor Berger was 
one of the few outright socialists.  

GALLAGHER: Oh, interesting.  

BERGNER: At the time, he was...  

GALLAGHER: I don't think it was a Wisconsinite that was going to shoot him. I think it was, like, 
an evil Southerner or something. It wouldn't be a nice Midwesterner.  

BERGNER: I have only one story about violence in the Senate. At one point, Senator Lugar, who 
I worked for, co-sponsored a bill. And he and Senator Proxmire, from the other side, had a bill to 
try to reduce the absolutely ludicrous subsidies for water out West. I mean, this was ridiculous. I 
mean, the way the government subsidizes the places that shouldn't be growing crops in the first 
place instead of in Indiana, where you should grow crops. And so Lugar and Proxmire had a bill 
that slashed the water subsidies out West. And I was standing on the floor next to him, and Barry 
Goldwater came up to him. And he got right in his face - like this. And he says, Dick, out West we 
shoot people over water. And he turned around and walked off.  

(LAUGHTER)  

BERGNER: And you know, Senator Lugar - you know him - such a gentleman. You know, oh - 
that was just a threat. I don't think he was actually going to carry it out. I agree with you in a way. 
I think, you know, in our history, there've been times when one party's had a stable majority, and 
then Congress could do some things and did do things. I mean, from the 1860s to 1900, basically 
Republicans ran the Congress and ran the country. And it was a period of time where we ended 
slavery, we had a transcontinental railroad - brought the country together, national immigration 
policy - this, that and the next thing. I mean, at the end of it, by 1900, even though it didn't act like 
it, it was the strongest country in the world. And so that was pretty much all done by Republicans 
and Republicans passing legislation; somewhat similar thing, you could say, in the 1930s - by 
Democrats this time. I mean, there was some Republican cooperation on some of these things.  

But you know, to come out of this deep recession - haltingly, albeit - and then to pass things - 
stable, lasting programs like Social Security; to defeat the two most militarized countries in the 
world and come out of it in 1946 as the principal country in the world, mostly done with Democrats. 
You know, I know all about Arthur Vandenberg and all that stuff, but it was mostly Democrats' 
initiatives. When you have that, Congress can do things. When you - and right now, we don't have 
that; you're right. Both parties flatter themselves endlessly, you know, every time they win an 
election. Oh, my God. 2008 - oh, Obama - House, Senate, presidency - the end of the Republican 
Party, you know these ridiculous pundits - right? The Republicans are going to be a regional party 
in the South. (Unintelligible) 2010 - Republicans pick up 60-some seats in the House, you know? 
Or even in 2018 - although a bit more charry (ph) with regard to the fact that the president is 
Trump - well, we have a Republican president, Republican Senate, Republican House. You know, 
maybe Republicans have now figured out how to add that missing piece to have a permanent 
majority in the white working-class guy. And in 2018, that's all over with, you know? And you 
know, suburban women have all defected from the Republican Party and you know, back.  
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Neither party, despite the self-flattery that takes place, I think, is now going to have a stable 
majority as far out as I can see. In nine of the last 10 elections over these two-year cycles - from 
2018, 2016 and so on, at least one thing has changed, either the House, the Senate or the 
presidency - sometimes two or sometimes all three. I don't see that it's going to look any different 
- and under that circumstance - nor do I see the prospect of bipartisanship. So under that 
circumstance, I think that's when people start thinking of creative ideas for how to fix Congress. 
And I guess that's a little bit how I would think of the meta-situation for your article or my book or 
these other well-intentioned schemes - that, you know, we're trying to find some way to make this 
work in a pretty divided country at a pretty divided time. And I think, on the margins, what you've 
proposed and maybe even what I've propose might make some difference. And that's probably, 
as you say, maybe as good as one could hope.  

GALLAGHER: Well, to end on a hopeful note - as John McCain was fond of joking, it's always 
darkest before it gets pitch black. So...  

(LAUGHTER)  

GALLAGHER: No. Thank you, Jeff...  

BERGNER: Thank you.  

GALLAGHER: ...For being here. And thank you for your remarkable book.  

BERGNER: Thank you very much. That was terrific.  

GALLAGHER: Thank you.  

BERGNER: Thank you.  

GALLAGHER: Appreciate it. That was fun. 

 

 




