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which I introduced during the 89th Con
gress, S. 2562. It provides for financial
assistance payments to present and po
tential domestic gold producers based
upon cost of production experience. Its
purpose is to stabllize and increase the
life of existing gold properties, provide
financial inducement sufficiently attrac
tive to reopen our dormant gold mines,
and stimulate an agressive search for
new gold ore reserves.

As I have stated on numerous occa
sions in the past, I believe the time has
arrived for the Congress to recognize the
fact that due to almost constant escalat
ing costs of production our once thriving
domestic gold industry is facing extinc
tion.

I earnestly hope that we will take early
and affirmative action on the remedial
legislation which I am introducing today.

Mr. President, I send the measure to
the desk and ask that it be appropriately
referred.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re
ferred.

The bill (S. 615) to preserve the do
mestic gold mining industry and to in
crease the domestic production of gold,
introduced by Mr. MCGOVERN (for him
self and other Senators), was received,
read twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs.

SENATE RULES-AMENDMENT OF
RULE XXII, RELATING TO CLO
TURE

The Senate resumed the considera
tion of the motion of the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. MCGOVERN] to pro
ceed to the consideration of the resolu
tion (S. Res. 6) , amending the Standing
Rules of the Senate.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the same conditions that the Senator
previously indicated?

Mr. McGOVERN. Under the condi
tion that the time be counted equally
against both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. McGOVERN. I now yield 10 min
utes to the distinguished majority leader,
Mr. MANSFIELD.

The . PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Montana is recognized.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, at
1:30 the Senate will vote whether there
has been sufficient debate on the motion
to proceed to the. consideration of Sen
ate Resolution 6. An affirmative vote
simply will mean that the Senate will at
last get on with the business of debating
the merits of Senate Resolution 6. This
procedural question totallY, lacks any
complication. I strongly feel that the
question of a. rules change must be faced;
to do so requires it be made the pending

business of the Senate. An affirmative
vote for cloture today shOUld not neces
sarily reflect the attitude of any Senator
on the merits of the resolution itself.
His vote today will demonstrate whether
he will acquiesce in a germane discussion
of Senate Resolution 6 on the Senate
floor.

It so happens that I strongly favor the
substance of Senate Resolution 6. I be
lieve that a decision by three-fifths of
this bodY-When the debate on any issue
has been SUfficient, when a debate has
become dilatory. when the Senate should
come to grips with the merits of an issue
which involves conflicting and deeply
felt convictions-affords ample protec
tion to any minority and to the deliberate
character of the Senate.

There is nothing magical about the
choice of three-fifths. I am well aware
that the three-fifths formula can be
found nowhere in the Constitution or
in the rules of this body. But in my
opinion that fact makes it no less de
sirable. I simply believe that by adopt
ing three-fifths, a proper balance would
be struck between the competing inter
ests and attitudes on an issue while still
protecting the rights of a minority and
the unique character of the Senate as
an institution.

But the question before us is not Sen
ate Resolution 6; it 13 not a proposal to
change rule XXII; it is simply whether
the Senate shall ever permit germane
discussion on such a proposal. The
question before us Is the motion to pro
ceed to the consideration of Senate Res
olution 6. It is difficult for me to appre
ciate deep feeling or strong conviction
on the simple procedural question of
whether we should debate Senate Res
olution 6.

However strongly emotions and con
victions may run on the merits of the
present rule XXII, or on how that rule
would be changed by Senate Resolution
6, they are certainly misplaced at this
time; we are one step removed from Sen
ate Resolution 6.

The fact is, Mr. President, that the
Senate has never been given an oppor
tunity to pass upon this issue on its
merits. The Senate has instead en
gaged and is still .engaging in a non
germane debate, which most favorably
can be described as premature and prob
ably more accurately should be de
scribed as dilatory.

This biennial dispute for a change in
the rules has plagued us for nearly 20
years. The Senate has never been
w1lling to face up to its merits. I be
lieve we have an obligation and a respon
sibility to do so now. On occasion in the
past the Senate has been accused of not
acting wisely; it should never be accused
of not acting responsibly.

We decided last week by an over
whelming vote that the uniqueness of this
body should be maintained; that reflec
tion and deliberation should be assured
on all prOpOsals from whatever quarter.
The choice last week was in my opinion
a wise choice. A majority of the Senate
could have decided otherwise. A ma
jority failed to adjudge abuses under the
present rules sufficient to justify an ex
traordinary method to effect a change
in the rules. Our vote last Wednesday

implied that the Senate was capable of
coming to grips with significant issues.

Today's vote on this simple procedural
issue wlllreflect greatly on the genuine
ness of those arguments and the validity
of that judgment. Today's vote will be
significant evidence to future majorities
in future Congresses.

Already nearly 2 weeks of this Congress
have been used up on this very simple
procedural question. Over the years,
countless weeks have been consumed on
virtually the same question. I feel cer
tain that if the Senate reaches this issue
this year and decides the issue on its
merits, whether there is a change in the
rules or not, we will not be plagued by
any serious effort to change the rules
in the foreseeable future.

I add only that debate will not be
choked off by voting for cloture today.
Unlimited debate will then be available
on the question of changing rule XXII.
A vote for cloture today means only that
at long last the Senate has shown a will
ingness to discuss openly and properly
the merits of a rules change. I know
the Senate is capable of handling such
a debate; I hope its vote today will per
mit it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President I
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished s~n
ior Senator from New York [Mr. JAVITS].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the Sena
tor from Montana has stated, probably,
the most broadly appealing "consensus"
answer to the question we have today
when he said that this motion is not a
restriction of debate on the proposed
change in rule XXII.

The motion is a motion to take up. It
is not amendable, and it is, indeed, some
what unusual that such a motion should
be contested.

There are two things which I think
are critically important in the considera
tion of this matter.

We who are on the side of changing
this rule are generally referred to as the
so-called liberal side. Whether that is
true or not, those words are becoming
rather outworn now. We have made our
case that at the opening of every Con
gress a majority has the right to act to
change a rule.

The Senate has turned us down. That
is a historic decision.

We must say in fairness to the Vice
President that he was the first Vice
President who was able to put the matter
to the Senate in a way which would give
a decision on the basic constitutional
issue.

We know enough about the operation
of the Senate to know that when one
loses, he loses. We are bound by the rule
that debate can be stopped only by a
two-thirds vote. That decision is ex
cathedra, from the Chair. There we
are, and we have to live With it.

The leadership has told us in un
equivocal terms-and especially the ma
jority leader-that when the majority of
the Senate wants something it can get it.

Even if we cannot get two-thirds ma
jority on this vote today-and I hope
that we can-if there is a decisive ma-
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jority, as I believe there will be, that
wants to go into the matter of changing
rule XXII, we may perhaps be able to
see a demonstration of this idea of ac
tion. If a determined majority really
wants to get something done here, if
they have a case-and that is about the
only way we know they have a case, is if
a real majority wants it, it can be done.

I hope, therefore, that my friend, the
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Mc
GOVERN], \"ill persist in his effort, should
that prove to be the vote, and that we
will really try.

No other business is really pressing
right now, anyway.

I am hopeful that we will really try
to ascertain here if, when a decided ma
jority wants something to be done here,
it will be done.

My office has analyzed the cloture
votes since rule XXII was adopted, to
ascertain whether any of them would
have been changed by a three-fifths rule.
As far as we can determine, none of them
would have been changed.

If the votes would not have been
changed, what then is the significance
of the three-fifths rule? The signifi
cance is that it is not as big a gun to be
held at the head of the majority as is
the two-thirds rule. It is more suscep
tible of being conditioned to allow this
Chamber an opportunity to express it
self.

To that extent, it is an improvement,
and any inching up on this situation is
an improvement.

I hope very much by the confluence of
those two factors-first, that the three
fifths rule would not have affected any
previous vote, and that it is not there
fore an earth-shattering matter; and
second that we will have an opportunity
to determine whether, if a majority
wants something done, it can be done
many Senators who may have some
question about the matter itself will at
least let us take it up or determine
whether to take it up.

Senators may be convinced that the
rule should be amended. Even though
we do not have the necessary two-thirds
majority but do have a decided major
ity of the Senate expressing itself favor
ably on that matter, I hope that we may
determine whether a decided majority
which expresses itself affirmatively on a
matter can work its will.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
yield 1 minute to the Senator from New
Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, dur
ing the last week or so of debate on the
proposals to amend rule XXII, I have not
been an active participant. •This has not
stemmed from any weakening of my be
lief in the absolute necessity of modify
ing what to many of us is a severe rule.
My belief in the need for change in
rule XXII is no less today than it was
in 1953 when I first took a significant
role in the effort to reform the cloture
procedure. I have been gratified over
the years since then to see an increase
in the ranks of Senators who favor a
more liberal cloture rule.

I know that some opponents of a
change in the rule come from the less
populous states; their position is rooted
in a concern that the rights of small

States might be overrun without the pro
tection of unlimited debate.

Mr. President, I come from a State that
has only a little over 1 million people,
and I do not fear that their rights will be
any less secure if we modify rule XXII.
Apparently a number of other Senators
from States with smaller populations
share my feeling; The Senator from
South Dakota is a cosponsor of the three
fifths proposal-a reform which the dis
tingUished majority leader, the Senator
from Montana, has said he favored. I
am happy to see a substantial group of
western Senators supporting reform in
the cloture procedure.

I believe we are involved in an im
portant effort to improve procedures by
which the Senate conducts its business,
while protecting the right of Senators to
fully debate all issues.

Soon we will have before us the plan
of the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
MONRONEY 1 for reorganizing the opera
tion of Congress. The Joint Committee
on the Organization of the Congress has
put in long months of effort in order to
help make the Congress a smoother func
tioning and better equipped instrument
of government. But as we all know, the
Monroney-Madden committee was spe
cifically preclUded from doing anything
about the rules. That responsibility
thus falls directly on the full Senate.
Rule XXII, as it presently stands, is a
barrier to efficient representative govern
ment. It is a device for abusing free and
full debate. We today must take the
vital step to make our rules more effective
servants of democratic government.

I intend to vote to invoke cloture so
that the Senate can exercise its consti
tutional right to change its rules.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum and ask
unanimous consent that the time be
divided equally between both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to call

the roll.
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. McGOVERN. I now yield 2 min
utes to the distinguished Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. GORE].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ten
nessee.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, last week
I opposed, with considerable vigor and
deep conviction, the odd hypothesis, by
way of advisory ruling, of the President
of the Senate. I would again oppose,
with whatever rules of the Senate were
available to me, such stricture upon
parliamentary procedure in the U.S. Sen
ate.

Also, Mr. President, I am opposed to
cloture being imposed upon the Senate
by less than a two-thirds majority. Am
ple precedents are contained in the Con
stitution for action requiring two-thirds
majority.

On the other hand, Mr. President, I
am willing that a majority of the Senate
eventually, after deliberate consideration,

work its will with respect to the rules of
procedure of the Senate.

With these views in mind, I shall to
day vote for cloture. I hold that the sub
ject has been amply debated. I feel that
eventually the Senate, by majority ac
tion, should be free to work its will with
respect to its rules of procedure. I am
prepared, and I believe other Senat{)rs
have SUfficiently considered the matter
to be adequately prepared, to face that
issue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
yield 1 additional minute to the Senator
from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. In view of the convictions
that I entertain with respect to this is
sue, I have taken this brief period to
state the reasons for the action which I
shall take later today.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, may
I inquire how much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Dakota has 7 min
utes remaining.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished Sen
ator from Kentucky, the cosponsor of the
resolution.

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, at this
late hour, I take this action to appeal to
many of my colleagues who voted in good
conscience last week, when those of us
who want to see some moderate change
in the rules were defeated. I do not con
sider this a defeat for our position, be
cause many Senators who voted as they
did, did so because of what they, in their
conscience, felt would be the establish
ment of a dangerous precedent in the
Senate. The situation today is quite
different.

For the past 8 years, I have either been
sponsor or cosponsor of a measure to
change the rules so that three-fifths, in
effect, could terminate debate, after the
necessary preliminary steps. I have al
ways maintained that moderate changes
are best in a legislative system.

Certainly, as one who has served in
the minority during all but 2 years of
my 18 years in Congress, I desire to see
the minority position protected. I also
feel that a majority has certain rights;
and I trust that those who voted as they
did last week will recognize the fact that
entirely different Issues are involved with
respect to the vote we are about to take
today.

I would trust that this issue, for which
the Senator from New Mexico and I have
fought for years, and which is now spon
sored by the Senator from South Dakota,
can be brought to a vote. I intend to
vote for cloture. If cloture is obtained
and a substitute motion is offered for
the 51 percent aspect, I shall vote against
it; because I do not believe that we should
take extreme steps in establishing rules
for our great legislative body, the Sen
ate of the United States.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MORTON. I yield.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I

yield 1 additional minute to the Senator.
Mr. HOLLAND. Does not the distin

guished Senator realize that if cloture
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were voted, we would surely then be
faced with the proposal to substitute
cloture by .a mere majority for the clo
ture by 60 percent, which the Senator
advocates?

Mr. MORTON. I realize that fully,
and I am confident that we have the
votes to defeat the 51 percent.

I yield back the remainder of my time.
Mr.. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, I yield

5 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from New Hampshire.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, it was
not my intention even to ask for this
amount of time, but I wish to leave one
point in the RECORD.

All through the debates that have
taken place on this subject, both since
the opening of this session and, to a
great extent, in other sessions, the em
phasis has been entirely on the matter
of limiting or closing off debate. In my
opinion, one point has not been empha
sized sufficiently, and that is that what
ever rule the Senate decides in its wis
dom to adopt, when you provide the
means of terminating debate, you are at
the same time terminating the consid
eration of a measure by amendment,
other than those amendments that have
already been offered and have been read
and h,ave been frozen into consideration
by the Senate.

I am well aware of the answer to this
statement: Senators can file their.
amendments. I am also aware that if
.amendments are allowed after cloture
has been invoked, although the I-hour
rule for each Senator would prevail,
there could be rollcalls that would con
sume some time on amendments.

However, I well remember, when I
voted for cloture in 1965, that I had an
amendment which had been read before
the Senate, and the distinguished major
ity leader, in his kindness and courtesy,
made sure that the amendment could be
considered. I discovered, however, that
the amendment, which to me was most
important, by a slight modification might
well have been adopted. But the major
ity leader, in performing his duty-and
he had to do it-objected when I asked
for unanimous consent.

Consequently, amendments which Sen
ators file, perhaps days and weeks in
advance, are frozen; and when the gavel
falls and cloture is invoked, the Senate
has its hands tied, not only in the mat
ter of making speeches-which is not. in
my opinion, quite so important-but also
in the matter of improving and amend
ing and working the will of the Senate
on legislation. It is a straitjacket.

It will be recalled that at the close of
the last session, for reasons which were
amply justified-I certainly am not criti
cizing the Senator-the majority leader
laid a question before the Senate, and
also a cloture motion the same day. It
occurred at the end of the week. Many
Senators were out of town; and, as I
recall, only one or two Senators were
present and were able to get their
amendments filed and read to the Senate
in time to be considered.

I almost made up my mind in 1965 that
I would never vote for cloture again, be
cause of what it did to the power of im
proving and amending a bill. However,
that is not my determination. I stand
ready to vote for cloture when the time

comes that I am convinced it is neces
sary. But I do not intend to vote to re
lax the rules and make cloture easier,
and my main reason is that it freezes
the real consideration of legislation and
the amending and the improving of
measures before the Senate.

I yield back the remainder of my time.
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I

yield 1 minute to the distinguished senior
senator from Minnesota [Mr. MCCAR
THY).

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I
question whether the Senate has a con
stitutional right to require two-thirds
vote on cloture to end debate on a mat
ter which, under the Constitution, can
be settled by a majority vote.

Mr. President, I also question whether
this resolution is in order since I ques
tion whether rule XXII is in effect. This
rule has been challenged by the Senator
from South Dakota [Mr. MCGOVERN],
and, consequently, there has been no pos
itive act of acquiescence so far as I read
the proceedings of the Senate.

lf the majority leader and the minor
ity leader introduce de novo a resolution
providing for the same procedure that
is provided under rule XXII, this would
then properly be before the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senator
may proceed for 1 additional minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. McCARTHY. But, Mr. President,
since this resolution was introduced un
der rule XXII I believe the case can be
made that it is out of order and that there
ought not be a vote either for or against
cloture under the resolution, at least
until the Senate does give acquiescence to
rule XXII. We really should refrain
from voting on this resolution on the
ground that it is out of order and should
not be before the Senate, and I will sup
port it only reluctantly.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, to
day is the 24th day of January. The
Senate has been in session for 2 weeks.
During most of that time the pending
matter has been a simple motion made by
the junior Senator from South Dakota
that the Senate proceed to the considera
tion of senate Resolution 6.

That resolution, which we are asking
the Senate to consider, was introduced
by the distinguished Senator from Ken
tucky [Mr. MORTON] and me on the
opening legislative day of the session. It
provides that after a reasonable period,
debate could eventually be terminated by
the votes of three-fifths of the Senate in
stead of the present requirement of two
thirds.

There is nothing revolutionary or radi
calor even very liberal about this pro
posal. Indeed. its chief charactelistic is
its caution and its conservatism. As the
editor of the Washington Post put it in
an editorial on January 13:

The most striking aspect of the antifili
buster fight in the Senate is the extreme con
servatism of the reforms offered.

Mr. President, on last Wednesday, the
Vice President, while fully respecting the
dignity, the constitutional rights, and
the regular procedures of the Senate,

made it clear that in his judgment there
is a parliamentary method under which
the Senate can work its will to terminate
extended debate if a majority wishes to
do so at the beginning of a new Senate.

The Vice President cannot be faulted
by either liberals or conservatives for the
manner in which he presided over our
deliberations last week. The day may
come when Senators are sufficiently fed
up by some long and empty filibuster so
that they will take advantage of the pro
cedure outlined by the Vice President.

I ask unanimous consent that the con
clusion of my remarks, an editorial in the
Sunday Washington Post of January 22
relative to the exemplary conduct of the
Vice President as presiding officer be
printed in the RECORD.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. McGOVERN. But for whatever
reason, the Senate decided last week that
it did not want to use the procedure
which was suggested at that time, so we
now have no other recourse except to try
to terminate debate under rule XXII,
which requires the votes of two-thirds of
those Senators present and voting.

I do hope that those who argued last
week that they were interested only in
the right of the minority to be heard and
were not attempting to block orderly pro,:,
cedures in the Senate will recognize that
the time has now come to terminate de
bate. After all, the present move for
cloture seeks only to permit us to malce
the resolution of the Senator from Ken
tucky and me the pending business. We
are asking only for the right that our
proposal be considered.

Even if this cloture motion carries.
there will be additional debate on the
substance of the three-fifths resolution.

Frankly, Mr. President, I do not under
stand how those who believe in democ
racy can insist on forever blocking the
right of a majority of the Senate to work
its will. I was amazed by the bluntness
with which some Senators attacked and
ridiculed the concept of majority rule in
their remarks on this floor last week,
There seemed to be more reverence and
loving care lavished on the rights of the
minority than on the rights of the ma
jority. I believe, too, that the minority
should have a right to be heard. But the
whole theory of democracy is that after
the minority has spoken and all sides
have been heard that we then abide by
what the majority decides.

Webster's unified dictionary says of
democracy:

It is government with the consent of the
governed, limited only by the fact that the
laws and circumstances of the governed must
accord with the wishes Of the majority as
expressed through the vote.

Frankly, I believe that the prestige and
public respect for the Senate has been
damaged more by the filibuster than any
other single practice of the Senate. It
makes us frequently the laughing stock
of the country, How much better it
would be for democracy, for the public
interest, and for the dignity of this body
if, after a reasonable period of debate,
there were a procedure whereby three
fifths of the Senators, as proposed by
Senator MORTON and me, or a constitu-
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tional majority of 51, as proposed by
Senator KueBEL and his cosponsors, were
able to bring debate at long last to a close
so that the Senate could work its will.

When Senators talk about this proce
dure for termina':.1ng debate as a gag
rule, I would suggest that the real gag
on the Senate is the pOwer of a small
number of Senators to paralyze this body
with a filibuster. The real gag on the
Senate is not majority rule, but the lack
of it and the power of a handful of the
Senate to frustrate the wishes of the
majority.

The present rule requiring two-thirds
of the Senators to terminate a filibuster
was adopted in 1917. In a brief on the
history of the limitation of debate in the
U.S. Senate, prepared by Dr. George B.
Galloway, senior specialist in American
Government at the Library of Congress,
we read these words:

The cloture rule of 1917 was drafted by a
conference committee of 5 Democrats and
5 Republicans named by their respective
party organizations. This committee stated
that Its purpose was to formulate a rule that
would "terminate successful filibustering:'

Dr. Galloway continues:
If the purpose of the cloture rule Is to

terminate successful filibustering, experience
shows that It has failed to achieve its pur
pose In 23 out of 28 times.

The distinguished minority leader in
his usual effective way reminded us
that Columbus had been jeered by the
majority. I would only like to point
out that if a filibuster had prevailed in
the court of Queen Isabella, Columbus
would never have been given the oppor
punity to present his petition in the
first place.

Both major political parties have en
dorsed reform of rule XXII. The 1960
Republican platform reads in part:

We pledge our best efforts to change pres
ent rule XXII of the Senate and other ap
propriate congressional procedures that
often make unattainable proper legislative
Implementation of constitutional guaran
tees.

The Democratic Party platform for
1964 reads:

The Congress of the United States should
revise Its rules and procedures to assure ma
jority rule after reasonable debate and to
guarantee that major legislative proposals
of the President can be brought to a vote
after reasonable consideration in committee.

I strongly urge my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle to vote in favor of clo
ture so that the modest proposal which
Senator MORTON and I are offering may
be made the pending business of the
Senate.

EXHIBIT 1
OPEN DOOR: BALKY HORSE

The failure of the Senate to end minority
rule within Its walls Is the more deplorable
because the way to this long-awaited re
form was so clearly marked out for it. The
procedure followed was, as Senator Javlts de
scribed It, an "historic break-through:' It
was firmly rooted In a sound constitutional
argument. Yet It failed for want of majority
support.

Credit for the strategy which led to the
vote goes largely to Vice President Humphrey.
This was recognized by Senator Javlts In the
debate on the fioor when he said:

"It Is the Vice President's procedure. He
has givep the Senate an opportunity, In a

very astute manner . . . to get out from
under an impossible situation. He has given
us the opportunity to debate. On the other
hand, he has given the majority the right to
reach a decision at last. That fact appears
to have been overlooked this afternoon:'

In criticizing the Vice President for his
failure to speak out clearly on the unconstl
tutionallty of Rule 22 this newspaper did not
sufficiently acclaim the notable contribution
his ruling made. Our comment was directed
solely at the absence of any explicit state
ment by the Vice President on the principles
involved. This he left to others, feeling that,
as the presiding officer of the Senate, it was
not his function to expound upon the con
victions underlying his action. The absence
of a clear statement by the Vice President
about the principle at stake was magnified, of
course, by the inexcusable hostility of Ma
jority Leader Mansfield to the concept of
majority rule.

We persist In thinking that if the Issue 15
properly defined and emphasized before the
country Rule 22 must go. Senator Morse
forcefully stated one reason Why this is so.
"With all that Is going on In the world and
In our country," he said, "we cannot, as
Senators, justify continuing a rule that per
mits a willful minority In the Senate to block
the welfare of the country, according to their
minority sights:'

The other reason why unlimited filibuster
Ing 15 no longer tolerable Is that it offends
the basic principles of American constitu
tional government. In effect the Senate has
amended the Constitution so as to require a
two-thirds vote for the passage of highly
controversial legislation.

The fight for removal of this cancerous
growth in 01\1' political system must go on.
If the Senate can invoke Rule 22 on Tuesday
to cut off debate on Senator McGovern's pro
posal for three-fifths cloture in future con
tests, that compromise will be a step in the
right direction. But It will not, of course, be
a final answer.

Every citizen who believes In the elemen
tary principles of democracy wl1l need to keep
bearing down upon the Senate until it Is
ready to listen to reason. Fortunately, the
Vice Presldent's rUling wl1l stand as a pre
cedent. It means that the antlfillbuster
forces are free to press a motion for majority
cloture at the beginning of any Senate ses
sion, that when a point of order Is made
against such a motion it can be voted down
by a simple majority, and that the motion
for cloture reform would then become the
pending question. This is more than an In
vitation to continue the struggle. It is an
open door to victory as soon as a majority
in the Senate can find the courage to stand
for the constitutional principle of govern
ment by the majority.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, may I
be made aware of the time that is re
maining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Illinois has 15 minutes re
maining.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, in all
of the conferences we had last week when
this matter was before the Senate I did
offer to sign a cloture motion if there
was comfort to be had from the prestige
that the names of the two leaders might
bring to the motion. However, I made
no commitment and I felt that I made it
abundantly clear that I did not intend
to vote for the cloture motion, and I shall
resist it today. I do so for the very simple
reason that I am oppOsed to cloture by
a majolity, I am oppOsed to cloture by
60 percent, and I am opposed ,to cloture
by any other means than that which
exists in rule XXII at the present time.
Now I take that pOsition for a reason.
In the first place it is not necessary to

change this rule because nearly every
thing over the years that the Senate had
to accomplish was finally accomplished
despite the requirement of two-thirds.

There have been 7 times out of 36
endeavors since 1919 when an effort has
been made to get cloture. They were suc
cessful on seven occasions but that did
not mean that the subject matter and
the legislation involved did not ulti
mately succeed because the footnotes
that legislative counsel have prepared in
getting up this little brochure on the sub
ject of the cloture rule indicates that in
all except three cases there was ulti
mately favorable action upon that legis
lation whether there was a single bill or
a group of measures relating to a single
part of the subject matter. So no one
can say that the w1ll of the Senate or the
Congress was finally denied simply be
cause of that cloture rule.

Mr. President, what happened was that
the appropriate modifications were made,
and rightly so. It then committed itself
to the good thinking of the Senate and
was finally engrossed on the statute books
of the country.

If there is needed a classic example,
the distinguished Senator from Florida
sits in the Chamber now. Four times
when I was in the House of Representa
tives I voted for outlawing the pall tax.
I did it in the Senate notwithstanding
the fact that the great leader, Bob Taft,
of Ohio, who used to sit in this chair,
said, "You have to do it by constitutional
amendment." But the distinguished
Senator from Florida undertook to pur
sue that course. What happened? In a
jiffy, as constitutional amendments go,
it went to the country. It was ratified
by the necessary legislatures and that
took care of the poll tax. Do not let any
body say that under the procedures today
in this body that these things cannot be
accomplished. The trouble is that too
often it depends on whose ox is being
gored.

There are on the cloture motion now
two names. of those in this body who
participated in a filibuster on the satell1te
communications bill. We were at it for
some 33 days, strangely enough. They
did not want to be shut off at that time,
but when it does not serve their purpose
they would like to see that somebody else
be shut off. On this side of the aisle 34
out of 36 Senators voted for cloture on
that bill. Why? Because that bill had
the endorsement of the President and
three departments of Government. It
had the endorsement of four senatorial
committees. On this side there were
only two who opposed cloture in order to
get favorable action. On that side of
the aisle the vote was 29 to 25. There Is
a clear example of whether you can get
cloture when you have a case. But we
have to have a case and very rightly so.

Mr. ,JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from illinois yield for a question
or two?

Mr. DIRKSEN.. I yield.
Mr. JAVITS. I have two questions I

should like to ask the Senator. First,
since· the Senator said "when it com
mends itself to the Senate," does that
not in effect mean' when it commends
itself to two-thirds of the Senate present
and voting, rather than to any other size
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Inouye
Jackson
Javlts
Jordan. N.C.
Jordan, Idaho
Kennedy, Mass.
Kennedy, N.Y.
Kuchel
Lausche
Long. Mo.
Long. La.
Magnuson
Mansfield
McCarthy
McClellan
McGee
McGovern
McIntyre
Metcalf
Mlller
Mondale
Monroney

Aiken
Allott
Anderson
Baker
Bartlett
Ba~'h

Bennett
Bible
Boggs
Brewster
Brooke
Burdick
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Va.
Cannon
Carlson
Case
Church
Clark
Cooper
Cotton
Curtis

does not like any delay on the part of
the congress of that country, he can by
fiat 01' by decree put into effect even a
thing like censorship, so that no news
papers in that country can even discuss
an issue such as inflation.

It is only because we have protected
our procedures, particularly in this day
and age, that this Congress has func
tioned as effectively as it has, and has
served all the people.

We hear no great outcry from the
people of this country to change the two
thirds rule. We hear it from the groups
who want it made much easier to ram
through the Senate panaceas and laws,
bills and resolutions, which are usually
self-serving rather than serving the pub
lic interest.

The pending motion should be voted
down.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two
minutes remain. Who yields time?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if
no other Senator wishes any more time,
I suggest the absence of a quorum to be
called until 1:30 o'clock p.m., when it
will be automatically terminated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

The hour of 1 :30 p.m. having arrived,
under the previous unanimous-consent
agreement the Senate will now vote on
the pending cloture motion. The pend
ing question is: Is it the sense of the Sen
ate that debate on the motion to proceed
to the consideration of Senate Resolu
tion 6, amending the Standing Rules of
the Senate, shall be brought to a close?

Under rule XXII, the clerk wllI call
the role to ascertain the presence of a
quorum.

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. DIRKSEN. A "nay" vote is in
effect a vote against Resolution 6. Is
that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A "nay"
vote is a vote against cloture.

The clerk will call the roll to ascertain
the presence of a quorum.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll, and the following Senators an
swered to their names:

[No.6 Leg.)
Dirksen
Dodd
Dominick
Eastland
Ellender
Ervin
Fannin
Fong
Fulbright
Gore
Griffin
Gruening
Hansen
Hart
Hartke
Hatfield
Hayden
Hickenlooper
Hlll
Holland
Holllngs
Hruska

Mr. DIRKSEN. A lot of people. But,
let me remind the Senator, he classifies
them as to economic groups who come in
here and want something out of the Fed
eral Treasury. That is quite a different
matter.

Mr. JAVITS. It still can be less than
a majority, I can assure the Senator.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I am happy now to
yield to the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. MILLER. I thank my leader.
Mr. President, at the time Senate

Joint Resolutions 6 and 7 were intro
duced, I stated that I would offer an
amendment to each of them which would
provide that cloture could be invoked by
a three-fifths vote, provided-and this
proviso is essential-a majority of the
Senators from each of the two political
parties present and voting also were in
cluded in the three-fifths vote.

I pointed out at thecctime these amend
ments were filed-and they are now on
the desk of my colleagues-I felt that
the present two-thirds rule was defective
in that it provides a foundation whereby
members of the majority party can, under
conditions such as existed during the
89th Congress, put a time limitation on
members of the minority party. Accord
ingly, the present rule is not satisfactory.
It seems to me that progress can be made
by slightly relaxing the number required
to vote for cloture; namely, a reduction
from two-thirds to three-fifths, while at
the same time protecting the rights of
the minority and insuring bipartisanship
in the support of any issue underlying a
Senate filibuster.

I would point out to my colleagues that
in the seven instances that cloture has
been invoked, a majority of Senators
from the two major political parties pres
ent and voting did, in fact, vote for clo
ture. All my amendment would do would
insure continuation of this bipartisan
ship.

I regret that there has been no firm
indication from the proponents of Sen
ate Resolution 6 that if cloture is now
invoked they would accept my amend
ment. If this indication were forthcom
ing, so that we could be assured of voting
for Senate Resolution 6, with the added
proviso that a majority of the Senators
from the two major parties present and
voting also join in the vote, then I would
be inclined to vote for cloture today.

In the absence of this assurance, I re
gret that I cannot do otherwise than
vote against cloture.

I thank the Senator from Illinois for
yielding to me.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, the
clock on the wall gives me a few moments
to make my final observations.

This is the 90th Congress. As a parlia
mentary and legislative body, it is the
oldest on the face of the earth which has
undergone no significant change in that
time. It has endured in peacetime and
in wartime.

In this hemisphere, in one of the large
countries in Latin America, the Govern
ment was also patterned on the Govern
ment of this country. But one thing
they forgot to do. They forgot to safe
guard their own proceedings, so that to
day when the President of that country

or number of Senators to whom it com
mends itself?

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is true.
Mr. JAVITS. Is that, in the Senator's

view, compatible with the Constitution
which states that a quorum of each
House shall be adequate for the conduct
of business---

Mr. DIRKSEN. It is.
Mr. JAVITS. Including a declaration

of war?
Mr. DIRKSEN. There is a ruling to

that effect. As a practical matter, I
point out to my good friend from New
York that had we not had the rule which
is on the books today, repeal of section
14(b) would have been jammed through
the Senate as it was through the House
by twisting the arms of those tender,
young Representatives, 47 in number.

What happened? Those Representa
tives either did not run again, they were
defeated in the primaries, or they were
defeated in the general election.

The repeal of section 14(b) could not
be rammed through the Senate. The
reason theY could not do so was that we
kept it alive until the country became
aware of what was involved in the bllI.
That is when the mall by the mlIlions
began to hit the Senate, and where· as
many nonunion members as union mem
bers participated in that great flow of
mail,. to let the Senate know how they
felt about repealing section 14(b).

If we had not had the two-thirds rule,
it would have been a different story.
Thus, it is a protective device not merely
for the Senate but also for the people of
the United States of America. That is
the only way the people can be informed
on an issue which is recondite or so
obscure that sometimes even Senators
do not quite know what the score is. It
is only by belaboring it day after day
after day that we protect the national
interest. That is precisely what rule
XXII does in its present form.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I have
one mor-e question.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the Senator
from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. I had two questions. I
have one more I wish to ask and I wiII
be only a few seconds.

Is it not a fact that this thing is as
broad as it comes, that the communica
tions satellite filibusterers would be shut
off just as fast as other filibusterers? Is
it not also a fact that the Senator pre
sents us with a paradox that will never
be resolved, because of the two-thirds
rule, whether a majority was or was not
for repeal of section 14(b); and there
fore, that this is merely suspending the
Constitution in favor of a Senate rule,
which is not a feasible argument?

Mr. DIRKSEN. This is a rule of feasi
bility if I ever read one because, after
all, this is still the people's country and
it is in proportion as they become in
formed and we abide by their judgment
that we preserve the nature of our Gov
ernment. That is our great legacy to
day.

Mr. JAVITS. Many people believe
that the Senator's viewpoint takes some
thing away from them by the two-thirds
rule instead. of 8.. majority which the
Constitution says it should be.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
prOVisions of rule XXII, two-thirds of
the Senators present and voting not hav
ing voted in the affirmative, the motion
is rejected. ------

ORDER OF BUSINESS
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is

my intention to move to adjourn the
Senate upon the completion of its busi
ness today. An adjournment of the
Senate will automatically dispose of the
motion to proceed to the consideration

only affirming my own bona fides--that
the Senate ought to have a right to
choose. Therefore, I ask the majority
leader, would he mind, if we are to lay
this aside and proceed to another mat
ter, making such a motion, so that the
Senate may vote whether it wishes to do
that, rather than seeking unanimous
consent?

Mr. MANSFIELD. No. I think that
we are following the regular procedure,
if the Senator does not mind, and if he
does not know the futility of submitting
another cloture motion today and voting
on Thursday, then I must say respect
fully that he is the only Member of this
body who does not know it, because the
facts speak for themselves.

I know of no Senator on this side who
is prepared to change his mind, and I
know of no Senator on the other side·
who is prepared to do so, either.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, here Is

an answer to my good friend the Sena
tor from New York. This morning there
came from the bilI clerk's office 26
amendments to the Reorganization Act.

These amendments were all submitted
by the very distinguished Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK].

Here is one to amend rule XXII.
Here is one to amend rule XIX.
Here is one to amend rule IX.
Here is an amendment to amend rule

XXIV.
Here is another amendment to amend

rule XXIV.
Here is one to amend rule XXXII.
Why, we will have rules discussions

running out of our ears if we are going
to exhaust all of these amendments sub
mitted by my lovable friend the sena
tor from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK].

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am delighted to
yield to the distinguished Senator from
South Dakota, the author of Senate
Resolution 6.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
asked the distinguished majority leader
to yield so that I might make one obser
vation. When the distinguished majority
leader says that it would be a sham and
a fake and a phony to try to continue this
effort under the existing rules, it would
certainly--

Mr. MANSFIELD. No.1 said in view
of the vote.

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes. When the
majority leader said that in view of the
vote it would be a sham and.a fake and
a phony to try to continue this .effort
under the existing rules, dt would be
equally true to say.that it would be a
sham and a fake and a phony to sug
gest that the majority of the Senate Is
now working its will.

Mr. MANSFIELD. In a sense, the
Senator is correct because a majority of
the Senate has voted to limit debate on
the motion to proceed to the considera
tion of Senate Resolution 6, but, .under
the rules, we do not have the required
two-thirds. Consequently, because of
the wide disparity between those in favor
and those· necessary. to cut .. off further
debate, I cannot see by any stretch of

of Senate Resolution 6. That resolution
would thus remain on the Senate Cal
endar.

The size of today's cloture vote reveals
the futility as well as the frustration of
proceeding any further with this matter
at this time. The Senate has made its
judgment, and the leadership will abide
by it.

Our next order of business is the reor
ganization plan. No discussion of that
bill will take place by its manager, the
distinguished senior Senator from Okla
homa [Mr. MONRONEY], until tomorrow
at the earliest. In that reghrd, and to
put all Senators on notice of this next
order of business, I ask unanimous con
sent that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of Calendar No.2 (S. 355),
the legislative reorganization plan.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, will the majority
leader yield to me?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.
Mr. JAVITS. May I ask the majority

leader this question? We have had a
vote on a constitutional issue, and we
have had a vote on cloture, which a
majority has voted for now. I ask the
majority leader whether it is not more
fair to the Senate, because of the fact
that we have said here time and again
that if a majority really wants something
it can get it done, to persevere in this
matter. The Senate is not that busy.
The only other piece of legislation on the
calendar is that of the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. MONRONEY]. Rather
than to pass immediately from this mat
ter, considering that a majority wants
it considered, to some other, because we
are frustrated by the fact that two
thirds have not voted for it-serving to
confirm what so many of us feel, that
the Constitution has now been amended
to provide for two-thirds rule-may I
ask the Senator whether he would not
permit us to try the cloture route once
more, say next Thursday, and then dis
pose of this whole question this week,
so that we may really see what the vote
might be on reconsideration by Sena
tors who have seen that a majority
wants to consider this matter, and may
therefore feel that perhaps the Senate
can be more vindicated on that basis,
by its perseverance in deciding the
constitutional question, if we do allow
debate to go forward at least on the
merits?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Before I yield, on
his request, to the distinguished minority
leader, I know that the distinguished
senior Senator from New York is well
aware of the fact that what he proposes
would be an exercise in futility and con
tinued frustration. I do not wish to take
the time of the Senate, unless there is a
possibility of success.

I had been prepared, had the vote been
reasonably close, to submit a second clo
ture motion today. But I think it would
be a sham, a fake, and a phony thing to
do, in view of the vote just taken.

I yield to the minority leader.
Mr. JAVITS. Will the Senator yield

further to me?
Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.
Mr. JAVITS. I do not know, and I do

not believe that that is true. I think
this is a serious enough matter-I am

Monroney
Mundt
Murphy
Prouty
Russell
Smathers
Sparkman
Spong
Stennis
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Williams, Del.
Young, N. Dak.

Stennis
Symington
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Tydings
Williams, N.J.
Williams, Del.
Yarborough
Young, N. Dak.
Young, Ohio

Percy
Prouty
Proxmire
Randolph
RlbicotI
Russell
Scott
Smathers
Smith
Sparkman
Spong

Harris

NAY8-46
Gruening
Hansen
Hayden
Hickenlooper
Hill
Holland
Hollings
Hruska
Inouye
Jordan, N.C.
Jordan, Idaho
Lausche
Long, La.
McClellan
McGee
Miller

NOT VOTING-I

Baker
Bartlett
Bennett
Bible
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Va.
Cannon
Carlson
Cotton
Curtis
Dirksen
Eastland
Ellender
Ervin
Fannin
FUlbright

Aiken
Allott
Anderson
Bayh
Boggs
Brewster
Brooke
Burdick
Case
Church
Clark
Cooper
Dodd
Dominick
Fong
Gore
Griffin
Hart

Montoya
Morse
Morton
:Moss
Mundt
Murphy
Muskie
Nelson
Pastore
Pearson
Pell

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce
that the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
HARRIS] is absent because of the death
of his grandmother.

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
present.

Under rule XXII, a yea-and-nay vote
is required.

The pending question is: Is it the sense
of the Senate that debate on the motion
to take up Senate Resolution 6, amend
ing the Standing Rules of the Senate,
shall be brought to a close?

The clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk called

the roll. .
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce

that the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
HARRIS] is absent because of the death
of his grandmother.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
HARRIS] would vote "yea."

The result was announced-yeas 53,
nays 46, as follows:

[No. 7 Leg.)
YEAS-53

Hartke Moss
Hatfield Muskie
Jackson Nelson
Javits Pastore
Kennedy, Mass. Pearson
Kennedy, N.Y. Pell
Kuchel Percy
Long, Mo. Proxmlre
Magnuson Randolph
Mansfield RlblcotI
McCarthy Scott
McGovern Smith
McIntyre Symington
Metcalf Tydings
Mondale Williams, N.J.
Montoya Yarborough
Morse Young, Ohio
Morton
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

NOMINATIONS
Executive nominations received by the

Senate January 24, 1967:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Maurice Cecil Mackey, Jr., of Alabama, to
be an Assistant Secretary of Transportation
(new position).

ADJOURNMENT
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

move that the Senate stand in adjourn
ment until 12 o'clock noon tomorrow.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from Montana. [Putting the
question.J

The motion was agreed to; and (at 1
o'clock and 56 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until tomorrow, Wednesday,
January 25, 1967, at 12 o'clock meridian.

TUESDAY, JANUARY 24, 19G7

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,

D.O., offered the following prayer:
Rest in the Lord and wait patiently for

Him; fret not thyself.-Psalm 37: 7.
Eternal God, our Father, who hast

made us for Thyself so that our hearts
are restless until they find rest in Thee,
we pause in silence before Thee as we
begin the duties of another day. We
would quiet our spirits in Thy presence
and find rest in the support of Thy
sustaining strength.

Forgive our folly and our excuses, our
coldness to human suffering, our indif
ference to those treasures of the spirit
which are light and life, and our neglect
of Thy wise and gracious laws. So
change our minds and turn our thoughts
t:.nto Thee that we may walk in the way
of Thy commandments and with cour
age serve our Nation, with compassion

CARROLLTON'S MAN OF THE YEAR
FOR 1966-ROBERT D. TISINGER
Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Speaker, I 'ask unan

imous consent to address the House for
1 minute, to revise and extend my re
marks, and to include an editorial.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection.
Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Speaker, earlier this

month the Honorable Robert D. Tisinger,
of Carrollton, Ga., was elected Carroll
ton's Man of the Year for 1966 at that
city's annual chamber of commerce
meeting.

This award is significant at this time
because Bob Tisinger, as much as any
single person, has devoted his time, tal
ents, and abilities to continuing the
development and improvement of west
central Georgia. He has been a tireless
worker in behalf of soil and water con
servation and a national pioneer in the
development of legislation for the better
ment of rural life in the United States
as is shown in his activities in behalf of
the rural electrification program.

Bob Tisinger has lived in Carroll
County, Ga., most of his life on land
acquired by members of his family over
a hundred years ago. He is well known
and highly respected by those who know
him best.

At this point in the RECORD. I insert an
editorial from the January 19, 1967, edi
tion of the Carroll County Georgian
which expresses the feelings of the people
who have bestowed this high honor on
an outstanding citizen of their commU
nity:
A SALUTE TO CARROLLTON'S MAN OF THE YEAR

R. D. (Bob) Tisinger has received the honor
of Carrollton's Man of The Year for 1966
and most of this editorial will be de\'oted to
a salute to this worthy citizen of this county.

But before the focus is turned upon the

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Vice President, pursuant to
Public Law 86-420, appointed Mr. SPARK
MAN, Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr.
MORSE, Mr. Moss, Mr. MONTOYA, Mr.
CHURCH, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. GRUENING
(alternate), Mr. AIKEN, Mr. FANNIN, Mr.
JORDAN of Idaho, Mrs. SMITH, and Mr.
HANSEN (alternate) to be members of
the U.S. group of the Mexico-United
States Interparliamentary Group to at
tend the meeting to be held in Oaxaco,
MeXico, February 8-15, 1967.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
A message in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States was communi
cated to the House by Mr. Geisler, one of
his secretaries.

help our brethren, and with confidence
keep our lives committed to Thee.

In the name of Christ we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL
The Journal of the proceedings of yes

terday was read and approved.

••......••

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I was in
error in my computation. Thirteen votes
need to be changed, not six. I still feel
that I was right, in that there are 13
potential votes, after further debate,
in favor of cloture, and that the Senate
should continue to consider the matter.

Mr. JAVITS. M1'. President, I must
say that all of these arguments are being
made by those who oppose the rule
change, and they are begging the ques
tion that the majority of the Senate ap
parently wants to consider the matter.

Talk about frustration and an abdi
cation of constitutional process, that is
it if I ever saw it.

I have always cooperated with the
majority leader insofar as any human
being could, and I shall always do so.

I must say, however, with all due re
spect, that I just felt in deep conscience
that I could not sit here and let a unani
mous-consent request go through in that
way and throw the majority-53 Sena
tors of the United States-out of the
window. What are we? We are thrown
out of the window by unanimous consent
to go on to something else.

So, Mr. President, I object.

the imagination anywhere near a suf
ficient change in votes to make it palat
able to submit another cloture motion at
this time.

Mr. McGOVERN. It does simply point
up the frustration and paralysis that ex
ist under the two-thirds rule that we are
apparently consigned to operate under.

Mr. MANSFIELD. It does, to a
degree.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator

from Montana has the floor. To whom
does he yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from Georgia,

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I point
out that even if the resolution of the dis
tinguished Senator from. South Dakota
had been in effect, he would not have in
voked cloture on this vote. He would
have missed it by seven votes.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, only six
votes would have to be changed in order
to prevail on another cloture motion, and
knowing the Senators who voted as they
did, I know that those six votes are poten
tial votes; they are there.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, there

you have the confession.
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, may

we have order?
The VICE PRESIDENT. Let there be

order in the Chamber.
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, they

are just bargaining for time to carryon
a campaign. What is involved here is
whether we will do that at the expense of
the time of all other Senators.

We have not put on a campaign. We
let it stand for what it was.

If we had a three-fifths rule, they still
would not have had enough votes.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I .call

attention to the poor mathematics of the
distinguished Senator from New Jersey,
because it would take a change of 13 votes
at the very best to diminish the 46 votes
against cloture to 33, which is the maxi
mum that could be voted without cloture
being obtained.

Mr. President, I have heard just about
as much concerning this so-called fail
ure of majority rule as I am able to
stand without commenting that the Sen
ate, without a rule at all, but by long
precedent, extending back to the earliest
days of the Senate, has obeyed the two
thirds rule required for waiver of the
Iules, which is deeply imbedded in the
precedents of the Senate.

Nobody has claimed that a majority
should prevail in such a matter.

I think that the distinguished Senators
have become involved so much in this
matter that they have made it a kind
of fetish.

The Senate has from its earliest days
had the two-thirds requirement, for the
waiver of the rules, not by rule, but by
precedent of the Senate, adopted in the
first instance by the consent of the body
which wanted to get things done.

I wanted this statement to be in the
RECORD before we terminated this de
bate.
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