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JanuarU·'14,1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 585
Stripes following his TKO vIctory over Iones
Cepulls,of Russia, at Arena Mexico.
HONORING TDlIO STARTED THE BALL ROLLING

And Mexico's .first gold medallst of the
Games, 17-year-old Fellpe (Tiblo) Munoz,
surprIse winner of the 200-meter breast
stroke, being hoisted on the shoulers of Mex
Ican youths who had swarmed from the
stands. at the emotion-packed closing cere
mony.

They carried TibIo around and around the
tartan running track and olf Into the moon
light night, theIr pride In him and In their
country releasing Itself In the explosIveness
of theIr wild gyrations.

This, more than any other single act, was
what touched olf the emotional Jamboree.
This, more than anythIng that happened In
this OlympIad, gave me my greatest personal
thrill. Those moments will remain etched in
my memory for a long, long time.

A HOUSE NOT IN ORDER-III
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, unless

we put our domestic house in order, our
position as the leading world power will
be seriously diminished. We tolerate
racial discrimination against blacks in
a world community in which whites are
a distinct minority. We live in a land in
which we have a surplus of food but have
not discovered the way to share the bene
fits with the poor. A century ago DisraeU
warned that England was becoming two
nations--one rich and one poor. Today
the National Advisory Commission on
Civil Disorders warns us, "two societies,
one black and one white-separate and
unequal."

This is not to say that no progress has
been made. We have done much in the
enactment of laws that govern education,
jobs, housing, and civil rights, especially
in the past few years. The world com
munity has looked to us for leadership.
But it is because of the high expectations
aroused by these achievements that the
world community cannot understand our
failure to deal with the problems of our
own society on the grand scale appro
priate to our size and capacity.

Our action on United Nations Conven
tions to implement the noble principles
written into the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights has been negligible. Far
from setting an example appropriate to
a nation that proclaimed its own Bill of
Rights nearly two centuries ago, the
United States has ratified only two of
more than 20 major human rights con
ventions adopted by the U.N. and its
agencies. And, ratification of these two-
concerning slavery and refugees--was
completed within the last 3 months.

While we must meet our foreign policy
priorities, we must recognize that the
highest priority of all is that we improve
our domestic society. We must never for
get the wise observation that applies so
emphatically to nations: "What you are
speaks so loudly, I cannot hear what you
say." .

RULE XXII
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, once

again, we are engaged in our lengthy and
semiannual debate over the question of
the "filibuster." I must confess that as I
make this brief statement, I am aware
of the growing sense of frustration which

has come to characterize this eITort to
make the Senate a more responsive ll~gis
lative bodY. The attack on the filibuster
is developing into a ritual for the begin
ning of every Congress--a ritual led by
the same group of Senators who make
the same eminently logical arguments,
only to be defeated and forced to await
the beginning of still another Congress.

I would hope that we could once and
for all put an end to this principle of
minority control and get on to the urgent
business of the day. For I have the un
pleasant feeling that time is not on our
side and that we cannot indefinitely af
ford to be bound by a rule which fosters
obstructionism.

This year's attempt to end the fili
buster is an attempt to amend 1111e XXII
so as to allow three-fifths of those pres
ent and voting to end debate on any
measure. But before that issue can even
be reached, a more basic question is pre
sented-ean a majority of the Senate
amend its rules at the beginning of a new
session of Congress? Or put another way,
can the proponents of the filibuster use
a filibuster to keep rule XXII intact?

The advocates of change argue that a
majority of the Senate must possess the
right under the Constitution to adopt·
new rules or to amend existing rules at
the beginning of a new Congress. As the
distinguished senior Senator from Idaho
observed, the Senate has "the same right
to determine the rules which shall bind
them during the next 2 years as the Sen
ate of the first Congress had when it
met in 1789, or, for that matter, the
same right that the Senate exercised in
1917, which wrote the two-thirds rule
that we now propose to amend."

The proponents of rule XXII, on the
other hand, argue that Congress is a con
tinuing bodY and that any attempt to
amend the rules must be based on the
rules themselves. Accordingly, if a fili
buster is mounted to stop a vote on a rules
change, a two-thirds cloture vote is re
quired to bring debate to an end.

Thus, the eITort to end the filibuster
takes on an "Alice in Wonderland" qual
ity, as a majority's desire to change the
rule is thwarted by the rule itself. As
a result, the argument over a change in
the rules soon becomes an argument over
the nature of the Senate; in the process,
the American people soon lose sight of
what is really at stake, that is, the
efficacy of their legislative system.

Obviously, I am in complete agree
ment with my colleagues, and with two
Vice Presidents, that a majority of the
Senate at the beginning of a new Con
gress has the power to change the rules
of the Senate. And with all due respect to
my colleagues who believe that this posi
tion will threaten the stability of the
Senate, I think that their argument is
based on a "parade of imaginary hor
ribles." When in the history of the Sen
ate has a majority threatened to "run
wild" and do grave damage to our basic
institutions? Is there any evidence what
soever that 51 Senators are any more
likely to tear up the Senate rules than
67 Senators? I think not.

When we come to the specific issue as
to how many Senators should be required
to invoke cloture, the proponents of the
filibuster conjure up the same specter of a

tyrannical majority. We are told that the
minority can only be protected when 67
Senators decide to end debate. But what
is so sacred about the two-thirds require
ment? Are 67 Senators any less tyran
nical than 60 or 51?

My colleagues who oppose any change
in rule XXII argue that extended debate
is the hallmark of the Senate. But I do
not think that the cause of full and free
debate is served by a filibuster, which as
we an know quickly becomes an endur
ance contest.

We are also told that to allow even 60
Senators to invoke cloture amounts to
"gag rule". I would think that this
charge would more appropriately be ap
plied to the present state of aITairs under
rule XXII, where a small minority of the
Senate can thwart tlie will of even 66
Senators. The true victims of "gag rule"
are the majOlity of Senators who want
to bring an issue to a vote but are pre
vented from doing so by a minOlity.
Similarly, those who are forced to "trade
oIT" major provisions of a bill because
of the threat of a filibuster are in eITect
gagged by being prevented from even
having their colleagues pass judgment
on their proposals.

In this day and time, we simply cannot
aITord the luxury of such archaic proce
dures. '\Vith the many pressing and com
plex issues which are facing the country
and will soon be facing the Senate, we
can no longer accept the spectacle of
round-the-clock "debate" by a handful
of Senators to prevent an issue from
even coming to a vote. The attempt by
any minority of Senators to impose its
will on a majority by the use of a fili
buster is not justifiable.

I accept the principle that three-fifths
of the Senate or even a simple majority
should be allowed, at some point, to bring
an issue to a vote. I am willing to take
my chances and I ask the rest of my
colleagues to do the same.

TAX-LOSS FARMING
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the

National Farmers Union last Saturday'
held a seminar on tax loss and corpora
tion farming in Des Moines, Iowa, which
was attended by more than 500 farmers,
small businessmen, labor and church
leaders, Congressmen and Senators from
30 States.

The attendance and the unanimity of
this group on the need to exclude non
farm interests from agriculture .If the
family farm is to survive, and the migra
tion from farms to cities is to be
stemmed, was a considerable surprise not
only to the press and public generally, but
even to the sponsors of the conference.

The conference adopted a seven-point
program of recommendations, headed by
enactment of the Metcalf-McGovern bill
which would limit the writeoIT of tax
able nonfarm income against farm losses
by wealthy urbanites who get into agri
culture to convert high-bracket urban
earnings into capital gains taxable at
lower levels. These tax-loss farmers are
little concerned with low fa.rm prices, for
their gain is in avoiding taxes, not !n
profitable agriculture. I ask unanimous
consent to place in the RECORD the state-
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