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ELECTORAL, COLLEGE REFORM
Mr. MUNOT. Mr. President I have in

troduced, along with 17 cosponsors, Sen
ate Joint Resolution 12, which proposes
an amendment to the Constitution to re:'
form the electoral college. The cospon:'
SOl'S are as follows:

Sellators JORDAN of Idaho, SPARKMAN,
MILLER, BYRD of West Virginia,WILLIAMS
of Delaware, DOMUj"ICK, HRUSKA, COTTON,
THURMOND, FONG,CURTIS, YOUNG of North
Dakota, STENNIS, TOWER, BOGGS, HANSEN,
and GOLDWATER.

As most of my colleagues are aware
my proposal calls for electors chosen pri
marily by districts. This procedure strikes
at the very core of what all observers
see as the major fault in the present sy~
tem-the unit vote, Under the district
plan it would no longer be possible for
a candidate gaining a narrow victory in
a State to capture all of that State's elec
toral votes. It would instead break up the
electoral vote according to the decisions
of the voters making the final outcome
more representative of the electorate.

There are other weaknesses in the ex
isting electoral college system and Sen
ate Joint Resolution 12 would correct
these also. The most prominent--and
most publicized__is the errant elector.
My resolution makes it impossible to have
a repeat of the event we experienced in
the last election when a North Carolina
elector pledged to one candidate voted for
another. The language of Senate Joint
Resolution 12 clearly states that if an
elector votes contrary to his previously
declared choice, his vote nevertheless
shall be counted as a vote cast in accord
ance ,with his declaration. We have re
tained the office of electOr for constitu
tiorial andsymbolic reasons but we have
strippedit of all discretionary power.

Mr. President, at a later date I expect
to discuss the provisions of senate Joint
Resolution 12 more thoroughly, but at the
present time I would simply like to point
out that the district system has an over
riding virtue. It is simple, corrective non
controversial, and fair alike to all states
and areas and therefore possible of being
ratified by our State legislatures. At a
time when electoral college reform is
badly needed, I hope we will keep this
fact in mind ,and pursue a plan that is
possible of being enacted rather than
one that is visionary.

We have heard much about the need
to replace the electoral college with the
~irect vote. The idea, I admit, is appeal
mg at the first glance but a more
thoughtful examination shows its faults.
There are simply too many drawbacks:
Federal control of elections, the destruc
tion of our Federal system of govern
ment, the damage done to our two-party
system, the added uncertainty, and many
others.

Above all, however, is the question of
whether a direct election plan could be
ratlfted by the States. The answer, I be
lieve, is clearly "No." Simple arithmetic
shows that 13 States can block ratlftca
tion and there are over twice that num
ber of States that would lose their power
and their identity under the direct elec
tion.

Mr. pr~sident, I hope that we will
achieve electoral college reform this year.

If we are to do so, however, it will be
by adopting Senate Joint Resolution 12
or something very close to it. I invite all
serious supporters of meaningful, effec
tive electoral college reform to support
the passage of Senate Joint Resolution
12 during this session of Congress.

AMENDMENT OF RULE XXII
The Senate resumed the consideration

of the motion of the Senator from Michi
gan (Mr. Hart) to proceed to consider
the resolution (S. Res. 11) to a'mend rule
XXII of the Standing Rules of the Sen
ate.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Who yields time?

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes of my time to the Senator from
Florida.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro' tem
pore. The Senator from, Florida is rec
ognized.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ap
preciate greatly the courtesy of the
Senator from Kansas.

Mr. President, the Senate will soon
have a momentous and historic vote.
Unfortunately, under the intended rul
ing of the Vice President, the real ques
tion will be whether the Senate will cast
a majority vote for cloture on the mo
tion to take up the resolution to amend
rule XXII. Every Senator knows that
there will be more than a one-third vote
of the Senate against the cloture motion,
but the Vice President has advised the
Senate that in case a majority vote of
the Senate, but less than two-thirds
is cast for cloture he intends to ignor~
section 2 of rule XXIII and to rule that
cloture has been invoked and to then ap
ply the provisions of rule XXII to limit
debate of Senators after such announced
cloture to 1 hour for each Senator.

Since it is my strong view that the in
tended ruling of the Vice President is
wholly wrong, I call attention to the fol
lowing results of such ruling in the event
a majority vote, but a vote less than two
~hirds of the Senate present and voting,
IS cast for cloture.

First. In such case, his ruling and
declaration of cloture would be a serious
and perhaps a fatal blow against the
character of the Senate as a continuing
body.

Second. Such a ruling would be a seri
ous and perhaps a fatal blow to the char
acter of the Senate as the stable body of
our Union as envisioned by the Founding
Fathers and preserved by the Senate
throughout its 180 years.

Third. Such a ruling would be an in
comprehensible act on the part of the
Vice President since he voted for the
present rule XXII as one of the 72 Sen
ators who voted on January 12, 1959, to
create the present rule XXII and section
2 of rule XXIII.

Fourth. The ruling of the Vice Presi
dent is impossible to understand in view
of the fact that the present rule XXII, as
well as section 2 of rule XXXII, was of
fered on January 7, 1959, by his present
Chief, the President of the United States,
then Senator Johnson, of Texas, on be
half of himself; Senator Hayden, of Ari
zona; Senator DIRKSEN, of Dllnols;

Senator MANSFIELD, of Montana; Sena
tor Saltonstall, of Massachusetts; and
Senator Bridges, of New Hampshire,
constituting all of the leadership of the
Senate on both sides of the aisle at that
time. '

Fifth. The intended ruling of the Vice
President is contrary to the previous
precedents of the Senate set by the rul
ings of previous Vice Presidents and even
by the ruling of the present Vice Pres
ident in 1957. From the faee of the Parli
amentarian of the Senate, which I ob
served at the time the Vice President was
making the ruling, I believe there was no
more shocked person than he in the Sen
ate at the time Vice President HUMPHREY
announced his intended ruling.

Sixth. The intended ruling of the Vice
President, while recognizing that the
question is a constitutional one, has an
nounced that he does not intend to al
low the Seriate the privilege of debate
as well as a direct vote on the question
of the constitutionality of his proposed
ruling.

Seventh. The proposed ruling of the
Vice President would take rule XXII and
rule XXXII and give full recognition
and effect to all portions thereof except
to the portion requiring two-thirds ma
jority vote for the adoption of cloture
and the provision for continuity of the
rules of the Senate from one Congress
to the next unless they are changed as
provided by the rules themselves. By
such action the Vice President, by his
sole action, would create a new rule of
cloture by majority vote applicable at
the beginning of each Congress despite
the fact that the Senate has frequently
considered and refused to adopt any rule
of majority cloture. The Vice President,
a member of the executive department.
would thus create a new rule of cloture
for the Senate, by his own fiat, for which
he has no authority of any kind.

Once again I thank the distinguished
senator from Kansas for yielding to me.

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I have
no further requests to speak. Therefore,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The bill' clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Who yields time?
Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I yield

10 minutes to the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. RUSSELL) .

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Chair would inform the Sen
ator from Kansas that he has 8 minutes
remaining of his one-half hour.

Mr. PEARSON. Then, Mr. President,
I yield 8 minutes to the Senator from
Georgia.

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes of my time to the Senator
from Georgia.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The senator from Georgia is rec
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, we all
know that this Is perhaps the most vital
issue that will come before the senate at
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this session. It is manifestly impossible
to deal with its many facets in the spac~

of 10 minutes. I do wish to touch on a
few highlights.

Let me remind those who represent the
less pOpulous and smaller of the States
of the Union in the Senate that the
adoption of any such drastic policy as is
now propOSed will deprive them of the
only weapon that representatives of such
States have to proted the rights of their
people. The Senate and its rules are the
last citadel where these States are af
forded an equal chance with their larger
neighbors.

Every man who has ever served as a
delegate from a small State to a political
convention, where Presidents are nomi
nated and platforms are written, knows
that they are often lost and almost swal
lowed up by the huge delegations from
the populous States. It is manifestly im
possible for their Representatives to pro
tect them in the House of Representa
tives. States that have 2, 4, 6, 7, 8, or
even 10 Representatives are at an ob
vious disadvantage in dealing with those
that have 25, 35, or 41 Representatives.
Ofttimes, under the rules of that body,
they must go on their knees to get even
5 or 10 minutes to present the views of
their people. It is amazing to see Repre
sentatives from these States support the
pending proposition. There has never
been an issue presented that more as
serts the doctrine that the end justifies
the means.

The proposal of the Vice President to
substitute his views for such parts of the
rules as he sees fit not only flouts the
constitutional power of the Senate to
make its own rules in such manner as it
may determine, but is a graphic illustra
tion of a government of a man instead
of a government of law. There will be
many cases where Senators will have
little choice, no voice and no rights, if
this propOsal prevails. Rule XXII .will
be a gag rule that is more summary and
less justified than is the gag of the Pre
vious Question in the House of Repre
sentatives.

Mr. President, in the Constitutional
Convention of 1787 the question of rep
resentation in our legislative bodies was
the rock on which the Convention all but
foundered. The most difficult question
faced by the Founding Fathers was in
finding some place in our. system where
the least populous States-the smaller
States, if you will-would have an equal
chance to protect their rights in a rep
resentative government joined in a re
public of States.

The greatest genius of that Convention
was the creation of the Senate. The
representatives of the small States in the
convention had the vision to resist until
they secured a forum of equality. They
even exacted a pledge and wrote it into
the Constitution that equality of repre
sentation in the Senate could not be de
nied any State except by its own consent.

The trend of the times frankly causes
me to fear that throlJgh similar tactics
to those being employed here a way will
be found to eliminate that provision.

If the Presiding Officer of the Senate,
who is not a legislator but a member of
the executive branch of the Government,
can by raw power don a jUdicial robe and

declare invalid such pOrtions of the rules
of the senate of which he disapproves-
all enacted by the Senate under its con
stitutional rulemaking power-if he can
so manipulate these rules as to gag the
Senate completely to any discussion of
his illegal decisions as this would do
under the provision of rule XXII of
which he approves, preventing debate on
a motion to table, you may be sure that
the Supreme Court, wedded as it is to the
one-man, one-vote doctrine, can find a
way to void the constitutional provision
which seeks to assure all States, great
and small, equal representation in this
body. ,

Now. Mr. President, I want to slay one
of the fictitious hobgoblins which has
been used to defend this shocking, this
outrageous, this unfair proposal. It is
the innuendo that this ruling has some
thing to do with the promotion of civil
rights legislation. No honest man who
has served in this body over the past 10
years can possibly accept that argument.
The Senate has invoked cloture in every
case within the last decade where civil
rights bills were not brought to a vote
when the leadership desired. Not a single
civil rights bill has been defeated or
postponed within the past decade for as
much as a year by what some please to
call the filibuster.

They argue that most of the southern
Senators are opposed to this illegal pro
cedure. Let me say that I am proud of
that fact. I am proud that a majority
of the southern Senators are Senate men
who are interested in maintaining the
powers of the Senate as an institution
of government and that the power and
prestige of the Senate means more to
them than temporary political adulation.

Mr. President, the claim that civil
rights is involved is false. I do not know
just what force gives such great momen
tum to this movement and this unusual
procedure. I can say, Mr. President, that
a man who is salesman enough to sell
this scheme to ravish the Senate even
to the Senators oLsomeof the smaller
States has some design or purpose. By
striking down the protection that the
Senate rules provide for a minority or
for the individual Senator, there is some
purposa at work that bodes no good for
the maintenance of our system of gov
ernment.

Mr. President, it so happens that I am
privileged to represent a State with a
population above the average. If the Sen
ate as now constituted is revolutionized
by' the rules or by changing the method
of representation, my state would not
suffer. But, Mr. President, as one who has
tried to be truly a Senator of the United
States and a Senate man, I believe the
Senate is the most important, vital. organ
in our whole system of government and
is the only forum where any minolity
or any Stllte or any individual Member
may express himself. I have, therefore,
always fought to the limits of my ability
to protect and preserve the Senate in the
form envisioned and agreed upon by the
Founding Fathers.

It is well to remember, Mr. President,
that the majority in this. body or in any
legislative body does not need the protec
tion of any rules. The majority. in the
absence of rules, can use raw political

power to run roughshod over the minor
ity. The rules of the Senate not only pro
pose orderly procedure, but seek to pro
tect the right of minorities down to in
dividual Senators. What we are asked to
do here now on the dictum of the Pre
siding Officer is to disregard our rules
and give him power over the senate by a
ruling from the Chair to impose gag rule
of the worst sort-by a bare majolity. I
know that there will be those who delude
themselves ,vith the idea that they can
follow this policy and find a way to im
pose cloture by a three-fifths vote. Time
will not permit me to deal with the fal
lacy of this idea.

All admit that the Chair's eruct in this
case institutes gag rule by majority in
the senate. Even if you determine upon
a vote of three-fifths of the Senators to
gag the remainder today, what will be
your position next month, and the
month following and in the next Con
gress if this issue is presented in the
same fashion again? You must admit
that under the Chair's rule, three-fifths
is as unconstitutional as two-thirds. If
this ruling is followed, and majority is
postponed by a substitute of three-fifths,
this same process can revert to gag rule
by a bare majority of one anytime the
question is raised in similar fashion and
every honest man who has·analyzed this
proposal knows that this is a fact.

Mr. President, how much time 'do I
have left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
atOil' has about 15 more seconds, accord
ing to the Parliamentalian.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, while l:
do not subscribe to any of these beiiefs,
we are living in an age wheremencon~

tend that God is dead and that Holy
Writ is only ancient falllily histories or
allegories or a number of fables. I am
neither a prophet nor a son of a prophet,
but I state without equivocation that
whatever Senators may believe about the
Bible, they will do well to recall the his~

tOry of Mordecai arid Haman. Some of
you who are going through 'with this
scheme will find that you have acted the
part of Haman building the gallows high
to hang Mordecai. I feal:- that many of
you who are espousing this illegal arid
unprecedented ravishment of the' niles
will eventually suffer from their appli
cation, as Haman on the gallows built
for Mordecai. '

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, how
stands the time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Illinois has 28 minutes. The
time Of the Senator from Kansas has ex
pired.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield
myself 15 minutes.
. I mean no discourtesy to the Chair,
and certainly no discourtesy to my
friends over here, If once. iIl a while I
turn my back; but I do want to, have
something very emphatic to say to those
who travel. under the RepllbliCltll ban
ner.In a little whilexouaJ:"e gomg to
vote. The occupant ofthecll~l"will put
the question, W~ knoW,wha~th~;ruling
of the Vice President lsgoin'g tolle.
There will be an appeal, ifnecessary,and
there can be no debate on that appeal.
We take it or .,ve leave. it,~M·. th,en we
see where we gO from there: "
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, For l80 yea.rs we have been proclaim
ing the glory of this free constitutional
system of government. The House, whose
Members have 2-year terms, has the
power to originate revenue bills. The
Senate, whose Members are elected for
6-year terms, has the power of con
firmation of treaties and nominations.
The President, who is elected for a 4
year term, has the power of veto. The
Constitution, on the other hand, gives
Congress the power to override that
veto.

In the marble citadel across from this
Capitol sits the Supreme Court, a third,
independent arm of government, which,
since the days of John Marshall, has
been able to strike down and invalidate
any contravention of the Constitution by
the President and by the Congress. Beau
tifully balanced; but there is one im
balance, and not even George Washing
ton recognized it, for, if one looks at
his Farewell Address, he adjured his
countrymen against factionalism. Even
he could not put his finger. on this. He
should have been able to see it, with
Hamilton and Jefferson expressing dia
metrically opposed views. That imbal
ance lies with the people on election day.

I am talking now from 35 years of ex
perience in the House and the Senate. I
came here in March 1933. I saw what
happened to this Government. The voters
turned out because of irritation. The
depression had begun with Black Friday
in October 1929. They sent 313 Democrats
to the House and 117 Republicans. That
was 2~ to 1.

We thought the damage would be
ameliorated 2 years later. Instead of that,
the Democratic Party· gained another
nine and we lost 14 more.

In 1936 we went to the country with
Landon and Knox, thinking we could
sell this country with that homely back
ground. Ai, Farley put it, we got Maine
and Vermont. We ended with 333 seats
for the Democrats as the majority party
and 89 of us Republicans. No wonder
they taunted us. I remember a Congress
man from Kansas who said to me on
the floor, "You can hold a convention in
a telephone booth." There were 19 Re
publicans on this side of the aisle in this
body, not enough even to grease a skillet,
if I may use that homely term.

So the New Deal began unfolding. The
first bill was aimed at safeguarding the
credit of the United states. In my rural
lack of knowledge, I voted against it. I
was only one of a few. My office was so
littered with letters and telegrams that
I could hardly get in. My best friends
telegraphed me and said, "You one
termer." That was the irritation and
emotionalism that beset the country at
that time. I saw my political career
founder right then and there, and it was
the one thing I wanted to do. I voted
against it and the taunts came. There
was a bank holiday. Fortunately, I had
a little cash to stake some of my con
stituents who got caught here.

There was the National Industrial Re
covery Act, under which were suspended
the antitrust laws.

There was the Agricultural Adjust
ment Act, the so-:-called 3 A's, under
which we "plowed under." As Congress-

man Short, of Missouri, said, "Thank
God I came before Henry Wallace. I was
the youngest of 11 children, and he might
have plowed me under in that program."

Then came the Wagner Act.
Then came the Reciprocal Trade

Agreements Act. After all these years it
is beginning to lose its luster. In the
Finance Committee I know there are
letters transmitted by the State Depart
ment to indicate the Japanese steel
makers and the European steelmakers
are willing to be a little more restrained
in getting some of our market.

They had better, because we may have
to put it on them before we get through.

Since 1958, the increase in steel im
ports is equal to 136,000 job opportuni
ties; and that is no hay, even ina big
country.

There came the Silver Purchase Act,
to get silver into our monetary stock in
a ratio of 16 to 1. We needed silver like
I needed a hole in my head. Once I got
the House of Representatives to repeal
it, and the silver Senators just threw
it in the ashcan when it got over here.
I had an idea what was planned.

Then came gold devaluation. I re
member the chilly day when the ther
mometer went down, and we took so
many grains of fine gold out of the dol
lar. I never expected to see that day.

It was endless. But Franklin Roose
velt said, "We are creating instruments
of power." That is what he said. And he
referred to the haves as economic roy
alists.

It was the tyranny of the majority.
It was the arrogant tyranny of the ma
jority; make no mistake about it. It hap
pens always, because that is the nature
of the human brute.

But at long last, the Court moved in.
The Schechter case came up-the sick
chicken against the blue eagle--and the
sick chicken knocked out the blue eagle,
thank God.

Then came the AAA. It was struck
down in the Court. What was the re
sponse from the White House? "We will
get judges who will do our bidding."
And up to this body came the Court
packing bilI.

Thank God, there were a few courage
ous, diligent Senators who stood their
ground and carried that fight to the
country. It reminds me of what Senator
RUSSELL h3S often said in connection
with the civil rights fight: "We ask only
to inform the country. We ask only for a
fair shake from the press, and an op
portunity to express ourselves here." He
has said it a hundred times on this floor,
because he is a fair man.

So with the Court-packing bill: How
inform the country? What was the
weapon? One weapon, and only one.
Talk. That is all they had: Freedom to
talk. And, of course, the press picked it
up. There came an avalanche of mail
and telegrams and people, and they
rolled Franklin Delano Roosevelt back
on his court-packing bilI. That is what
happened. because this was an ungagged
body.

This effort to limit goes way back to
1789. Perhaps the major effort to llmit
talk goes back to 1841. Strangely enough,
most of the bills that were filibustered

passed Congress, because the necessary
modifications and the necessary changes
were made.

Now there was a long period when
there was no particular interest in rule
XXII, and then it came on again in con
nection with civil rights. I ought to know.
Virtually every major civil rights bill
since 1959 was written in my office down
the corridor. The Vice President of this
country sat around the table; The major
ity leader, myself, the Attorney General,
the staffs-we had them all there, work
ing early and late, over the year. The
Senator from New York (Mr. JAVITS)
will, I think, bear that out, because he
was a yeoman in that fight.

We finally got some civil rights. And
so, in connection with civil rights, I
know what happened. I was on both sides
of this filibuster thing, and on both sides
of cloture. Ask our former candidate for
the Presidency. I almost got on my knees,
in 1964, and said, "BARRY, give us a vote
for the cloture."

He said, "My conscience will not per
mit it."

That is as far as it went.
Where is MILT Yomm? I am sorry to

say that I got almost venal with him. I
said, "I need your vote for cloture. This
is Ike's bill; we have got to have it."

He said, "I have never voted for clo
ture."

I said, "MILT, this time yoU will have
to." I said, "You owe it to me. Who went
out and keynoted your convention in
North Dakota?"

He said, "You did."
I said, "Who went out to other places

in North Dakota?"
"You did."
I said, "Pay me back."
It was for keeps. And, gentlemen, this

is for keeps. Make no mistake about it.
The vote on this side of the aisle ought
to be solid on this thing, against what is
about to take place.

I was on one side of this fight in con
nection with section 14<b) of the Taf,t
Hartley Act. They wanted to take section
14(b) out of that act. In so doing, they
would have killed the right-to-work acts
in at least 18 States.

Those smart boys know what they are
about. We had several speech factories
going. The President asked me to come
to the White House. He said, "Why do
you do this to me?"

I said, "You are wrong, and I am
right." I said, "This is the best discipli
nary weapon that union men have got
against officers who go in for pecula
tions and peccadillos of one kind or
another."

And we w{)n, because the proposal was
withdrawn. It would have been a dis
service to the country if that had hap
pened.

It was not that we were trying to
change the rule. We went out the right
way, and tried to get the votes under
the existing rule. We lived with'the rule,
and that ought to be done now.

Now, my friends, a new administration
comes in. Richard Milhous Nixon will
hold up his hand out there on the 20th,
and he will take the oa.th as the 37th
President of the United states. He will
have a program. But there will be a pro-
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gram in this body, and one in the' other
body. They are not going to be content
,vith his program. It is going to be in
teresting to see, in this turbulent world
and this irritated country, what is going
to unfold. Already they are talking about
federalizing welfare. Do you know what
that means? They are talking about a
guaranteed annual wage. Do you know
what that means to a free economy?
There "'ill be electoral reform, I am sure.
In his state of the Union message, the
President said social security benefits
have got to be upped by 13 percent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time the
Senator yielded himself has expired.

Mr. DIRKSEN. How much time do I
have remaining?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
has 13 minutes.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Right-to-work will be
back here, make no mistake about it.
Situs picketing will be here. It will be
pending, or has been pending in the
Rules Committee of the House of Repre
sentatives; and it is a headache, believe
me. Already Wilbur Cohen is talking
about a ceiling on drugs. It is only one
step from a ceiling on drugs to a ceiling
on food, and then a ceiling on clothing.
And ceiling'is one of those euphemistic,
fancy terms, it means control. Do not
make any mistake about that. They will
ask for the authority.

We have been trying to get strike legis
lation to meet these national emergency
strikes that paralyze the country. It will
be here, make no mistake.

There will be commitments in that
$195 billion budget; but we are going to
have a serious look at it. The Secretary
designate of the Treasury, Mr. Kennedy,
was before the Committee on Finance
this week. In response to a question asked
by the distinguished Senator from Geor
gia (Mr. TALMADGE), who asked, "How are
you going to meet this inflation, which
was 4.8 percent last year?" Mr. Kennedy
said, "It will mean a tight bUdget, and
a number of things will be thrown out."

How are we going to roll them back?
How are we going to hold them? How are
we going to doctor them? Who knows
whether the 10-percent surtax will be
enough?

Mr. President, there sits a man, the
distinguished Senator from Utah (Mr.
BENNETT), who I think is the best stu
dent of our monetary and fiscal affairs
in the U.S. Senate today. He will under
take to prove that there is no surplus.
He will undertake to prove that maybe
there is a $14 billion deficit instead.

You know, you can do wonders with
figures. Wait until they are added up;
then let us see whether there is a surplus.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield when he finds it 'con
venient?

Mr. DIRKSEN. If the Senator will wait
a little longer, I will yield.

We shall want to stop some of these
activities or perhaps modify them. How
shall we do it? I ask. By gagging our
selves? That is what is proposed today.
I lived under a gag for 16 years in the
House. In the House, you get 5 minutes.
If you are a good boy arid ask consent,
maybe you can get an extra minute. But
the time is rationed by the committees.
That is why they have such a rule over

there. Believe me, it is a pretty onerous
burden when the soul is full of expression
and the heart is geared to conviction. Oh,
if there were only time to talk.

I do not propose to liquidate the free
dom of this body. This is probably the
only deliberative body on the face of the
earth where we have these privileges,
where we have this free rein.

Someone once said that this body is
like an old, waterlogged scow. It does
not travel very fast; it does not travel
very far at one time; but it does not sink.

I was on the front in World War 1.
Since that time, perhaps two dozen coun
tries have lost their identities and their
integlity. They are gone. The heavy
hand of tyranny and dictatorship has
moved in and talten over.

Let us not forget that we are still a
minority. Oh, how nice it was when we
sat in conference and said, "Wait until
our time comes and we will take over."
We do not take over by reversing course.
I thought 1968 was a conservativoe elec
tion. But what is being undertaken to
day is not conservative. I think it is at
variance with the victory we had at the
polls. So do not forget that we are still a
minority. This is not for the party. If
that were so, I would not waste my
breath. It is for the country, and for
the survival of the country that has
been so good to the son of an immigrant
father and mother to let him be here and
to speak his piece. So it becomes a deeply
personal matter.

I have one more thing to say. How
much time remains, Mr. President?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from TIlinois has 9 minutes remaining.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I ask Senators to give
Dick Nixon the same chance every other
President has had. We did not change
this rule under Franklin Delano Roose
velt. We did not change this rule under
Harry Truman. We did not change this
rule under Dwight Eisenhower. We did
not change this rule under John Fitz
gerald Kennedy. We did not change this
rule under Lyndon Johnson. But now,
with Dick Nixon ready to hold up his
hand, we are asked to change the rule. I
trust that this proposal will be voted
down.

I have only one thing to add. Some
where in Scripture we read:

Remove not the ancient landmark. which
thy fathers have set.

Well, these are not so ancient, but they
have been set, and they have been proved.
I want to preserve them. Other Presi
dents have lived with them; other Sena
tors have lived with them. We cut down,
we add to, without toying with this rule
and breaking it doWn so that under a
ruling from the Chair it could be said
that if the vote is less than two-thirds,
but is a majority, the cloture motion will
prevail. That, I think, would be a sorry
vote. I try not to be a prophet of doom.
I hope that we will follow the regular,
orderly procedure. '

So, Mr. President, I leave it at that
point. .

Now I yield to the distinguished Sena
tor from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I rise only
because it is the minority leader who has
spoken, and that is important; The points
he makes are critical and vital to the

country and the party. They>receive
luster when they are uttered within that
context. So I should like to address two
questions to him.

I am a son of immigrant parent3, just
as he is. I am in this place by the bounty
of our country. But there are two con
siderations to which he has addressed
himself. One is the tyranny of the minor
ity. The other is the Constitution and the
rights of the people notwithstanding the
tyranny of the minority.

In 1954, the Supreme Court ruled in
the desegregation case. After 10 years,
we passed a civil rights act that was ap
preciated and really meant anything.
Many people feel that for the suppres
sion of millions of black people in that
10 years we are now paying in the dread
ful situation which we find in our cities.
That is one example of tyranny which
is possible from a minority.

We all respect the Senator from nli
nois. It is true that civil rights bills were
written in his office. That does not neces
sarily make them right. I love and re
spect the minority leader, but even he,
with all his powers, with all his authority,
and with all his dignity, has no right to
write a civil rights bill for the people of
the United States.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Let me answer the
Senator.

Mr. JAVITS. Let me finish, please, be
cause the Senator was gracious to me.

As to the right of the people, there is
a right of the people under the Constitu
tion, a right to have their representatives
vote on vital questions. In that way we
challenge rule XXII as one that enables
a minority of the Senate to veto a ma
jority. There is no such provision in the
Constitution which compels us, ;if a mi
nority wills it, to follow the rules of 1789,
so that we could never change them.
Somehow or other the right of the people
to be heard is entitled to consideration
in thisChamber.,

I thank the Senator for yielding. '
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, first let

me respond with respect to the Supreme
Court decision on desegregation.'When
Mussolini was the head of Italy, he set
up a corporative state. He could by a
stroke of the pen have desegregated every
school in Italy and sent to the gallows
everybody who did not obey. But he was
liqUidating the freedom of his country,
and he died hanging from a tree with
his feet up before he got through. I was
there and saw it.

Yes, we speak of 10 years. But this is
a. big country. Is that a big price to pay
in order to keep an iridescent and almost
pristine chance to talk and to think?

This is a heterogenous country. We
put down the bars, so that everybody
could come in who wanted to, before we
found it was necessary to prescribe some
restrictions on immigration. There is no
other country like this. Yet we let them
enter, and weda it because we preserve
the essential freedoms, including the
right to be heard. That is the answer.

It will take longer. to finish the de
segregation process in the 50 States. I
know that because over all these years,
since slaves were first imported, we could
see the beginnings of what would be a
racial problem. :We are the generation
that inherited the problem. I think that
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in them.ainwe have been doing pretty
well with it, although I cannot say that
our efforts have always been so greatly
appreciated.

With respect to the latter item, that
Constitution also says that we can make
our own rules. We do make our own
rules, and we made this rule-all be
cause a bill providing for the arming of
a merchant ship was before this body.
Woodrow Wilson excoriated Congress
about it, and finally they got through
something to alleviate that situation
somewhat.

So in all these years, over 50 years,
we have done reasonably well with this
rule, and I cannot think of anything or
anybody who has been hurt by its ex
istence. I can think of many things that
have been benefited and improved simply
because you could hold ot! action until
the forces of modification could get in
their work. That is when you hear from
the people.

We did not have the court-packing bill
in the House. We came over here to hear
the debate. The mail was enormous. Peo
ple would go to the store and from a
piece of wrapping paper tear off a corner,
find a little, stUbby pencil, and write:
"Dear Mr. DIRKSEN, don't let them pack
the court"-p-a-k, c-o-r-t.

They could not spell, but they knew
what they wanted to say. And they were
the rich harvest of those dedicated
schoolteachers who came through the
Allegheny and Appalachian passes,
through the frontier, to the Pacific, and
inculcated a respect for our freedom and
our free institutions.

That is when you get to the people.
and that is what we are trying to pre
serve.

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I should

like to take 1 minute to make a point
with respect to the statement of the
Senator from New York that the people
have a right to have the majority vote
in the Senate.

If that argument is carried to its logi
cal conclusion, 20 Senators, representing
more than half the people of the United
States, could decide the business of the
Senate. I do not believe that was the
intention of the Founding Fathers when
the Senate was established. We should be
very careful in talking about majority
rule in the Senate.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President. the
Senate is permitting me to be heard. I
have spoken my piece. I have nothing
further to say, except to reemphasize that
my primary interest is in the survival
and preservation of this great, free land,
under a constitutional system of checks
and balances. May it always be preserved,
and may we be the foremost instru
ments in Government to preserve it.

SENATE AND NATION WILL BENEFIT BY

MODIFICATION OF RULE xxiI
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I

support the proposal to modify rule
XXII to provide that three-fifths of those
Senators present and voting may invoke
cloture.

I firmly believe that the majority of
the Senators possess the right to deter

CXV--63-Part 1

mine the doture provision under which
we will conduct business in the 91st Con
gress.

In my first Senate campaign in 1958,
I advocated the modification of the fili
buster process. Since that time, my ef
forts have been directed toward achiev
ing this objective. It has been my priv
ilege to cosponsor the resolutions to elim··
inate the power of a minority of Senators
to prevent the Senate from voting on
critical and urgent measures, which has
happened so often in the past.

Frankly, I would prefer to have a
majority of Senators vested with the
right to limit debate. Nevertheless, !. am
realistic. We must strive for the changes
and the progress which can reasonably
be accomplished. The proposal we seek
to adopt at the outset of the 91st Con
gress is a modest one. It will not inhibit
debate. It will not be a e-ag rule. It will
not enable a mere majority to totally
dominate a minority-as some accuse
the et!orts to modify rule XXII. The
three-fifths proposal strikes a proper
balance in that it will end an insur
mountable· procedural barrier in the
Senate and still maintain the quality of
the senate as a deliberative bodY.

In my experience, there always has
been sufiicient time for debate on a par
ticular issue and for every Member to
question and comment. My efforts will
continue to be responsive to the require
ment of full debate and disclosure of the
contents of legislative proposals. The
resolution which is being submitted to
the Senate for decision is responsive to
this reqUirement.

Our efforts during this time represent
the eighth attempt in 16 years to mod
ify the filibuster rule and to allow a ma
jority of Senators to change the rules
under which the Senate operates. The
time to act is long overdue. The Senate
must have rules geared to meet the chal
lenges of vital issues in our dynamic and
complex society. The present rule XXII
does not meet this requirement.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, as a spon
sor of the resolution to amend rule XXII
of the Standing Rules of the Senate to
allow cloture by the vote of three-fifths
of Senators, I am pleased to commend the
leadership of the Senator from Kansas
(Mr. PEARSON) and the Senator from
Idaho (Mr. CHURCH) who have combined
their ample skills to again raise this all
important question relating to the Senate
rules. The Senate, indeed, stands on the
brink of a most important decision, the
question of whether a majority of Sen
ators, at the start of the session, can
prescribe the rules under which the Sen
ate will operate for the ensuing Congress.
I say this is the major question because
the issue of the number of Senators re
quired to invoke a closure of debate in
this bodY is of less practical or immediate
significance.

Mr. President, one cannot review the
arguments made on both sides of the
issue in this debate without being im
pressed with the skill, depth of feeling,
and thorough knowledge of the rules and
the Constitution that have been con
tributed to the debate on both sides of
the issue. Nowhere is this more evident

than in the debate over the first· and
most important question, the question of
whether or not a majority of Senators at
the opening of a Congress has the power
to change the rules of the Senate. I must
say that the sharpened intensity of the
debate in the last 2 days since the Vice
President forecast his ruling today have
been extremely helpful.

Mr. President, I would concur with
the Senator from Kansas (Mr. PEARSON),
that article I, section 5 of the Constitu
tion allows a majOrity of the first Senate
to make the rules for the conduct of
business in this body. Accordingly, the
Senate that convened in 1789 was no
special Senate in contemplation of the
Constitution. They were indeed masters
of their own house.

Now it is also clear that the Founding
Fathers contemplated most issues in the
Senate should be decided by majority
vote. This is suggested by the same lan
guage from article 1, section 5 on which
I have really relied, together with the
other provisions of the Constitution
which specify particular requirements
for two-thirds votes on certain im.por
tant matters. The compilation of these
was very thoughtfully supplied for the
RECORD by the distinguished Senator
from Florida (Mr. HOLLAND) , and appears
on page 507 of the RECORD.

Now, assuming that the Constitution
originally allowed a majority to decide
the rules at the start of the Senate ses
sion and given the fact that the present
two-thirds cloture rule is allowed but not
required by the Constitution, the ques
tion becomes whether the Senate can act
in one Congress in such a manner as to
preclude the succeeding Congress from
changing its rules by a simple majority
vote.

While I am not myself a lawyer, I un
derstand there is a maxim of the bar
that 50 percent of achieving a desirable
judgment in a legal situation is to phrase
the question the right way. I would sug
gest that, when the questions are
stripped to their bare essentials, it is
quite clear that a majority of the Senate
not only has the light under the Consti
tution to change the presclibed rules for
the operation of the Senate at the start
of each Congress, but that a majority of
the Senate in this day and age properly
should have that choice.

At this point the question that is asked
becomes quite important. A number of
opponents to the resolution we are seek
ing to take up suggest that the dispositive
question to be asked is "Is the senate a
continuing body?" By pointing to a num
ber of the features of the Senate that do,
in fact, continue from one Congress to
the next, they are able to conclude that
the Senate is a continuing body and that
therefore the rules carryover.

I, for one, do not believe that the
Founding Fathers were so circumscribed
in their vision and in their efforts to pro
vide a balance within the legislative
branch or the entire Federal Govern
ment, that they felt restricted to such
broad distinctions as the question of con
tinuity implies in the context of this de
bate. Indeed, the traditions of the senate
and, indeed, the traditions of our repre
sentative republic everywhere point to
the basic principle of majority rule with
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body have heard the request of the ma
jority leader. All clerks, aides, and at
taches will please remove themselves
from the Chamber. They may find seats
in the gallery.

The hour having arrived under rule
XXII, the Chair lays. before the Senate
the motion to invoke rule XXII, which
the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an
nounce that the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. CANNON) is officially absent and
that the Senator from Washington (Mr.
MAGNUSON) is necessarily absent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
present. '

The question before the Senate is, Is
it the sense of the Senate that the debate
shall be brought to a close? Under the
rule. the yeas and nays are automati
cally ordered, and the clerk will call the
roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-

MOTION FOR CLOTURE

We the undersigned Senators. in accord
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate. hereby move
to bring to a close the debate upon the mo
tion to proceed to the consideration of Sen
ate Resolution 11, a resolution amending the
Standing Rules of the Senate.

FRANK CHURCH, JAMES B. PEARSON,
GEORGE MCGOVERN, JOSEPH D. TYDINGS.
PHILIP A. HART. HUGH SCOTT, EDWARD
W. BROOKE, QUENTIN BURDICK, MIKE
MANSFIELD, EDMUND S. MUSKIE, CLIN
TON P. ANDERSON, STEPHEN M. YOUNG,
CLIFFORD P. CASE, HIRAM L. FONG. GAY
LORD NELSON. JACOB K. JAVITS, FRANK
E. Moss, WALTER F. MONDALE, EDWARD
M. KENNEDY, WILLIAM PROXMIRE, JOHN
O. PASTORE, HARRISON WILLIAMS, VANCE
HARTKE, CHARLES GOODELL, LEE MET
CALF, JENNINGS RANDOLPH. McGee

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

Packwood
PaStore
Pearson
Pel!
Percy
Proxmlre
Randolph
Ribicotr
Saxbe
Schweiker
Scott
Smith
Symington
Tydings
Williams. N.J.
Yarborough
Young,Ohlo

NAYS-47

Ellender
Ervin
Fannin
Fulbright
Goldwater
Gravel
Gurney
Hansen
Holland
Hollings
Hruska
Inouye
Jordan, N.C.
Jordan, Idaho
Long
McClellan

NOT VOTING-2

MagnusonCannon

Allen
Ailott
Baker
Bellmon
Bennett
Bible
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Va.
Cook
Cooper
Cotton
Curtis
Dirksen
Dole
Dominick
Eastland

Aiken
Anderson
Bayh
Boggs
Brooke
Burdick
Case
Church
Cramton
Dodd
Eagleton
Fong
Goodell
Gore
Griffin
Harris
Hart

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
provisions of article I. section 5, of the
Constitution and those provisions of Sen
ate rule XXII and other rules not in con
flict with this constitutional provision.
the Chair announces that 51 Senators
having voted yea and 47 Senators having
voted nay, cloture has been invoked on
the motion to proceed to the considera
tion of Senate Resolution 11, and debate
will proceed under the limitation provi
sions of rule XXII.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, with
respect for the Chair. but because I think
the Chair was without authority to de
clare cloture upon a vote of less than
two-thirds of the Senate. which obviously
is lacking, I appeal from the ruling of
the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under rule
XXII. an appeal is not debatable.

The question is. Is the decision of the
Chair to stand as the judgment of the
Senate?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President. I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will

call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll, and Mr. AIKEN
voted in the negative.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President. a par
liamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Florida will state it.

nounce that the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. CANNON) is officially absent and
that the senator from Washington (Mr.
MAGNUSON) is necessarily absent.

I also announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Washington
(Mr. MAGNUSON), would vote "yea."

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
CANNON), would vote "nay."

The yeas and nays resulted-yeas 51,
nays 47, as follows:

[NO. 7 Leg.)
YEAS-51

Hartke
Hatfield
Hughes
Jackson
Javlts
Kennedy
Mansfield
Mathias
McCarthy
McGovern
McIntyre
Metcalf
Mondo.le
Montoya
Moss
Muskie
Nelson

Mundt
Murphy
Muskie
Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell
Percy
Prouty
Proxmire
Randolph
Riblcolf
Russell
Saxbe
Schweiker
Scott
Smith
Sparkman
Spong
Stennis
Stevens
Symington
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Tydings
Wllliams, N.J.
Wl11iams, Del.
Yarborough
Young, N. Dak.
Young. Ohio

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
rule. the clerk will call the roll to ascer
tain the presence of a quorum.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll. and the following Senators
answered to their names:

(No.6 Leg.)
Goodell
Gore
Gravel
GriIDn
Gurney
Hansen
Harris
Hart
Hartke
Hatfield
Holland
Hollings
Hruska
Hughes
Inouye
Jackson
Javits
Jordan. N.C.
Jordan, Idaho
Kennedy
Long
Mansfield
Mathias
McCarthy
McClellan
McGee
McGovern
McIntyre
Metcalf
Ml11er
Mondale
Montoya
Moss

Aiken
Ailen
Ailott
Anderson
Baker
Bayh
Bellmon
Bennett
Bible
Boggs
Brooke
Burdick
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Va.
Case
Church
Cook
Cooper
Cotton
Cranston
Curtis
Dirksen
Dodd
Dole
Dominick
Eagleton
Eastland
Ellender
Ervin
Fannin
Fong
Fulbright
Goldwater

protection-but not control-for the
minority.

The pertinent question is whether or
not the Senate in the 90th Congress--<lr
in any preceding Congress---can bind the
Senate of the 91st Congress with regard
to the rules. Very clearly the senate in
the first Congress wrote upon a clean
slate. There is no constitutional restric
tion uPon the right of the people to have
the Senate in succeeding Congresses do
likewise.

Now with regard to the change from a
two-thirds requirement for cloture to
three-fifths of senators present and vot
ing. Mr. President, I would like to make
it very clear why I support this slight
change to the rules. As with the question
of majority power to change rules, I find
a great deal of the discussion of the pro
posal to liberalize the antifilibuster pro
posal depends on the particular question
that one chooses to answer.

Let no one be confused as to what the
issue is: There is no attempt in progress
to abolish the cloture procedure for lim
iting debate in the Senate. There is no
danger of installing in the Senate rules
the previous question device that ob
tains in the House of Representatives.
Nothing couId be farther from the in
tent of the proponents of this resolution
to impose gag rule in the senate.

The basic procedure for invoking clo
ture will remain intact, when this reso
lution is adopted. There will still be a
requirement for a petition to be signed.
which will be required to lie over prior
toa vote exactly as the present form of
the rule requires. If the vote is success
ful, that is, if three-fifths of senators
desire to bring the matter to a vote, there
will still be the allowed time for debate,
1 hour for each Senator. As one who is
mindful of the valuable educational
function of extended debate. and have
no desire to see it abolished. I would
strongly suggest that most-and prob
ably all-of the instances where provi
sion for extended debate has served the
country well in the past will be retained
under the new rule. What will be dimin
ished-and happily s(}-is the ability of
a minority to frustrate the great ma
jority, even notwithstanding the debate
has clarified the matter and resolved it
overwhelmingly in favor of the majority
position.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, is it
mandatory under the rule that there be
a live quorum call?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is.
Mr. MANSFIELD. I would most re

spectfully suggest to the Chair that the
Chamber be cleared of all those who have
no business in the Chamber at this time,
not only before the quorum call goes
into effect. but also after it is completed.
Senators find it quite difficult to walk
around.

I would suggest at the beginning of
the session that we watch this matter
quite carefully during the remainder of
the session.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Those in the
Chamber who are not Members of this
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The decision
of the Chair not having been sustained,
the Senate will continue the debate on
the motion to take up.

. Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the last vote.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. What is the
wish and the will of the Senate? The
question is on agreeing to the motion to
proceed to the consideration of the reso
lution.

MARTIN LUTHER KING'S BIRTHDAY
ANNIVERSARY

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, with the
permission of the majority leader, I rise
to refer to the fact that yesterday was
the 40th anniversary of the birth of Dr.
Martin Luther King, the legendary civil
rights leader who was assassinated last
April. Memorial services were held in At
lanta, and it was announced that a res
toration of his birthplace, a library, a
park, two museums, and two academic
institutions will be dedicated in Dr.
King's honor in that city.

A concerted effort was also begun yes
terday to declare Dr. King's birthday a
national holiday. .

While his death was an untimely trag
edy which rocked the Nation, those of us
who worked with and admired Dr. King
are determined that he will live through
our efforts to realize his dream. What
took place here today is no small part of
that dream, if we could but realize it.

Equal opportunity, brotherhood, and
peace will continue to be our goals, and
his guiding spirit continues to inspire us.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that two articles appearing in this
morning's New York Times describing the
observance of Dr. King's birthday be
printed at this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows:
MEMORIAL CENTER AT Two SITES VI'ILL.,HoNOR

DR. KING IN ATLANTA

(By James T. Wooten)
ATLANTA, January I5.-Dressed In black,

Mrs. Martin Luther King, Jr. announced
today plans to build a memorial here to her
husband, the slain civil rights leader.

On what would have been the Nobel
laureate's 40th birthday, his widow described

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, Will
the Senator yield?

Mr. COTTON. I yield to the Senator
from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I was
one of those who greatly admired the
late Senator Styles Bridges, and I also
admired his wife, Mrs. Doloris Bridges.
She was a lady of character, charm, and
ability. I shall feel a personal loss in her
passing and wish to express sympathy to
her family.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? '

Mr. COTTON. I yield to the distin
guished majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
join my colleagues in expressing sorrow
at the passing of Mrs. Doloris Bridges.
Many of us who had the privilege of
knowing her join in the statements
which have been made at this sorrowful
moment.

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

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

Mr. JAVITS. I join the Senators from
New Hampshire (Mr. COTTON and Mr.
McINTYRE) and all other Senators who
have expressed sorrow at the passing of
Mrs. Doloris Bridges. It was my privilege
to know and respect the late Senator
Bridges, though we differed ideologically.

DEATH OF MRS. DOLORIS BRIDGES
Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I know

that the Members of the Senate, par
ticularly those senior Members who
served with the late Senator Styles
Bridges, of New Hampshire, will be sad
dened to know that Mrs. Bridges passed
away early this morning. Doloris Bridges
will be sorely missed. All of us who knew
her admired and respected her dedica
tion and ability. She played a large part
in the life and public service of her hus
band, the late Senator Styles Bridges.

I shall not take the Senate's time other
than to say what we who remember, her
all know. She was a brilliant woman, a
wonderful wife to the distinguished Sen
ator from New Hampshire, who served
here so long. After his death, it was only
by a razor-thin margin that she failed
to be nominated to succeed him.

She continued to b~ a force in the civic
and political life of New Hampshire. I
extend my deep sympathy to her mother,
her famiiy and the Bridges sons. It is
with sadness and regret that I call the
Senate's attention to her passing.

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

Mr. COTTON. I yield to my colleague.
Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I want

to join my senior colleague in expressing
my sorrow and extend my sympathy to
the family of Mrs. Bridges and also of
the late Senator Bridges.

I was priVileged to know Doloris, ac
tually to compete with her in the politi
cal arena. I always found Doloris to be
a fine lady, charming, greatly interested
in people and in government. I also
know she was of great assistance to the
late Senator Styles Bridges in his dis
tinguished career here in the U.S. Sen
ate..

Along with Mrs. McIntyre, I express
our sympathy to their family.

Mr. RU~SELL.Mr. President, will the
Senator YIeld?

Mr. COTTON. I yield to the Senator
from Georgia.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, as one
who enjoyed the great privilege of an
intimate friendship with both the late,
lamented Styles Bridges and his wife
Doloris Bridges, I wish to associate my
self with all that has been said. I have
never known any more devoted or pa
triotic people among all those I have
known in a rather long life than Senator
Styles Bridges and his wife, Doloris.

ORDER OF BUSINESS
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, may I

be recognized a moment on a point of
privilege? Many of us have not been able
to have our lunch. I wonder if the ma
jority leader would consider a half-hour
recess so tha'; we may have lunch, before
we proceed?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimou<l 'consent that the Senate
stand in recess until 2:30 p.m. -

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator withhold that request?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes; I withhold that
request.

McClellan
McGee
MUler
Mundt
Murphy
Prouty
Russell
Smith
Sparkman
Spong
Stennis
Stevens
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Willlams, Del.
Young, N. Dak.

Pastore
Pearson
Pell
Percy
ProXmlre
Randolph
RibicolI
Saxbe
Schweiker
Scott
Symington
Tydings
Wllliams, N.J.
Yarborough
Young, Ohio

Aiken
Allen
Allott
Baker
Bellmon
Bennett
Bible
Boggs
Byrd. Va.
Byrd, W. Va.
Cook
Cooper
Cotton
Curtis
Dirksen
Dole
Dominick
Eastland

Cannon

Anderson
Bayh
Brooke
Burdick
Case
Church
Cranston
Dodd
Eagleton
Fong
Goodell
Harris
Hart
Hartke
Hatfield

Mr.. HOLLAND. ',. Under the appeal
taken by the Senator from Florida, if
the' senator .from, Florida understands
the rule correctly, a vote of "yea" should
sustain the ruling of the Chair, and a
vote of "nay". would not. Would the
Chair advise the Senate as to the ac
curacy of that understanding?

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is cor
rect. The question is, Is the decision of
the. Chair to stand as the judgment of
the Senate? Those supporting the de
cision of the Chair will vote "yea," and
those who oppose the decision of the
Chair will vote "nay." The Senator from
Florida has properly stated the inquiry.

The clerk will continue the rollcall.
The assistant legislative clerk resumed

and concluded the call of the roll.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an

nounce that the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. CANNON) is officially absent and
that the Senator from Washington (Mr.
MAGNUSON) is necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Wash
ing (Mr. MAGNUSON) is paired with the
Senator from Nevada (Mr. CANNON). If
present and voting, the Senator from
Washington would vote "yea" and the
Senator from Nevada would vote "nay."

The result was announced-yeas 45,
nays 53, as follows:

(No.SLeg.)
YEAS-45

Hughes
Jackson
Javits
Kennedy
Mathias
McCarthy
McGovern
McIntyre
Metcalf
Mondale
Montoya
Moss
Muskie
Nelson
Packwood

.NAYS-53
Ellender
Ervin
Fannin
Fulbright
Goldwater
Gore
Gravel
Grl1l\n
Gurney
Hansen
Holland
Holllngs
Hruska
Inouye
Jordan, N.C.
Jordan, Idaho
Long
Mans:fleld

NOT VOTING-2
Magnuson


	page 1
	page 2
	page 3
	page 4
	page 5
	page 6
	page 7
	page 8

